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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of North Las Vegas major downtown area is located in the southeast 
portion of the City of North Las Vegas and is encompassed by I-15 on the 
west, Carey Avenue on the north, Pecos Road on the east, and Owens Avenue 
on the south.  Included within the study area boundary are the following four 
major corridors:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Civic Center Drive
•	 North 5th Street 

A map of the study area limits is presented in Figure ES-1.  

The study area consists of a variety of community facilities, including Jerry’s 
Nugget Casino, Silver Nugget Casino, Bighorn Casino, City Hall, North Vista 
Hospital, North Las Vegas Library, North Las Vegas Police Department, 
numerous schools, parks, and other large commercial and residential 
land developments.  The majority of the study area is built out, however 
one of the largest empty land parcels is the future site of the Las Flores 
Shopping Center.  In addition, a large percentage of the study area consists 
of residential neighborhoods.    
  
The primary purpose of this study is to identify and prioritize potential 
pedestrian and bicycle crossings.  Establishing safe and more inviting 
pedestrian corridors and bicycle facilities are critical to ensure a vibrant and 
lively downtown that will attract both tourists and local guests.  The study 
emphasizes multi-modal travel as a means of identifying solutions to move 
more people through and to the study area, as opposed to focusing solely 
on vehicular drivers.  This multi-modal approach is used to foster creative 
transportation solutions in improving the quality of life for residents, as well 
as enhancing the travel experience for commuters and visitors to destinations 
within the study area.  This study also evaluates and develops alternative 
solutions to address near-term and long-term transportation challenges in 
the downtown area that focus on the role of bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and 
automobile travel modes.  

In recognition of existing and future land development, road improvement 
activities, and future transportation plans, this study recommends 
transportation improvements that fulfill the following study objectives:

•	 maximize the safe and efficient movement of residents, commuters, 
and visitors to destinations throughout the major downtown area;

•	 maintain or enhance the connection of residential neighborhoods 
with key destinations in the study area;

•	 provide better amenities to promote walking and bicycling; and
•	 enhance transit services to residents, commuters, and visitors by 

improving transit access to major land use developments.

This transportation study, identified in the Regional Transportation 
Commission’s (RTC) Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), is an important 
component in planning study area investments for the downtown area.  
Guided by a project Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), this study represents 

the first phase in the planning process.  The next step toward project 
implementation would be the adoption of specific recommendations into the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP).  Individual projects identified would then be ready for advancement 
into the design development phase and the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process, as applicable.  

This study identifies pedestrian, bicycle, transit, roadway, and access 
management improvements that meet the study objectives and preserve the 
character of the study corridor.  The improvements recommended in this 
study are consistent with the TAC’s direction to balance the maximization of 
people moving through the corridor with the preservation of the quality of 
life for residents and visitors.  

The following baseline criteria were used to evaluate improvement 
alternatives for the study area:

•	 Safety
•	 Travel time
•	 Capacity
•	 Level-of-service
•	 Right-of-way impacts
•	 Pedestrian-friendly attributes
•	 Bicycle-friendly attributes
•	 Community facility impacts
•	 Land use and transit compatibility
•	 Transit ridership
•	 Construction cost

A program of near-term (less than five years) and long-term (five years 
and beyond) improvements are summarized in Table ES-1 and Table ES-
2.  To improve non-motorized travel modes, the following near-term 
recommendations were identified:

Pedestrian

•	 Construct new sidewalks
•	 Install tactile pads at curb ramps
•	 Construct or rehabilitate curb ramps
•	 Restripe crosswalks
•	 Install RRFB at Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino
•	 Install HAWK System at Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street and 

Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street
•	 Install pedestrian prohibition at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale 

Street
•	 Encourage Washington Junior High School and St. Christopher 

Catholic School to join the Safe Routes to School program

Bicycle

•	 Install proposed bicycle routes and lanes (proposed bicycle routes 
and lanes have already been proposed by the RTC)

•	 Designate and install recommended bicycle routes and lanes 
(recommended bicycle routes and lanes have not been proposed by 
the RTC, but are recommended to become proposed bicycle routes 
and lanes by Parsons Brinckerhoff)

•	 Install shared use path on Judson Avenue through the “triangle” 
(area between Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, and Civic 
Center Drive), connect to and over the Las Vegas Wash, and through 
North 5th Street

Transit

•	 Install new transit shelters
•	 Move existing transit shelters 6-feet behind sidewalk
•	 Relocate transit stops placed against walls and within sidewalks
•	 Install new benches
•	 Begin transit service along North 5th Street
•	 Reestablish transit service along Carey Avenue from Las Vegas 

Boulevard to Pecos Road

Access Management

•	 Construct raised median islands on Lake Mead Boulevard and Las 
Vegas Boulevard

•	 Consolidate driveways and intersections

The pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements, identified for 
implementation in the near-term timeframe, generally have low capital 
costs and can help promote greater transit ridership, bicycling, and walking 
through the enhancement of transit and non-motorized facilities.  
 
Near-term access management improvements, such as the addition of 
raised channelized islands and the consolidation of driveways, can help 
control turn movements at the median and the curbside, and reduce the 
number of conflicting turn movements.  Access improvements and driveway 
consolidations are cost-effective ways to improve safety in the corridor.  The 
implementation of these improvements should include a process by which 
the RTC and jurisdictional agencies collaborate with the community and 
local businesses to address issues related to access control initiatives.  

To improve motorized travel modes, the addition and/or extension of turn 
lanes at intersections was recommended.

The total cost of all near-term pedestrian, bicycle, transit, access 
management, and roadway improvements recommended in this study is 
approximately $6,660,000.  

Two of the largest improvements recommended for the long-term timeframe 
will require significant resources and coordination, and are not expected to 
be implemented before the 2030 study horizon year.  These improvements 
include the mixed use station within the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet and 
the corresponding pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard.  These two 
projects were mentioned by TAC members, however due to the recent state 
of the economy, they have been put on hold for the foreseeable future.  
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Table ES-1: Summary of Recommended Near-Term Transportation Improvements

Description of Improvements

· Construct new sidewalks at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (southeast and northwest corners), Lake Mead Boulevard South/Yale Street (northwest side of corridor), Lake Mead Boulevard South/White Street (southeast side of corridor), and Lake
Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard (northwest corner fronting 7-Eleven)

· Install tactile pads along curb ramps at the following signalized intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard/Bruce Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive (northwest, northeast,
southeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street (all 4 corners), Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue (southwest and southeast corners), Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way (all 4 corners), Main Street/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners), Civic Center
Drive/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners)

· Install tactile pads along curb ramps at the following unsignalized intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard South/Yale Street (northwest and northeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/White Street
(southwest and southeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street (southwest and southeast corners)

· Construct or rehabilitate curb ramps at the following intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (southeast and southwest corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Crawford Street (northeast and northwest corners), Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens
Avenue (southeast and southwest corners), Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners), Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way (southwest corner)

· Restripe the following crosswalks: Las Vegas Boulevard/Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard/Civic Center Drive, Las Vegas Boulevard/Tonopah Avenue, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street, Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive, Lake Mead
Boulevard/ Bassler Street (Danish Offset location), Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street, Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue, Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino, Las Vegas Boulevard/Hamilton Street-City Hall, Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue,
Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way

· Install RRFB at Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino

· Install HAWK System at Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street and Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street

· Install pedestrian prohibition and corresponding signage at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street

· Encourage Washington Continuation Junior High School and St. Christopher Catholic School to join the Safe Routes to School program

· Install proposed bicycle routes on Carey Avenue (I-15 to Pecos Road); Pecos Road (Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue); Tonopah Avenue (Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road); Hunkins Drive (Bruce Street to McDaniel Street); Donna Street (Carey Avenue to
Lola Avenue); Judson Avenue (Yale Street to Donna Street); and Main Street (Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard)

· Install proposed bicycle lanes on Bruce Street (Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard); Belmont Street (James Street/Owens Avenue to Belmont Street/Carey Avenue); and Owens Avenue (I-15 to Pecos Road)

· Designate and install bicycle routes on McDaniel Street (Owens Avenue to Civic Center Drive); Stocker Street (Owens Avenue to Tonopah Avenue); and Tonopah Avenue (Stocker Street to North Las Vegas Roundabout)

· Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Las Vegas Boulevard (North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue); designate and install bicycle lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard (Owens Avenue to Bruce Street); and designate and incorporate shared
transit/bicycle lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard (Bruce Street to Carey Avenue)

· Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Civic Center Drive (Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue); designate and install bicycle lanes on Civic Center Drive (Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard) with 14' outside curb lane width; and designate and
incorporate shared curbside shoulder/bicycle lane on Civic Center Drive (Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue)

· Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Main Street (Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout); designate and install bicycle lanes on Main Street (Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout)

· Designate and incorporate shared transit/bicycle lanes on North 5th Street (Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue)

· Designate and incorporate bicycle route on Judson Avenue (Donna Street to Pecos Road); includes acquiring right-of-way through "triangle" and installing a 10' bicycle/pedestrian path (Donna Street to Constitution Way); placing a bicycle/pedestrian
bridge over the Las Vegas Wash; connecting to the Las Vegas Wash Trail; extending route through North 5th Street (within original proposed Judson Avenue Route from Yale Street to Donna Street); and removing the gate located at Judson
Avenue/Constitution Way

· Sign all bicycle lanes and bicycle routes

· Install transit shelters on Route 110 at Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue Southbound, Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound (has one shelter, needs double shelter); on Route 210 at Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive Westbound
(might need relocation before placement), Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard (needs double shelter); on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound

· Move transit shelters 6' behind sidewalk on Route 210 at Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard Northbound, Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way Northbound; on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Carey Avenue Southbound; on Route 210 at Lake Mead
Boulevard/North Vista Hospital Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Bruce Street Westbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/North Vista Hospital Westbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street Westbound, Lake
Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street Westbound; and on Route 214 at Carey Avenue/Donna Street Eastbound, Carey Avenue/Bruce Street Eastbound

· Relocate transit stops placed within sidewalk and against walls on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Perliter Avenue Southbound; on Route 209 at Owens Avenue/Patricia Street Westbound, Owens Avenue/McDaniel Street Westbound; and on Route 210 at Lake
Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street Eastbound

· Install benches at shelters on Route 209 at Owens Avenue/Civic Center Drive Westbound, Owens Avenue/Las Vegas Boulevard Westbound, and Owens Avenue/Davis Place Westbound

· Begin transit service along North 5th Street (once North 5th Street bridge is completed)

· Reestablish transit service for Route 214 along Carey Avenue from Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road

· Construct raised channelized median islands on Lake Mead Boulevard (Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road) and Las Vegas Boulevard (Tonopah Avenue to Bruce Street)

· Consolidate median access points at locations less than 660' apart (including along the recently constructed Civic Center Drive from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard)

· Consolidate driveways less than 200' apart and intersections less than 660' apart on major corridors, where applicable

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: convert northbound left-turn bay to dual left-turn bay and extend to 400', convert southbound left-turn bay to dual left-turn bay and extend to 300'

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard: extend southbound right-turn bay to 305'

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street: extend eastbound left-turn bay to 150'

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue: extend westbound left-turn bay to 150'

Public Right-of-Way · Dedicate public right-of-way on Lake Mead Boulevard (northwest corner of Lake Mead Boulevard/Pecos Road intersection) and on North 5th Street (Tonopah Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard South - western side of North 5th Street; Lake Mead Boulevard
North to Carey Avenue (most of the section has not been dedicated))

Transit Facilities

Access Management

Roadway Capacity

TABLE 4-1: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED NEAR-TERM TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

Recommended Actions and Locations

Pedestrian Facilities

Bicycle Facilities
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Description of Improvements

Bicycle Facilities · Incorporate 14' outside curb lane width on Las Vegas Boulevard (Owens Avenue to Bruce Street) next to bicycle lane

Transit Facilities · Develop mixed use station within Lake Mead Boulevard couplet with corresponding pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard (project is put on hold for the foreseeable future)

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: extend westbound dual left-turn bay to 300'

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard: extend southbound right-turn bay to 400' (use right-turn pocket as transit turnout), extend eastbound dual left-turn bay to 350'

· Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue: extend northbound dual left-turn bay to 180'

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue: extend eastbound left-turn bay to 300', extend northbound left-turn bay to 250'

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: convert southeastbound left-turn bay to 120' dual left-turn bay

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue: convert northbound left-turn bay to 250' dual left-turn bay, extend southbound left-turn bay to 150'

Roadway Capacity

TABLE 4-3: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

Recommended Actions and Locations

Other long-term roadway improvements include intersection capacity 
improvements to accommodate future traffic and bicycle volumes, which 
would greatly improve the level-of-service of each.  

The total cost of all recommended long-term improvements recommended in 
this study (not including the mixed use station and pedestrian bridge, which 
have been put on hold) is approximately $457,000.  

Table ES-2: Summary of Recommended Long-Term Transportation Improvements
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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1 Purpose and Need

1.1.1 Project Background

The City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Corridor Study was embarked 
on by the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) and the City of North 
Las Vegas to address pedestrian and bicycle concerns within the major 
downtown area of North Las Vegas.  The goal is to create better access 
to amenities from the surrounding residential neighborhoods to increase 
walking, bicycling, and transit use as primary sources of transportation.     

The study area is encompassed by I-15 on the west, Carey Avenue on the north, 
Pecos Road on the east, and Owens Avenue on the south; and includes the 
major corridors of Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, Civic Center 
Drive, and North 5th Street.  The Major Downtown Area is currently connected 
to the interstate system through its Lake Mead Boulevard interchange with 
I-15 and falls entirely within the 89030 zip code.  A map of the study corridor 
and its relative location within North Las Vegas is presented in Figure 1-1.  

The study area includes Jerry’s Nugget Casino, Silver Nugget Casino, Bighorn 
Casino, City Hall, North Vista Hospital, North Las Vegas Library, North 
Las Vegas Police Department, numerous schools, parks, and other large 
commercial and residential land developments.  The majority of the study 
area is built out, however one of the largest empty land parcels is the future 
site of the Las Flores Shopping Center.  

Public transportation in the study area is served by RTC Transit and includes 
Route 110, Route 111, Route 113, Route 209, Route 210, Route 214, and 
Route MAX.  In addition, paratransit service is provided for the entire study 
area.

Currently, no bicycle lanes or bicycle routes exist within the study area, 
however there are plans to install both in the future.  Additionally, there are 
plans to enhance the current pedestrian realm within the major downtown 
area.  

1.1.2 Project Methodology, Purpose, and Objectives

The City of North Las Vegas major downtown area is a vital study area with 
a varied combination of land use characteristics.  The mixture of residential, 
commuter, and commercial trips through the study area requires an in-depth 
examination to determine its optimal functionality and develop transportation 
improvement strategies that support each type of trip purpose.  The study 
methodology is to assess existing and future travel conditions, and evaluate 
and identify corridor improvement strategies for pedestrian, bicycle, transit, 
and traffic facilities.  The study also culminates with the development of 
short-term and long-term transportation improvement plans for the study 
area that incorporate all travel modes.  

The primary purpose of this study is to identify and prioritize potential 
pedestrian and bicycle crossings.  Establishing safe and more inviting 
pedestrian corridors and bicycle facilities are critical to ensure a vibrant and 
lively downtown that will attract both tourists and local guests.  

The study emphasizes multi-modal travel as a means of identifying solutions 
to move more people through and to the study area, as opposed to focusing 
solely on vehicular drivers.  This multi-modal approach is used to foster 
creative transportation solutions in improving the quality of life for 
residents, as well as enhancing the travel experience for commuters and 
visitors to destinations within the study area.  This study also evaluates 
and develops alternative solutions to address near-term and long-term 
transportation challenges in the downtown area.  It focuses on the role of 
bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and automobile travel modes.  

In recognition of existing and future land development, road improvement 
activities, and future transportation plans, this study recommends 
transportation improvements that fulfill the following study objectives:

• maximize the safe and efficient movement of residents, 
commuters, and visitors to destinations throughout the major 
downtown study area;

• maintain or enhance the connection of residential neighborhoods 
with key destinations in the study area;

• provide better amenities to promote walking and bicycling; and
• enhance transit services to residents, commuters, and visitors by 

improving transit access to major land use developments.

1.1.3 Planning Process

The City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Corridor Study planning 
process began when the RTC adopted the Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP) for fiscal year 2012.  The UPWP represents planning study priorities 
developed by the RTC.  The City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Corridor 
Study planning process was guided by a technical advisory committee 
(TAC) comprised of state and local government entities.  Periodic project 
progress meetings were held to review project status, discuss issues, and 
obtain input from participating agencies.  The TAC was also paramount in 
the development and refinement of alternatives in the analysis phase of the 
study.  The organizations participating in the TAC included:

• Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada 
• City of North Las Vegas
• Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)

This study represents the first phase in the planning process.  The next 
step towards project implementation would be the adoption of specific 
recommendations into the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  Upon implementation, projects 
would be advanced into design development and the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA) process, should federal funds be used. 

1.1.4 Report Organization

The City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Corridor Study provides an 
analysis of existing conditions and alternative improvements.  Existing con-
ditions and transportation needs are discussed in Chapter Two and include 
the integration of information from local and regional plans along with an 
assessment of existing land use, community facilities, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, transit service, traffic conditions, and access control.  Chapter 
Three provides an analysis of near-term and long-term improvements.  The 
improvement alternatives identified in the study address multi-modal trans-
portation investment options such as pedestrian, bicycle, transit, access 
management, and intersection capacity improvements.  Chapter Four sum-
marizes the recommended near-term and long-term improvements and their 
associated costs, along with a schedule for implementation.  Lastly, Chap-
ter Five acknowledges the works and publications used during the course of 
the study, followed by appendices that present background information and 
analyses used in the study.  



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 2

FINAL REPORT

LO
SE

E

SL
O

A
N

N
EL

LI
S

NORTH LAS VEGAS BOULEVARD

North Las Vegas
Air Terminal

Nellis
Air Force

Base

£¤604

§̈¦I-15

§̈¦I-15

LO
SE

E

LA
M

B

CRAIG

HORSE

C
LA

YT
O

N

D
EC

AT
U

R

CAREY

MOCCASIN A
LL

EN

LOG CABIN

CHEYENNE

GOWAN

CENTENNIAL

W
A

LN
U

T

GRAND TETON

ALEXANDER

IRON MOUNTAIN

M
A

R
TI

N
 L

 K
IN

G

LA MADRE

H
O

LL
YW

O
O

D

TROPICAL

SI
M

M
O

N
S

LAKE MEAD

DORRELL

VA
LL

EY

PE
C

O
S

R
EV

ER
E

B
R

U
C

E

C
O

M
M

ER
C

E
DEER SPRINGS

5T
H

ST
AT

Z

ELKHORN

BROOKS

ANN

§̈¦I-15

LAS VEGAS

CAREY

OWENS

5T
H

TONOPAH

S
TA

TZ

PE
C

O
S

B
E

LM
O

N
T

LO
SE

E

B
R

U
C

E

D
O

N
N

A

M
C

D
A

N
IE

L

C
IV

IC
 C

EN
TE

R

B
A

S
S

LE
R

LAKE MEAD

PA
LM

E
R

W
E

B
S

TE
R

MILLER

TONOPAH

Legend
Study Area

Study Corridor

North Las Vegas

City of Las Vegas

Clark County

Nellis Air Force Bay

±

Figure 1-1: City of North Las Vegas Project Location Map
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Multi-modal transportation needs in the study corridor were identified by 
reviewing: 

• existing traffic, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle conditions 
• current and future trends in land use and zoning
• travel demands projected growth 

 
This section describes the existing transportation and land use conditions 
in the City of North Las Vegas major downtown area and summarizes the 
corridor’s mobility and transportation needs.

2.1 Local And Regional Transportation Plans

The City of North Las Vegas downtown area is defined in this study as the 
area encompassed by I-15 on the west, Carey Avenue on the north, Pecos 
Road on the east, and Owens Avenue on the south; and is examined in view of 
current near-term and long-term projects, plans, and funding commitments.  

2.1.1 RTP/TIP

The RTC’s Fiscal Year 2013-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Fiscal 
Year 2013-2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) were used to 
identify programmed long-term and short-term transportation infrastructure 
investments planned for the Las Vegas metropolitan area.  The RTP and TIP 
were developed by the RTC in cooperation with the NDOT, local planning and 
public work agencies, and the Clark County Department of Air Quality and 
Environmental Management (DAEQM).  The RTP represents the long-range 
plan (20 years) and the TIP represents the short-range plan (four years) 
for transportation improvements.  Regionally-significant RTP/TIP projects 
currently planned along or crossing the study corridor include:

• Construct shelters and ancillary equipment for Bus Rapid Transit 
operation in the North 5th Street corridor from Owens Avenue to 
CC-215 Northern Beltway (scheduled completion 2025)

• Construct 4-lane roadway with overpass at I-15 to support 8 lanes, 
including 2 travel lanes, along North 5th Street from Carey Avenue 
to Cheyenne Avenue (scheduled completion 2014)

• Realign Lake Mead Boulevard and widen to 8 lanes, including 
dedicated right- and left-turn lanes, auxiliary lanes, and 
modification of freeway ramps associated with the I-15 interchange 
from Losee Road to Las Vegas Boulevard (scheduled completion 
2035)

There are a number of other non-regionally significant transportation 
improvements planned along or crossing the study area within the next 
20 years.  Many of these improvements are located in various parts of the 
Las Vegas Valley with a focus on Complete Streets including transit shelter 
enhancements, bicycle lane improvements, and pedestrian improvements.  
An example of a non-regionally significant project includes converting Main 

Street and Commerce Street to a one-way couplet with two lanes in each 
direction, bike lanes, and widened sidewalks from Las Vegas Boulevard to 
Owens Avenue (scheduled completion 2025).  All regionally and non-regionally 
significant improvements are presented in greater detail in Appendix A.

2.1.2 City of North Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan

The City of North Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for fiscal years 
2014-2018 outlines short- and long-term capital projects covering a five-year 
period.  Priorities ensuring consistent and strategic transportation improve-
ments along or crossing the study corridor include:

•	 Improvement and construction of shared bus/bicycle lanes, modi-
fied median landscaping, traffic signal improvements, enhanced 
sidewalks and crosswalks on Las Vegas Boulevard from Lake Mead 
Boulevard to Carey Avenue.

•	 Acquiring properties that are for sale at or near market values on or 
around areas on Lake Mead Boulevard between I-15 and Las Vegas 
Boulevard.

•	 Construction of a bus turnouts on the northwest corner of Lake Mead 
Boulevard and North 5th Street, and on the southeast corner of Lake 
Mead Boulevard and North 5th Street.

•	 Improvement of traffic signal video detection devices on the signal-
ized intersections on Las Vegas Boulevard between Tonopah Avenue 
and Evan Avenue.  

The proposed CIP amounts to a total of $244,426,089 in projects.  A “Capital 
Project” is considered of relatively high monetary value (at least $25,000), 
has a long life, and results in the creation or revitalization of a fixed asset.  
All regionally significant improvements pertaining to Downtown redevelop-
ment, parks and recreation, public safety, and additional transportation 
projects are presented in greater detail in Appendix A.

2.1.3 The North Las Vegas Downtown Master Plan & Investment Strategy

The North Las Vegas Downtown Master Plan & Investment Strategy concen-
trated on the redevelopment potential and recommended actions for the 
historical downtown portion of the corridor between the Lake Mead Bou-
levard and Carey Avenue intersections.  The plan recommended new land 
uses and suggested rezoning.  Additionally, the plan cites a crucial need for 
improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the Downtown study area. It de-
scribes the current conditions in the Downtown area as having an unfriendly 
pedestrian environment.  High pedestrian activity areas are cited around the 
City Hall, the North Vista Hospital, and the Silver Nugget Casino.  Figure 2-1 
illustrates the covers of three of the local and regional transportation plans.  

2.1.4 Las Vegas Boulevard North Land Use, Transit, and Pedestrian Study

The Las Vegas Boulevard North Land Use, Transit, and Pedestrian Study used 
results obtained from The North Las Vegas Downtown Master Plan & Invest-
ment Strategy and focused on transit development on Las Vegas Boulevard 
from Owens Avenue to Nellis Boulevard.  The study examined the develop-
ment of the MAX Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system on Las Vegas Boulevard and 
came up with recommendations for the placement of BRT transit stops. 

2.1.5 City of North Las Vegas Comprehensive Master Plan

The City of North Las Vegas Comprehensive Master Plan is based on a 20-
year planning horizon and is comprised of a guiding vision statement; guid-
ing principles, goals, and policies; a land use plan comprising of residential, 
non-residential, and mixed use; principles of design and residential den-
sity evaluation criteria; and specific planning areas consisting of residential 
neighborhoods, activity centers, and employment districts.  Additionally, it 
sets an action plan that prioritizes actions the City of North Las Vegas needs 
to take for the development of the Comprehensive Master Plan.  Actions ad-
opted in 2006 along or crossing the study corridor include:

•	 Create and Adopt Design Criteria for New Master Planned Communi-
ties

•	 Prepare and Adopt a Downtown Master Plan
•	 Implement the North 5th Street Transit Supportive Concept Plan
•	 Update the Parks and Recreational Facilities Master Plan 
•	 Coordinate Regional Parks and Open Space
•	 Implement the Wash Trail
•	 Prepare a Transportation Master Plan
•	 Improve a Pedestrian Connection Citywide
•	 Establish Transportation Improvement Priorities 

IN ASSOCIATION WITH

Economic Planning Systems
Square Peg Design
PBS & J

NORTH LAS VEGASO S G
Downtown Master Plan
& Investment Strategy

ADOPTED FEBRUARY 4, 2009Figure 2-1: Local and Regional Transportation Plans 
and Project Document Covers
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2.1.6 Regional Complete Streets Study

The RTC completed the Regional Complete Streets Study in June 2012, 
which includes approved recommended policies.  It is the vision of the RTC 
to provide a safe, convenient, and effective regional transportation system 
that enhances mobility and air quality for citizens and visitors.  “Complete 
Streets” concepts further that vision by promoting roadways that are de-
signed to safely and comfortably accommodate all users, regardless of age, 
ability, or mode of transportation.  In coordination with the local entities, 
the final report adopted policies which include the following:

•	 RTC promotes the incorporation of Complete Streets concepts and 
design standards in all appropriate public streets (except freeways) 
throughout the region.

•	 RTC will seek every opportunity to provide guidance and funding for 
the planning, design, and implementation of Complete Streets.

•	 RTC will provide policy and technical support to local entities in the 
incorporation of Complete Streets elements into their development 
codes and comprehensive plans.

•	 RTC will provide technical support to local entities in the develop-
ment of a process for evaluating, ranking, and prioritizing Complete 
Streets projects in their area.

•	 RTC will encourage local entities to consider Complete Streets ele-
ments as an integral part of the planning and design of roadway proj-
ects, whether new construction, reconstruction, or rehabilitation.

•	 RTC will consider modifications to the Master Plan of Streets and 
Highways or the Roadway Functional Classification that maybe nec-
essary to configure a particular street as a Complete Street.

•	 Public streets excluded from this policy include those where:
o Complete Streets concepts are in conflict with existing 

laws, codes, or ordinances; or
o Compliance with this policy would conflict with goals or 

physical conditions related to the unique aspects of the 
location.

2.1.7 The City of North Las Vegas Visioning 2025 Strategic Plan

The City of North Las Vegas updated strategic plan is based on the Visioning 
2025 Plan with a more detailed outline set in place.  The details outlined are 
set to meet specific performance targets for the growth and development 
through 2030.
 
The Visioning 2025 Strategic Plan had previously focused on adopting the vi-
sions set out by the citizens.  The updated 2030 Vision for the City of North 
Las Vegas includes the following principles: 

•	 Beautiful City
•	 Safe Community
•	 Premier Parks
•	 Recreation Activities, Libraries, and Cultural Opportunities
•	 Major Business and Higher Education Center 
•	 Residents Are Engaged
•	 Residents and Employees Take Pride in the City of North Las Vegas
•	 Preferred Place to Live

2.1.8 The City of North Las Vegas North Fifth Street Transit Supportive 
Concept Plan

The City of North Las Vegas North Fifth Street Transit Supportive Concept 
Plan built upon the prior North Fifth Street Corridor Study published in 2004.  
The North Fifth Street Corridor Study presented design alternatives that 
would accommodate significant traffic volumes and transit with recommen-
dations to provide a right-of-way width of 150-feet; six travel lanes (three 
in both the north and south directions); dedicated space for high-capacity 
transit; landscape buffers; and multi-use pathways.

The City of North Las Vegas North Fifth Street Transit Supportive Concept 
Plan established a broad transit oriented development strategy for the City 
of North Las Vegas with a plan to organize the transit corridor into five plan-
ning districts:

•	 University District
•	 Deer Springs District
•	 North Fifth Street District
•	 Industrial District
•	 Gateway Redevelopment District 

The Gateway Redevelopment District falls within the study area.  The focal 
point for this district would be a mixed-use station area inside the Lake Mead 
Boulevard couplet between I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard.  The transit dis-
trict took into account a Transit-Oriented Design (TOD) concept, which works 
to support the use of transit by creating station areas that are convenient 
and attractive areas for people to live and visit with a healthy mix of uses, 
public spaces, and pedestrian amenities.  

2.2 Land Use and Development

2.2.1 Existing Land Use Plan and Zoning

Zoning

The major downtown area represents the oldest portion of the City of North 
Las Vegas.  Street blocks tend to be shorter and land uses vary, which pro-
vides excellent conditions to promote a high level of pedestrian/bicyclist/
transit commuter activity.  As shown in Figure 2-2, the majority of the study 
area consists of Redevelopment Area, Low Density Residential, Medium Den-
sity Residential, and Public/Semi-Public land.

The City of North Las Vegas acknowledged the current situation of pedestrian 
travel in its 2006 Comprehensive Master Plan, stating Lake Mead Boulevard, 
Las Vegas Boulevard, and Civic Center Drive are as wide as seven lanes, 
which make pedestrian and bicycle transportation difficult.  Additionally, 
subpar conditions, in both housing and commercial structures, led to the 
designation of two redevelopment areas, the Downtown and North of Down-
town Redevelopment Areas.  The Redevelopment Area designations give way 
for future development and revitalization to Downtown.  Figure 2-2 illus-
trates the location of the study area that falls under the Downtown Redevel-

opment planning framework.  In addition, Figure 2-2 represents an updated 
map outlying the current zoning of the study area as of July 2012.  

The City of North Las Vegas is currently primarily zoned for Open Land (31 
percent), followed by Industrial (29 percent), and Single Family Residential 
(21 percent).  Table 2-1 shows the zoning classifications and the correspond-
ing percentages for the entire City of North Las Vegas.  The percentages 
were published in the 2013 City of North Las Vegas Community Report and 
were calculated from the Zoning Map provided by the City of North Las Vegas 
Community Services and Development Department.  

Focusing on the major downtown study area, Table 2-2 shows the zoning 
category, acreage, and percentage of total land each zoning category takes 
up.  Approximately 55 percent of the study area is zoned for residential 
development and about 42 percent of the study area is zoned as redevelop-
ment area.  The single largest zoning classification within the study area 
is Single Family Low Density Residential housing (42 percent), followed by 
Redevelopment Area Commercial/Retail Subdistrict (17 percent).  Within the 
redevelopment area, commercial development has the largest amount of 
acreage.  Thus, one of the major focuses will be accommodating the trans-
portation needs for the future commercial users within the redevelopment 
area.  Note: The study area contains approximately 1,470 total acres of land.  
The total number of acres accounted for in Table 2-2 does not account for 
the public right-of-way and I-15 roadway portions in the GIS files received 
from the City of North Las Vegas.  

When comparing the entire City of North Las Vegas to the study area, 42 
percent of the study area is zoned for Single Family Residential, whereas the 
entire City has 21 percent zoned for such use.  Additionally, unlike the entire 
City, the study area contains no Open Land zoning.         

Table 2-1: City of North Las Vegas Zoning

Zoning Percent
Open Land 31.19%

Industrial 28.50%

Single Family Residential 20.63%

Planned Unit Development 8.94%

Commercial 4.37%

Multi Family Residential 3.05%

Public/Semi Public 2.85%

Mixed Use 0.47%
Source: City of North Las Vegas Community Services & Development Department
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Figure 2-2: North Las Vegas Downtown Area Zoning Map
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worship) uses and developments.  The latest Gaming Enterprise Districts and 
Locations Approved for Non-Restricted Gaming map (see Appendix B) was 
updated in November 2013 and designates properties for gaming or master 
planned for resort hotels.

Within the study area, there four gaming enterprise districts:

•	 Jerry’s Nugget Casino
•	 Silver Nugget Casino
•	 Bighorn Casino
•	 Southeast corner of Civic Center Drive and Lake Mead Boulevard

Table 2-2: North Las Vegas Downtown Area Zoning 

Table 2-3: City of North Las Vegas Population Growth

Population

Challenges facing the downtown area revolve around combining desired fa-
cilities for non-auto transportation travel and greenway connections into 
neighborhoods.  In other words, the challenge will be to provide safe and 
convenient connections from within the neighborhoods to locations such as 
the Las Vegas Wash Trail system and other amenities, given the predomi-
nance of walls and a limited pedestrian realm facility system.  The essential 
relationship of land use to the transportation needs of the City need to be 
taken into account with a projected increase in population density.

According to the 2013 North Las Vegas Community Report and the U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau, the City of North Las Vegas was the third fastest growing large 
city in the U.S. from 2000 to 2009.  The City of North Las Vegas is expected to 
be home to 410,000 residents when it reaches build out; and since 2001 the 
City has grown by 82% with an average annual growth rate of 6.3%.  Table 2-3 
illustrates the population change from 2002 to 2012 for the City of North Las 
Vegas.  The projected increase in population in the City of North Las Vegas 
directly impacts the downtown area by the corresponding increase of traffic 
traveling along the major corridors.  

Currently, the City of North Las Vegas is home to 229,314 residents.  In com-
parison, the major downtown study area is currently the domicile of approxi-
mately 21,100 residents; which accounts for 9 percent of the population of 
the City.  Therefore, a high concentration of North Las Vegas residents reside 
within the study area.  By comparison, the average household size in the 
City of North Las Vegas is 3.09 residents per household, whereas the average 
household size for the downtown study area is 4.73 residents per household.    

Existing Land Use

The majority of existing land use within the study area is classified as Single 
Family Residential (35 percent), Right-of-Way (20 percent), and Multi-Family 
Residential (15 percent); as shown in Table 2-4 and illustrated in Figure 2-3. 
The residential communities will be affected by the projected increases in 
population and traffic volumes, therefore alternative travel modes need to 
be taken into consideration within and around these communities.  

Note: As mentioned earlier, the study area contains approximately 1,470 
total acres of land.  However, Table 2-4 shows a total of approximately 1,360 
total acres.  The remaining unaccounted for acreage is a combination of 
streets and freeways not being categorized on the GIS files received by the 
City of North Las Vegas.          

2.2.2 Gaming Enterprise District 

The purpose of the Gaming Enterprise District is to establish specific criteria 
for identifying areas suitable for the potential expansion of gaming activities 
and resort hotel uses, as well as areas needing additional protection and 
buffering from the associated impacts of such activities and uses.  This 
includes, but is not limited to, residential, school, and church (place of 

Table 2-4: North Las Vegas Downtown Corridor Study Existing Land Uses

Zoning Category Total Acres Percent
Commercial C-1 0.7 0.05%

C-2 3.4 0.23%
C-P 8.2 0.56%

Industrial M-1 6.9 0.47%

1.18% M-2 10.3 0.71%

Planned Unit Development
1.29%

Residential R-1 612.2 42.23%
R-2 37.4 2.58%
R-3 145.1 10.01%
R-4 3.5 0.24%

Redevelopment Area R-A/CHE 35.7 2.47%
R-A/CR 252.6 17.42%
R-A/FA 97.8 6.74%

R-A/OFFICE 7.7 0.53%
R-A/PSP 58.4 4.03%
R-A/R-2 110.9 7.65%
R-A/R-3 40.4 2.79%

Grand Total 1449.8 100.00%

1.29%

Souce: City of North Las Vegas GIS Data Files

41.63%

55.06%

0.84%

PUD 18.7

Year Population % Change
2002 137,691 -----

2003 147,877 7.40%

2004 168,081 13.70%

2005 190,150 13.10%

2006 202,520 6.50%

2007 215,026 6.20%

2008 216,664 0.80%

2009 221,003 2.00%

2010 223,394 1.10%

2011 227,585 1.90%

  2012* 227,585 -----
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, City of North Las Vegas Demographer

Description Land Use Acres
Percent of Study

Area

SFR Single Family Residential 474.0 34.79%

ROW Right-of-Way 277.8 20.39%

MFR Multi-Family Residential 205.3 15.06%

VAC Vacant 92.4 6.78%

CC Community Commercial 80.4 5.90%

NRO Non-Retail Other 61.6 4.52%

NC Neighborhood Commercial 45.6 3.35%

SCH Schools 39.8 2.92%

O Office 31.8 2.33%

I Industrial 19.1 1.40%

HOT Hotel 16.7 1.23%

OS Open Space 14.1 1.03%

H Hospital 4.0 0.29%
1362.5 100.00%Grand Total
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Figure 2-3: North Las Vegas Downtown Area Existing Land Use Map
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2.2.3 Community Facilities

The City of North Las Vegas major downtown area has a variety of community 
resources, including parks, schools, civic/government facilities, places 
of worship, and neighborhood centers.  Table 2-5 provides the name and 
location of all community facilities within the major downtown area.  Key 
factors in the evaluation of the study area improvements are the safety and 
enhancement of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access to these facilities. 
A map of the existing community facilities and major land uses within the 
study area is presented in Figure 2-4.  

Parks & Recreation

The City of North Las Vegas has an array of parks, recreational facilities, 
and leisure services.  According to the City of North Las Vegas Parks and 
Recreation Facilities Master Plan Update, the City had the following (as of 
2004):

•	 1 regional park
•	 2 community parks
•	 15 neighborhood parks
•	 3 joint school/parks
•	 7 special recreation facilities
•	 3 mini parks

According to the City of North Las Vegas 2013 Community Report, the City 
currently maintains 33 parks totaling 474-acres of developed park land.  A 
Map of Trails and Parks for the entire city can be viewed in Appendix C. 

There are five parks and one recreation center located within the major 
downtown area, which include Joe Kneip Park, Tonopah Park, Hartke Park 
& Pool, College Park, Tom Williams Park, and the Neighborhood Recreation 
Center.  

Joe Kneip Park is a 2.2-acre neighborhood-level park located just south 
of Judson Avenue between McCarran Street and Bassler Street.  Joe Kneip 
Park serves a community of single-family dwellings and has the following 
amenities:

• Playground units
• Picnic sites (picnic tables)
• Group picnic shelter (shaded structure)
• Lighted multi-sport courts (tennis and basketball)
• Open space (soccer fields)
• Public restrooms
• BBQ Grills

Tonopah Park is a 0.7-acre mini-park located just north of Tonopah Avenue 
between Stanford Street and Yale Street.  Tonopah Park is one of the most 
historic parks in North Las Vegas and it is known for its antique cannon and 
classic playground design.  The park has the following amenities:

• Playground unit
• Group picnic area (picnic tables, shaded structure)

• Lighted multi-sport courts (tennis and basketball)
• Open space
• Half-court basketball
• Antique cannon
• BBQ Grills

Hartke Park & Pool is a 9.3-acre neighborhood-level park located just south of 
Tonopah Avenue between Bruce Street and McDaniel Street, and it shares its 
site with J.D. Smith Middle School and the Neighborhood Recreation Center.  
Hartke Park & Pool is one of the premier athletic venues in North Las Vegas 
and offers the following amenities:

• Two lighted baseball diamonds
• Lighted tennis courts
• Open space (lighted soccer fields)
• Basketball courts
• Swimming pool
• Playground unit
• Picnic pads (picnic tables, shaded structures)
• Public restrooms
• BBQ grills
• Off-street parking

College Park is a 1.2-acre neighborhood-level park located just south of 
Tonopah Avenue and east of Silman Street.  College Park serves a community 
of single-family dwellings and has the following amenities:

• Two lighted baseball diamonds
• Playground units

• Individual picnic pads (picnic tables, shaded structures)
• Group picnic pads (picnic tables, shaded structures)
• Open play area (for soccer, football, and/or volleyball)
• BBQ grills
• Jogging/walking trail

Tom Williams Park is a 3.2-acre park located just north of Tonopah Avenue 
and east of Belmont Street (classified as a school/park joint use facility).  
Tom Williams Park shares its site with Tom Williams Elementary School and 
has the following amenities:

• Two age-group play equipment areas
• Two unlighted Little League baseball diamonds
• Individual picnic pads (picnic tables, shaded structures)
• Open space
• BBQ grills

The Neighborhood Recreation Center is a full service facility located on 
1.5-acres which shares its site with the J.D. Smith Middle School and Hartke 
Park & Pool.  It is the first community center in North Las Vegas and receives 
heavy public use.  The Center offers a wide range of classes and activities 
and is home to the Senior Citizens Club and Kiddie Kollege.  The following 
amenities are offered at the Neighborhood Recreation Center:

• Recreation offices
• Recreation classrooms
• Gymnasium
• Meeting Rooms
• Weight training room

Table 2-5: Community Facilities within Major Downtown Area

Community Facilities Name Address
Joe Kneip Park 2800 Judson Avenue
Tonopah Park 204 East Tonopah Avenue

Hartke Park & Pool 1900 East Tonopah Avenue
College Park 2613 East Tonopah Avenue

Tom Williams Park 1844 Belmont Street
Neighborhood Recreation Center 1638 North Bruce Street

North Las Vegas City Hall 2250 North Las Vegas Boulevard
North Las Vegas Library 2300 North Civic Center Drive

North Las Vegas Police Headquarters 1301 East Lake Mead Boulevard
U.S. Post Office 1414 East Lake Mead Boulevard

Hospital North Vista Hospital 1409 East Lake Mead Boulevard

Tom Williams Elementary School 3000 East Tonopah Avenue
J.D. Smith Middle School 1301 East Tonopah Avenue

C.P. Squires Elementary School 1312 East Tonopah Avenue
Reynaldo Martinez Elementary School 350 East Judson Avenue

St. Christopher Catholic School 1840 North Bruce Street
Washington Continuation Junior High School 1901 White Street

Parks & Recreation

Civic/Government

Schools
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•	 Kitchen	facilities
•	 Fitness	Stations
•	 Basketball	Courts
•	 Swimming	pool	
•	 Off-street	parking
•	 Restrooms

Las Vegas Wash Trail

The	 Las	 Vegas	 Wash	 Trail	 (LVWT)	 is	 a	 multi-use	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	
pathway	along	the	Las	Vegas	Wash	Channel	that	is	currently	undergoing	trail	
improvements.		According	to	the	Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan 
Update, “The	intent	of	this	trail	system	is	to	ultimately	link	regional	and	local	
trails	in	the	city	of	North	Las	Vegas	to	other	destinations	such	as	the	Desert	
National	Wildlife	 Range,	 Clark	 County	Wetlands	 Park,	 Red	 Rocks	 National	
Conservation	Area,	and	even	Lake	Mead	National	Recreational	Area.”		The	
trail	will	 also	connect	 to	 the	 regional	Clark	County	 trail	 system	known	as	
Neon	to	Nature.		  		

The	completed	LVWT	improvements	through	the	study	area	include	a	multi-
purpose	trail	along	the	Las	Vegas	Wash	Channel	from	Civic	Center	Drive	to	
Lake	Mead	Boulevard.		The	Las	Vegas	Wash	lies	within	the	northeast	section	
of	the	study	area	and	provides	connections	to	Lake	Mead	Boulevard,	Carey	
Avenue,	and	Pecos	Road.		Currently,	the	first	phase	of	this	multi-use	trail	is	
being	constructed	and	will	stretch	for	eight	miles	from	the	Northern	Beltway	
to	Lake	Mead	Boulevard,	 following	along	the	Las	Vegas	Wash.	 	Among	the	
facilities	planned	along	the	trail	are	off-road	trails	for	bicycles	and	pedestri-
ans,	as	well	as	mini-parks.		Figure	2-5	illustrates	the	LVWT	during	construc-
tion	at	Lake	Mead	Boulevard	and	Pecos	Road.					

Civic/Government

There	are	numerous	civic/government	locations	within	the	City	of	North	Las	
Vegas	major	downtown	area.	 	The	North	Las	Vegas	City	Hall,	 located	 just	
south	of	the	intersection	of	Las	Vegas	Boulevard	and	Civic	Center	Drive,	was	
relocated	to	the	4-acre	City	Plaza	in	November	2011.		Figure	2-6	shows	the	
current	location	of	City	Hall.		The	North	Las	Vegas	Library,	located	just	east	
of	the	intersection	of	Las	Vegas	Boulevard	and	Civic	Center	Drive,	is	operated	
by	the	North	Las	Vegas	Library	District	and	is	a	full	service	library.		The	library	
opened	 in	 1996	and	 currently	 offers	public	 access	 to	 computers,	meeting	
rooms,	digital	media	publications,	and	books.	 	The	North	Las	Vegas	Police	
Headquarters	is	currently	located	south	of	Lake	Mead	Boulevard	and	east	of	
Bruce	Street.		Note:	The	City	of	North	Las	Vegas	is	in	the	process	of	selling	
the	Police	Headquarters	to	the	North	Vista	Hospital;	it	is	planned	to	relocate	
the	Police	Headquarters	to	the	Justice	Facility	at	Las	Vegas	Boulevard	and	
Civic	Center	Drive.		Additionally,	there	is	a	U.S.	Post	Office	within	the	study	
area	located	north	of	Lake	Mead	Boulevard	across	the	street	from	the	North	
Las	Vegas	Police	Headquarters	and	the	North	Vista	Hospital.		Just	outside	of	
the	study	area	is	the	City	of	North	Las	Vegas	Fire	Station	51,	which	is	located	
on	the	northeast	corner	of	Carey	Avenue	and	Daley	Street.

		

Figure 2-6: The North Las Vegas City Hall

Hospital

North	Vista	Hospital	is	located	just	south	of	Lake	Mead	Boulevard	and	west	
of	McDaniel	Street.		According	to	its	website:

North	Vista	Hospital	 is	a	177-bed,	state-of-the-art	hospital	
located	 in	 North	 Las	 Vegas,	 Nevada.	 	 North	 Vista	 offers	
comprehensive	 healthcare	 services,	 including	 emergency	
care,	heart	care,	advanced	surgical	procedures,	diagnostic	
imaging	and	help	for	a	broad	range	of	medical	conditions.	 	
Equipped	with	the	most	advanced	medical	technology,	and	
staffed	by	a	team	of	highly	skilled	healthcare	professionals,	
North	Vista	is	committed	to	providing	high-quality	care	in	a	
friendly	hospital	environment.		

As	mentioned	in	the	Civic/Government	section,	North	Vista	hospital	plans	to	
expand	its	campus	to	the	west	and	include	the	area	that	is	currently	utilized	
by	the	North	Las	Vegas	Police	Headquarters.		

Schools

The	Clark	County	School	District	(CCSD)	serves	all	of	the	schools	within	the	
City	of	North	Las	Vegas.		According	to	the	2012	Clark	County	GIS,	the	City	
administered	29	elementary	schools,	7	middle	schools,	6	high	schools,	and	5	
alternative	schools	for	the	2010-2011	school	year.			

There	are	a	total	of	six	schools	 located	within	the	study	area	(public	and	
private).		Tom	Williams	Elementary	School	(located	east	of	Belmont	Street	
and	 just	 north	 of	 Tom	Williams	 Park),	 J.D.	 Smith	 Middle	 School	 (located	
on	the	southeast	corner	of	Tonopah	Avenue	and	Bruce	Street),	C.P.	Squires	
Elementary	School	(located	on	the	northwest	corner	of	Tonopah	Avenue	and	
McDaniel	Street),	and	Reynaldo	Martinez	Elementary	School	(located	on	the	
northwest	 corner	 of	North	 5th	 Street	 and	 Judson	Avenue)	 are	 all	 included	
within	Clark	County’s	Safe	Routes	to	School	Program.		Each	school	has	a	map	
that	indicates	traffic	control	devices,	such	as	stop	signs,	speed	limit	signs,	
school	zones,	traffic	signals,	and	crosswalks,	within	the	walking	area	of	the	
specified	school.		Each	Safe	Routes	to	School	map	can	be	viewed	in	Appendix	
D.						

St.	Christopher	Catholic	School	 (located	on	 the	 southeast	corner	of	Bruce	
Street	and	Flower	Avenue)	 is	not	one	of	 the	 schools	with	a	Safe	Route	 to	
School	map,	however,	it	shares	its	site	with	C.P.	Squires	Elementary	School.		
Therefore,	 the	 C.P.	 Squires	 Elementary	 School	 map	 can	 also	 be	 used	 for	
the	 St.	 Christopher	 Catholic	 School	 students	 and	 parents.	 	 Likewise,	 the	
Washington	 Continuation	 Junior	 High	 School	 (located	 south	 of	 Lake	 Mead	
Boulevard	between	Glider	Street	and	White	Street)	is	not	one	of	the	schools	
with	a	Safe	Route	to	School	map.		However,	in	this	case	there	is	not	a	nearby	
school	with	a	map	that	identifies	traffic	control	devices	within	the	walking	
area	of	the	school.		Therefore,	it	would	be	recommended	to	add	Washington	
Continuation	Junior	High	School	to	the	Safe	Routes	to	School	program.		

Figure 2-5: Las Vegas Wash Trail During Construction

Figure 2-7: North 5th Street Gateway into the City 
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Table 2-6: City of North Las Vegas Future Land Use

Land Use Percent
Industrial 33.70%

Low Density Residential 15.00%

Master Planned Community 11.30%

Public/Semi Public 11.20%

Mixed Use 9.20%

Medium Density Residential 6.10%

Open Space 5.30%

Downtown 4.00%

Commercial 2.60%

High Density Residential 1.60%
Source: City of North Las Vegas Community Services & Development Department

Table 2-7: North Las Vegas Downtown Area Future Land Uses

Shopping Center

The Weingarten Shopping Center, also referred to as the College Park 
Shopping Center, is located along Lake Mead Boulevard between McDaniel 
Street and Civic Center Drive.  The tenant list for the shopping center can 
be seen in Appendix E.   

Casinos

Casinos played an important part in the development of North Las Vegas 
when it was first established.  Currently, there are three casinos within the 
study are which include:

• Jerry’s Nugget Casino (located on the northwest corner of Las 
Vegas Boulevard and Tonopah Avenue)

• Silver Nugget Casino (located east of Las Vegas Boulevard and 
Bruce Street)

• Bighorn Casino (located on the northeast corner of Lake Mead 
Boulevard and Belmont Street)

According to the City of North Las Vegas 2013 Community Report, Jerry’s 
Nugget Casino just completed a redesigned and relocated casino entrance.  
The main entrance of the casino was improved by allowing ease of access 
to the entrance on North 5th Street.  Additionally, the project improved the 
landscape in the surrounding area and new parking spaces were constructed.  
In turn, the improvements have helped renovate the North 5th Street 
gateway into the City of North Las Vegas. Figure 2-7 shows the North 5th 
Street gateway into the City of North Las Vegas.  

2.2.4 Planned Land Use and Development

The City of North Las Vegas future land use at build out is represented in 
Table 2-6.  The greatest percentage of land for the City of North Las Vegas at 
build out has been designated for industrial use.  By comparison, as shown in 
Figure 2-8, the downtown area’s greatest percentage of land use is designated 
for Single Family Residential.  Table 2-7 depicts the projected 2030 land use 
designations, including their percentages, in the downtown area.  

Gateway Redevelopment District

The Gateway Redevelopment District falls within the major downtown 
area, as shown in Figure 2-9.  According to the North Fifth Street Transit 
Supportive Concept Plan, the Gateway Redevelopment District is defined as 
the following:

Already designated as a redevelopment area by the City of 
North Las Vegas, the Gateway Redevelopment District is ripe 
with urban redevelopment and infill opportunities.  Future 
transit investment in this area will provide the city with 
unequalled opportunities to improve the quality of housing 
and neighborhoods in the area.  The focal point of the district 
is the mixed use station area inside the Lake Mead couplet 
where the most intense pedestrian-oriented development 
should be located.  Nearby freeway access, good visibility, 
and a defined development area could support opportunities 
for more intensive mixed use development.  

Figure 2-9: Gateway Redevelopment District Concept

Description Land Use Acres
Percent of
Study Area

SFR Single Family Residential 481.2 35.32%
ROW Right-of-Way 277.8 20.39%
MFR Multi-Family Residential 261.9 19.22%
CC Community Commercial 94.6 6.94%

NRO Non-Retail Other 64.2 4.71%
NC Neighborhood Commercial 46.1 3.39%
O Office 42.7 3.14%

SCH Schools 39.8 2.92%
I Industrial 19.1 1.40%

HOT Hotel 16.7 1.23%
OS Open Space 14.3 1.05%
H Hospital 4.0 0.29%

1362.5 100.00%Grand Total
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Characterized by multi-family and single-family housing 
with nearby public schools, the neighborhoods that surround 
the potential station area offer infill redevelopment 
opportunities.  Underutilized commercial and office land 
uses concentrated along Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas 
Boulevard have the potential for accessible, high-visibility, 
mixed use TOD redevelopment.

Circulation through the district is defined by the Great Street 
concept and a Pedestrian Priority Area.  On North Fifth Street, 
local access lanes and transit would be grade separated from 
through traffic lanes near the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet.  
At the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet, the North Fifth Street 
through lanes are proposed to continue below grade as the 
transit (and transit station facilities) and local access stay 
at-grade.  The east-west travel lanes of the Lake Mead 
couplet would bridge over the North Fifth Street north-south 
through lanes that are below grade.  This concept prioritizes 
and maintains local connectivity while allowing the North 
Fifth Street through traffic to move more efficiently through 
the Gateway area.  The Pedestrian Priority Area around the 
proposed transit village includes nearby school properties 
and links them to the transit facilities with Pedestrian/
Bike Priority Streets.  These streets cater to those who 
prefer to walk or bike between destinations.  Future street 
connections efficiently link existing land uses and proposed 
redevelopment areas to the core of the station area.  

The Gateway Redevelopment District focuses on the complete street concept 
of serving all users including vehicle drivers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
transit riders of all ages and abilities.  

Las Flores Shopping Center

Las Flores Shopping Center is a future shopping center that will be located 
in the northern portion of the study area which will front Las Vegas Boule-
vard on the south, Carey Avenue on the north, and Hamilton Street on the 
east.  According to the City of North Las Vegas Comprehensive Master Plan, 
the Downtown area is predominately Hispanic and in 2004 accounted for 70 
percent of the population.  This has led to the surfacing of Hispanic oriented 
businesses, such as restaurants and a variety of stores.    

The Las Flores Shopping Center development covers over 350,000 square 
feet and is expected to include a mix of large big box tenants, combined 
with smaller national, regional, and local store merchants.  According to the 
Legaspi Retail Management Group, the Las Flores Shopping Center will offer 
the community an assortment of retail alternatives including:

•	 70,000 square foot indoor shopping experience
•	 food
•	 entertainment
•	 selection of smaller eclectic boutique stores

A rendering of the planned marketplace can be viewed in Appendix E and a 
photograph of the vacant land parcel that currently exists on Las Vegas Bou-
levard and Hamilton Street can be viewed in Figure 2-10.  

North 5th Street

The North 5th Street corridor plays an important part in the enhancement 
and economic development of the City of North Las Vegas.  Once completed, 
the North 5th Street corridor will provide a north-south arterial roadway 
through the City of North Las Vegas, from Owens Avenue to CC-215, and 
help carry traffic to and from the new redeveloped downtown district.  Ad-
ditionally, the North 5th Street corridor improvements will promote a pedes-
trian friendly environment and enhanced transit facilities to accommodate 
growth.        

Four previous studies were conducted to provide a base and suggestions for 
building a corridor to address transportation needs for the City of North Las 
Vegas.  These studies include:

•	 I-15 Northeast Corridor Study
•	 Regional Fixed Guideway Feasibility Study
•	 North 5th Street Corridor Study
•	 North 5th Street Transit Supportive Concept Plan

North 5th Street, from Owens Avenue to Cheyenne Avenue, will include 150 
feet of right-of-way with controlled access.  Appendix E shows a detailed 
plan of the corridor within those project limits.  Currently, Phase 1 C&D of 
the project is under construction, which includes the North 5th Street bridge 
over I-15 and the UPRR tracks.  Completion of the bridge is anticipated in 
Spring 2015.  Figure 2-11 displays the current construction of the North 5th 
Street bridge at Carey Avenue.    

Las Vegas Boulevard Complete Street Project from Lake Mead Boulevard to 
Carey Avenue

The Las Vegas Boulevard Complete Street Project from Lake Mead Boulevard 
to Carey Avenue involves developing new landscaped medians, new pave-
ment, curbs, and sidewalks along Las Vegas Boulevard.  The project will in-
clude the recommendations in the Downtown Master Plan, which emphasize 
making North Las Vegas more pedestrian friendly.  Additionally, the transit 
lanes will be reclassified as shared transit/bicycle lanes.  Construction is 
expected to begin in 2016, once funding is obtained.      

Figure 2-10: Future Las Flores Shopping Center Location

Figure 2-11: Construction of North 5th Street Bridge
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From Civic Center Drive to Webster Street, the right-of-way remains around 
100-feet, then after Webster Street it increases significantly.  From Webster 
Street to Belmont Street, the right-of-way increases to approximately 150-
feet.  The additional right-of-way is occupied by a landscaped buffer that 
separates the residential block walls from the roadway.  The northern side of 
Lake Mead Boulevard still has a number of driveways, however the southern 
side of Lake Mead Boulevard has fewer driveways due to the development 
of cul-de-sac communities.  This segment of Lake Mead Boulevard no longer 
has a center median island, instead it has three lanes in each direction with 
a center-turn lane where drivers can make a left-turn at any location along 
the corridor.  

From Belmont Street to Pecos Road, the right-of-way varies from 100-feet to 
110-feet, depending on the location.  Once again, the northern side of Lake 
Mead Boulevard has a number of driveways, however the southern side of 
Lake Mead Boulevard has fewer driveways due to the cul-de-sac communities.  
This segment of Lake Mead Boulevard has three lanes in each direction with 
a center-turn lane.  Note: The northwest corner of Lake Mead Boulevard 
and Pecos Road at the intersection does not have its right-of-way dedicated.  
It is recommended that this portion of the roadway have its right-of-way 
dedicated as public right-of-way.     

To accommodate high turning movement volumes, there are a few 
intersections with dual left-turn lanes on Lake Mead Boulevard within the 
study area.  The locations where dual left-turn lanes exist include North 5th 
Street (north and south signals), Las Vegas Boulevard, and Civic Center Drive; 
all of which happen to be the other major corridors within the study area.  
Additionally, right-turn lanes are located at both North 5th Street signals 
to accommodate for future movements once the North 5th Street bridge is 
completed. 

Within the study area, Lake Mead Boulevard has ten signalized intersections:

•	 I-15 Southbound Ramps
•	 I-15 Northbound Ramps
•	 North 5th Street (Lake Mead Boulevard North)
•	 North 5th Street (Lake Mead Boulevard South)
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Bruce Street
•	 McDaniel Street
•	 Civic Center Drive
•	 Belmont Street
•	 Pecos Road

Five of the ten intersections were selected for analysis, which includes I-15 
Southbound Ramps, I-15 Northbound Ramps, Las Vegas Boulevard, Civic 
Center Drive, and Belmont Street.  

Note: Lake Mead Boulevard is under the jurisdiction of the NDOT and is 
subject to their review and standards.  In particular, Lake Mead Boulevard 
would be subject to the NDOT’s access management guidelines and any 
improvements would have to be approved by the NDOT.

Las Vegas Boulevard

Las Vegas Boulevard within the study area extends from Owens Avenue on 
the south to Carey Avenue on the north with a posted speed limit of 35 MPH.  
In the southern portion of the study area, Las Vegas Boulevard enters an oval 
shaped roundabout shortly after Owens Avenue and exits the roundabout at 
Tonopah Avenue.  The other streets that enter and exit the roundabout with 
Las Vegas Boulevard include Main Street (on the southern end) and North 5th 
Street (on the northern end).  This roundabout signifies the entrance into 
the City of North Las Vegas.  Las Vegas Boulevard begins this segment with 
90-feet to 100-feet of right-of-way, which expands immensely when it enters 
the roundabout and ceases the roundabout at Tonopah Avenue.  The number 
of lanes within this segment fluctuates from two to three lanes, depending 
on the location.  

From Tonopah Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard, the right-of-way is 80-feet 
with two lanes each direction and a center-turn lane.  There are also several 
driveways along this segment of Las Vegas Boulevard.            

From Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue, the right-of-way varies from 
120-feet to 130-feet; however the cross section makeup of the roadway 
changes.  From Lake Mead Boulevard to Bruce Street there are two lanes in 
each direction with a center-turn lane.  From Bruce Street to Carey Avenue 
there are still two lanes in each direction, however there is a center median 
island and bus only lanes in each direction to accommodate the transit routes 
along Las Vegas Boulevard (Route 113 and Route MAX).  Figure 2-13 displays 
the existing configuration in front of the Silver Nugget Casino.  Additionally, 
there are a numerous amount of driveways through this segment of Las Vegas 
Boulevard.  

To accommodate the high turning movement volumes, there is only one 
intersection location with dual left-turn lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard, which 

2.3	 Traffic	Conditions

The analysis of existing traffic conditions addresses issues related to roadway 
characteristics, safety, and access management within the study area.  
Additionally, it focuses on the major corridors within the study area, which 
include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Civic Center Drive
•	 North 5th Street

2.3.1 Roadway Characteristics

Lake Mead Boulevard

Lake Mead Boulevard within the study area extends from I-15 on the west to 
Pecos Road on the east with a posted speed limit of 35 MPH.  In the western 
portion of the study area, Lake Mead Boulevard separates into a couplet 
with one-way sections for both the eastbound and westbound directions.  
The right-of-way in the westbound portion of the couplet varies significantly 
from Las Vegas Boulevard to I-15.  However, the majority of the section 
is 60-feet of right-of-way which expands immensely as it approaches I-15.  
Note: The number of lanes in the westbound direction increases from three 
lanes to five lanes as it approaches the I-15 ramps.  Figure 2-12 displays the 
westbound approach on Lake Mead Boulevard towards I-15.  The right-of-
way in the eastbound portion of the couplet also varies, but the majority 
of the segment is 80-feet of right-of-way; larger right-of-way segments 
exist near the I-15 ramps and as Lake Mead Boulevard approaches Las Vegas 
Boulevard where the couplet ends.  This segment has three travel lanes in 
the eastbound direction.  North 5th Street crosses Lake Mead Boulevard at 
two separate locations through this segment.      

From Las Vegas Boulevard to Bruce Street, the right-of-way varies slightly 
depending on the location but the majority of the segment is 80-feet of 
right-of-way.  This segment includes a center median island which limits the 
number of left-turns and has three travel lanes in each direction.  Additionally, 
there are a numerous amount of driveways through this segment of Lake 
Mead Boulevard.  

From Bruce Street to McDaniel Street, the right-of-way begins to increase 
the further east you go, starting at 80-feet and increasing to 100-feet.  This 
segment includes a center median island which limits the number of left-
turns and has three travel lanes in each direction.  Additionally, there are a 
numerous amount of driveways through this segment of Lake Mead Boulevard.  

From McDaniel Street to Civic Center Drive, the right-of-way remains roughly 
at 100-feet throughout.  This is the final segment of Lake Mead Boulevard 
that has the center median island within the study area, however Lake Mead 
Boulevard continues to have three lanes in each direction.  Additionally, 
there are a numerous amount of driveways through this segment.

Figure 2-12: Lake Mead Blvd (North) Westbound
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is Civic Center Drive.  Likewise, there is only one location with a right-
turn lane, which is Las Vegas Boulevard southbound at Lake Mead Boulevard.  
Once again, the intersections that accommodate the high turning movement 
volumes are also major corridors within the study area.  

Within the study area, Las Vegas Boulevard has seven signalized intersections:

•	 Owens Avenue
•	 North 5th Street
•	 Tonopah Avenue
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard
•	 Hamilton Street/City Hall Drive
•	 Civic Center Drive
•	 Carey Avenue

Five of the ten intersections were selected for analysis, which include Owens 
Avenue, Tonopah Avenue, Lake Mead Boulevard, Civic Center Drive, and 
Carey Avenue. 

Note: Las Vegas Boulevard is under the jurisdiction of the NDOT and is subject 
to their review and standards.  In particular, Las Vegas Boulevard would be 
subject to the NDOT’s access management guidelines and any improvements 
would have to be approved by the NDOT.

Civic Center Drive

Civic Center Drive within the study area extends from Owens Avenue on 
the south to Carey Avenue on the north with a posted speed limit of 35 
MPH.  From Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard, the right-of-way varies 
between 90-feet and 100-feet.  This segment was reconstructed during the 
course of the project to include center median islands to reduce some of the 

left-turn movements along Civic Center Drive, due to the numerous amounts 
of street crossings in this area.  The plans for Civic Center Drive from Owens 
Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard can be viewed in Appendix F and a photo of 
the newly constructed roadway configuration can be viewed in Figure 2-14.  
This segment also includes three travel lanes in each direction.  

From Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue, the right-of-way varies from 
100-feet to 120-feet depending on the location.  This segment has two lanes 
in each direction with a center median island.  The segment between Lake 
Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard could be categorized as a type of 
complete street due to its large center median island (which could double as 
a pedestrian refuge area), wide shoulders (can be used by bicyclists), larger 
sidewalks, and a pedestrian crosswalk with a flashing beacon.  Figure 2-15 
shows the pedestrian flashing beacon along this segment of the roadway.  This 
segment is also quite different than the southern segment due to the limited 
number of turning possibilities, therefore there are less conflict areas.  

To accommodate the high turning movement volumes, there is one location 
with dual left-turns, which is northbound Civic Center Drive at Carey 
Avenue.  There are two locations with right-turn only pockets, which include 
northbound Civic Center Drive at Carey Avenue and southbound Civic Center 
Drive at Las Vegas Boulevard.  It should be noted that northbound Civic 
Center Drive at Lake Mead Boulevard does not have a right-turn pocket, 
however it is a right-turn only lane because Civic Center Drive drops from 
three through lanes to two through lanes after Lake Mead Boulevard in the 
northbound direction.  

Within the study area, Civic Center Drive has six signalized intersections:

•	 Owens Avenue (south of Owens Avenue, Civic Center Drive becomes 
Eastern Avenue)

•	 Tonopah Avenue
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard
•	 Constitution Way
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Carey Avenue

Three of the six intersections were selected for analysis, which include Lake 
Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, and Carey Avenue.  

Figure 2-13: Las Vegas Blvd Fronting Silver Nugget Casino Figure 2-14: Median Islands on Civic Center Dr

Figure 2-15: Flashing Beacon on Civic Center Dr
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North 5th Street

North 5th Street within the study area extends from the roundabout entering 
the City of North Las Vegas on the south to Carey Avenue on the north with 
a posted speed limit of 35 MPH.  Also included within this segment is Main 
Street from Owens Avenue to the roundabout.  

On Main Street from Owens Avenue until the roundabout, the right away is 
between 90-feet and 100-feet with two lanes each direction and a center 
median island.  Once Main Street enters the roundabout, the right-of-way 
expands immensely and then reduces right before Tonopah Avenue.  As 
mentioned before, the other street that enters and exits the roundabout 
with North 5th Street and Main Street is Las Vegas Boulevard.  

From Tonopah Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard South, the dedicated right-of-
way is between 50-feet and 60-feet, however it does not follow directly along 
the current roadway configuration.  It follows fairly closely along the eastern 
side of North 5th Street, but also expands to existing parking lots.  After 
Oxford Avenue, the right-of-way continues to increase on the eastern side of 
North 5th Street until it reaches Lake Mead Boulevard South.  The western 
side of North 5th Street through this segment has not been dedicated.  It 
is recommended the western side of North 5th Street have its right-of-way 
dedicated to public right-of-way.  (Note: The undedicated segments are 
public property owned by the City of North Las Vegas, they just need to 
be dedicated as public right-of-way.)  This recently constructed segment 
of North 5th Street currently is comprised of three lanes in each direction, 
a center median island, offset transit shelter, and expanded sidewalks.  
Additionally, there are not a lot of driveways and/or streets through this 
segment.  Figure 2-16 displays the current configuration on North 5th Street.  

From Lake Mead Boulevard South to Lake Mead Boulevard North, the 
dedicated right-of-way fluctuates between 180-feet and 200-feet.  This 
segment includes three lanes each direction, center median island, and wider 
sidewalks.  It should be noted that the distance of this segment is short, 
therefore there are no driveways or street crossings within this segment.

From Lake Mead Boulevard North to Carey Avenue, the dedicated right-of-
way looms between 50-feet and 60-feet, however the dedicated right-of-way 
begins within the center of the roadway around Lake Mead Boulevard and 
ends barely touching the western side of North 5th Street as it approaches 
Carey Avenue.  Thus, most of the recently constructed roadway does not 
fall within public right-of-way.  Therefore, it is recommended this section 
of North 5th Street have its right-of-way dedicated to public right-of-way.  
(Note: The undedicated segments are public property owned by the City 
of North Las Vegas, they just need to be dedicated as public right-of-way.)  
This segment of North Street is currently comprised of three lanes in each 
direction, a center median island, expanded sidewalks, and a pedestrian 
bridge that leads to Reynaldo Martinez Elementary School.  Additionally, 
there are not a lot of driveways and/or streets through this segment.

As mentioned earlier in the report, the construction of the North 5th Street 
bridge over I-15 and the Union Pacific Railroad is currently underway.  
Therefore, North 5th Street currently ends at Carey Avenue.  

To accommodate the high turning movement volumes, the intersections of 
North 5th Street with Lake Mead Boulevard South and Lake Mead Boulevard 
North both have dual left-turn lanes and right-turn lanes.  The intersection 
of North 5th Street northbound at Carey Avenue currently has a dual left-turn 
movement and a right-turn only movement due to the fact that the three 
through lanes along North 5th Street end at Carey Avenue.  

Within the study area, North 5th Street has five signalized intersections:

•	 Owens Avenue (with Main Street not North 5th Street)
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard South
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard North
•	 Carey Avenue

The intersections along North 5th Street were not selected for analysis 
because the roadway is not expected to be properly utilized until the North 
5th Street bridge is completed.  However, the intersection of Main Street and 
Owens Avenue was analyzed.  

Major Corridors

The existing public right-of-way for the study area can be viewed in Figure 
2-17.  As mentioned earlier, the recently constructed North 5th Street does 
not fall completely within the dedicated public right-of-way shown on the 
map.  

Figure 2-16: North 5th Street Southbound

The existing conditions and road geometrics for the study area, focusing 
on driveway and street radii, can be viewed in Figure 2-18a through Figure 
2-18l.  Similarly, the existing conditions and road geometrics for the study 
area, focusing on intersection and driveway spacing, can be viewed in Figure 
2-18m through Figure 2-18x.
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Figure 2-18a
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Figure 2-18b
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Figure 2-18c
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Figure 2-18d



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 23

FINAL REPORT

Figure 2-18e
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Figure 2-18f
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Figure 2-18g
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Figure 2-18h
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Figure 2-18i
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Figure 2-18j
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Figure 2-18k
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Figure 2-18l
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Figure 2-18m
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Figure 2-18n
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Figure 2-18o
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Figure 2-18p
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Figure 2-18q
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Figure 2-18r
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Figure 2-18s
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Figure 2-18t
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Figure 2-18u
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Figure 2-18v
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Figure 2-18w
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Figure 2-18x
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Traffic Counts

To identify a range of the peak travel hours for the entire study area, 24-
hour traffic counts were collected for a week (February 6, 2012 - February 
12, 2012) at seven locations within the study area.  The count stations were 
located in the following areas:

•	 Civic Center Drive between Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas 
Boulevard

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard between Lake Mead Boulevard and North 5th 
Street

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard between Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center 
Drive

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard between Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center 
Drive

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard between Civic Center Drive and Belmont Street
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard Eastbound between I-15 and Las Vegas 

Boulevard
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard Westbound between Las Vegas Boulevard and 

I-15

Figure 2-19 illustrates the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes at the seven 
study count stations.  The ADT volumes were highest at Lake Mead Boulevard 
between Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive and at Lake Mead 
Boulevard between Civic Center Drive and Belmont Street; averaging around 
36,000 vehicles per day for both segments.  Traffic volumes were always 
lowest on Sunday and highest on Friday for all count station locations.  The 
high volume of traffic on Friday is the result of travelers (tourists and visitors) 
making discretionary trips to North Las Vegas to visit places such as the Silver 
Nugget Casino and Jerry’s Nugget Casino.  

The 7-day traffic counts were not only taken to determine the day with the 
highest traffic volumes, but they were used to calculate the time of day the 
peak vehicular volumes occur.  Table 2-8 shows the AM peak volume, AM peak 
hour, AM peak day, PM peak volume, PM peak hour, and PM peak day for each 
of the seven count stations.  As shown in the table, the PM peak volumes 
tend to be higher than the AM peak volumes, and the highest peaks tend to 
occur on Friday afternoons.    

Figure 2-20 illustrates the hourly distribution of traffic volumes at the study’s 
count stations on Friday.  Analysis of the temporal distribution showed a 
consistent pattern of traffic volumes across most study corridor locations.  
The traffic volumes tended to have an early morning peak around 7:30 
AM, drop off slightly, and then gradually increase until the afternoon peak 
around 4:30 PM.  The traffic volumes decreased significantly shortly after the 
afternoon peak.  The type of traffic distribution indicates a combination of 
home-to-work/school commuting (morning and afternoon peaks) as well as 
a “plateau” traffic distribution since the valley after the AM peak is not very 
dramatic.  The plateau traffic distribution indicates the traffic is influenced 
by the surrounding land use (see the community facilities in Figure 2-4).  
Figure 2-20 also illustrates the highest volumes occurred along Lake Mead 
Boulevard between Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive and along 
Lake Mead Boulevard between Civic Center Drive and Belmont Street.
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Figure 2-19: City of North Las Vegas Average Daily Traffic Volumes
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Table 2-8: Peak Hour Volumes
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Consensus was reached among the Technical Advisory Committee members 
that intersection turning movement counts would be collected on a Friday 
between the hours of 2:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  This time was chosen instead of 
a typical midweek morning peak and afternoon peak periods because it gave 
a more accurate representation of the relationship between land use and 
the corridor’s travel patterns.  Therefore, turning movement counts were 
collected at the following seven locations on April 13, 2012:

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Tonopah Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Owens Avenue and Main Street
•	 Owens Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and I-15 Southbound Ramps
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and I-15 Northbound Ramps

Figure 2-20: Hourly Distribution

To help reduce the cost of collecting turning movement counts, the City of 
North Las Vegas supplied turning movement counts (from previous studies) 
to Parsons Brinckerhoff in the following locations:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street
•	 Carey Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Carey Avenue and Civic Center Drive
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive

Note: Existing lane configurations and turning movement counts at the 
selected eleven intersections are presented in Appendix G.  

Additionally, pedestrian, bicycle, and wheelchair counts were taken at the 
same time as the vehicular turning movement counts at the following nine 
locations:

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street
•	 Carey Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Carey Avenue and Civic Center Drive
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive
•	 Tonopah Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Owens Avenue and Main Street
•	 Owens Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard

The pedestrian, bicycle, and wheelchair counts were used to verify the 
correlation between transit ridership and pedestrian/bicycle/wheelchair 
activity, along with locating the areas with the highest volumes.  In the end, 
the general trend of pedestrian activity is relative to the land use rather than 
any single location generator.  Additional information regarding pedestrian 
and bicycle activity is presented later in this report.  

Location
AM Peak
Volume

AM Peak
Hour

AM Peak
Day

PM Peak
Volume

PM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Day

Lake Mead Boulevard
Westbound between Las Vegas

Boulevard & I-15
1,581 7:00 Friday 1,686 3:30 Tuesday

Lake Mead Boulevard Eastbound
between I-15 & Las Vegas

Boulevard
1,378 11:45 Saturday 1,782 3:30 Friday

Lake Mead Boulevard between
Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic

Center Drive
2,543 11:45 Friday 3,126 4:00 Friday

Lake Mead Boulevard between
Civic Center Drive & Belmont

Street
2,403 11:45 Saturday 2,987 3:45 Friday

Las Vegas Boulevard between
North 5th Street & Lake Mead

Boulevard
1,062 11:45 Friday 1,144

3:30
3:45

Tuesday
Friday

Las Vegas Boulevard between
Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic

Center Drive
1,798 11:45 Saturday 1,786 3:30 Friday

Civic Center Drive between
Lake Mead Boulevard & Las

Vegas Boulevard
1,354 11:30 Friday 1,730 4:45 Friday
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Table 2-9: LOS Characteristics (Signilized Intersections)

Traffic Signal Timings

Traffic signal timings were obtained from the RTC’s Freeway and Arterial 
System of Transportation (FAST).  The Valley-wide standard of 140-second 
cycle length during the peak hour was used as the common baseline for the 
existing and year 2030 intersection traffic analyses.  

Traffic Level-of-Service

Traffic level-of-service (LOS) is a measure that describes the operational 
conditions of a roadway or intersection.  Intersections are graded on an 
alphabetical scale ranging from A to F based on densities and flow rates 
on roadways and stopped delay durations at intersections.  A LOS A 
represents the most desirable traffic condition with unimpeded and largely 
uninterrupted movement of traffic and minimal delays.  Conversely, a LOS F 
categorizes traffic conditions as severely congested with excessive vehicle 
delays.  A LOS D is generally accepted by the NDOT, county, municipal, and 
planning agencies as the minimum desirable level of traffic conditions at 
intersections.  Synchro, a commonly-used traffic analysis software program, 
was used to compute LOS at selected signalized intersections throughout 
the study area.  The Synchro software is based on the procedures outlined 
by the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) 2010 version of the Highway 
Capacity Manual.  Table 2-9 presents the conversion of average duration 
of stopped intersection vehicle delays to a categorical rating for signalized 
intersections.  

Peak hour traffic volumes, calculated from the collected turning movement 
counts, were matched up with the existing lane configurations and used 
as inputs to determine the LOS for each of the selected project corridor 
intersections.  To establish a baseline for determining existing LOS for each 
signalized intersection, all locations were analyzed in Synchro with a common 
140-second cycle length and then optimized as a network of intersections 
within the corridor.

Figure 2-21 illustrates the existing average peak hour delay durations for 
eleven signalized intersections within the study area.  All study intersections 
operate at LOS D or better except the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard 
and Civic Center Drive which operates at LOS E with a delay of 62.2 seconds 
per vehicle.  Average intersection and individual approach delays per vehicle 
and the corresponding LOS are presented in Table 2-10.    

Intersection Turn Queue Lengths

Table 2-11 summarizes the length of existing turn bays at each of the analyzed 
intersections and the average calculated length of traffic queues during the 
peak hours.  Currently, a few turn bays do not have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate turning movement volumes during peak periods, including:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard southbound right-turn 
bay

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive northbound left-turn 
bay

Figure 2-21: Existing LOS

LOS
Delay per Vehicle

(Seconds)
A  20

B > 10 and  20

C > 20 and  35

D > 35 and 55

E > 55 and  80

F > 80
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Table 2-10: Existing Level-of-Service•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive southbound left-turn 
bay

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street eastbound left-turn bay
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue westbound left-turn bay

Potential mitigation to reduce turn queues are extending turn bays or adding 
a turn lane where possible.  Adjacent land uses, driveways, and available 
right-of-way are all considerations in recommending turn-bay improvements.  
Recommendations for intersection improvements are presented in Chapter 
3.  

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Lake Mead Boulevard & I-15
Southbound Ramps

46.9 D 33.3 C - - 7.1 A 35.2 D

Lake Mead Boulevard & I-15
Northbound Ramps

26.7 C 12.6 B 22.3 C - - 19.5 B

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las
Vegas Boulevard

40.0 D 18.3 B 39.8 D 23.8 C 29.9 C

Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic
Center Drive

69.3 E 49.6 D 76.3 E 49.4 D 62.2 E

Lake Mead Boulevard &
Belmont Street

22.6 C 42.3 D 56.4 E 43.3 D 33.4 C

Civic Center Drive & Carey
Avenue

41.3 D 35.6 D 8.3 A 24.2 C 24.5 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & Carey
Avenue

52.8 D 69.0 E 9.6 A 18.5 B 24.7 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic
Center Drive

37.0 D 20.9 C 24.5 C 31.6 C 27.8 C

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Tonopah Avenue

36.9 D 67.8 E 11.7 B 1.9 A 13.5 B

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Owens Avenue

31.9 C 55.6 E 26.8 C 36.9 D 37.0 D

Main Street & Owens Avenue 65.5 E 26.4 C 25.8 C 23.1 C 36.3 D

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

Cross Streets
Eastbound
Approach

Westbound
Approach

Northbound
Approach

Southbound
Approach

Intersection

PM Peak
Hour
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Table 2-11: Existing Conditions: Intersection Queue Lengths

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Queue
Length (ft)

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour

Lake Mead Boulevard & I-
15 Southbound Ramps

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 150 41 - - 18

Lake Mead Boulevard & I-
15 Northbound Ramps

2 260 92 - - - - - - 3 350 130 2 510 121 - - 522 - - - - - -

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las
Vegas Boulevard

2 250 228 - - - 2 225 78 - - - 1 310 147 - - - 1 180 79 1 150 194

Lake Mead Boulevard &
Civic Center Drive

2 220 89 - - - 2 225 194 - - - 1 200 566 - - 297 1 185 348 1 130 35

Lake Mead Boulevard &
Belmont Street

1 90 122 - - - 1 105 70 - - - 1 85 68 - - - - - 227 1 70 54

Civic Center Drive & Carey
Avenue

1 280 142 1 275 50 1 200 35 1 235 56 2 155 105 1 230 1 1 110 39 1 230 28

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Carey Avenue

1 185 110 - - 25 1 85 124 - - - 1 135 55 1 140 8 1 175 34 1 170 14

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Civic Center Drive

1 135 123 1 125 66 1 200 71 1 150 2 2 330 123 1 170 0 2 210 158 1 225 2

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Tonopah Avenue

- - - - - - - - - - - - 1 105 57 - - - 1 130 45 1 135 0

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Owens Avenue

1 85 48 - - - 1 195 100 - - - 1 250 146 - - - 1 145 101 - - -

Main Street & Owens
Avenue

1 160 88 - - - 1 125 77 - - - 1 205 133 - - - 1 250 44 - - -

RIGHT-TURN BAYSLEFT-TURN BAYS

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

No. of
Lanes

Queue
Storage

(ft)
No. of
Lanes

Queue
Storage

(ft)
No. of
Lanes

No. of
Lanes

Queue
Storage

(ft)

Queue
Storage

(ft)
No. of
Lanes

Queue
Storage

(ft)
No. of
Lanes

Queue
Storage

(ft)

CROSS STREETS

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND

Queue
Storage

(ft)

RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS

No. of
Lanes

Queue
Storage

(ft)
No. of
Lanes

SOUTHBOUND
LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS
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2.3.2 Safety

Vehicle crash information was obtained from the Nevada Department of 
Transportation (NDOT) for the North Las Vegas Major Downtown Corridor 
Study.  The data includes all accidents, injuries, and fatalities that occurred 
from November 2008 to December 2011.  Traditional crash analysis focuses 
on vehicular accidents, however a detailed amount of work was put into 
evaluating crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians.  Detailed crash data 
summarized by nearest intersection is presented in Appendix H, whereas the 
types of accidents and contributing factors that occurred within the study 
area and its corresponding intersections are summarized in the following 
paragraphs.  

There were a total of 2,044 crashes recorded within the study area for the 
three-year period, which resulted in 1,028 injuries and four fatalities.  The 
most common of which were angle collisions (40 percent - 467 injuries, 2 
fatalities) and rear-end collisions (37 percent - 427 injuries, 1 fatality).  
Additionally, “Non-Collision” resulted in one fatality within the study area.  
A summary of the crashes by type is shown in Figure 2-22.  

There are a number of contributing factors that police associate with 
accident reports.  While there is a wide range of contributing factors, the 
most common types associated with the 2,044 reported crashes in the study 
corridor are: 320 failures to yield right-of-way (16 percent - 214 injuries, 1 
fatality), 264 improper driving (13 percent - 157 injuries, 0 fatalities), 254 
following too closely (12 percent - 98 injuries, 0 fatalities), 253 unknown 
causes (12 percent - 116 injuries, 0 fatalities), and 229 failures to maintain 
lane (11 percent - 94 injuries, 0 fatalities).  Additionally, “Disregarded 
Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings” resulted in one fatality and “Exceeded 
Authorized Speed Limit” resulted in two fatalities.  Note: Accident reports 
reviewed sometimes did not indicate a contributing factor and other times 
included more than one contributing factor.  A summary of all recorded three-
year corridor crashes by contributing factor is presented in Figure 2-23.  

The number of crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists were also 
analyzed due to the importance of walking and bicycling to this study.  There 
were a total of 81 crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists within the 
City of North Las Vegas downtown study area during the three-year period.  
This equates to approximately four percent of the total number of crashes 
reported.  Of the 81 crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists, 58 involved 
pedestrians (56 injuries, 1 fatality) and 23 involved bicyclists (20 injuries, 0 
fatalities).  A summary of the crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists can 
be viewed in Figure 2-24.    

Major Corridor Crash Analysis 

The total number of crashes, severity, and number of crashes with pedestrians 
and bicyclists were calculated for each of the four major corridors within 
the study area.  Table 2-12 shows the largest number of crashes (1,112), 
injuries (502), fatalities (3), and crashes involving pedestrians/bicyclists (23) 
occurred on Lake Mead Boulevard.  The 23 crashes involving pedestrians and 
bicyclists resulted in 16 injuries and one fatality.  

320

264
254 253

229

176

139

92 84 80

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

Failed to Yield
Right-of-way

Other
Improper

Driving

Followed too
Closely

Unknown Failed to
Maintain Lane

Unsafe Lane
Change

Hit and Run Disregarded
Traffic Signs,
Signals, Road

Markings

Driving too
Fast for

Conditions

Made an
Improper Turn

Contributing Factor Summary

Total Crashes
Figure 2-23: Contributing Factor Summary
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Table 2-12: Major Corridor Crash Summary

Although Lake Mead Boulevard had the highest amount of crashes involving 
pedestrians and bicyclists, Las Vegas Boulevard had the highest percentage 
of crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists of the four major corridors.  
The following shows the total number of crashes involving pedestrians and 
bicyclists, along with the percent of the total crashes that occurred on each 
corridor:      

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard: 23 crashes (2 percent of total)
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard: 21 crashes (6 percent of total)
•	 Civic Center Drive: 20 crashes (5 percent of total)
•	 North 5th Street/Main Street: 8 crashes (5 percent of total)

Within the entire study area, the largest percentage of pedestrian and 
bicycle crashes occurred along Tonopah Avenue where 13 percent of the total 
crashes involved pedestrians or bicycles.  A more detailed analysis of the 
entire study area can be viewed in Appendix H.  Furthermore, a summary of 
the total crashes, injuries, and fatalities involving pedestrians and bicyclists 
for the four major corridors can be viewed in Figure 2-25.  
    
While the City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Corridor Study was being 
conducted, a crash occurred near Palmer Street (between Belmont Street 

Figure 2-25: Pedestrian and Bicycle Crashes, Injuries, and Fatalities on Major CorridorsFigure 2-24: Pedestrian and Bicycle Crashes

and Pecos Road) which involved a pedestrian and resulted in a fatality.  This 
crash was taken into consideration, although it was not included in the tables 
because it occurred after the three-year period selected.  This particular 
location is discussed in more detail later in the report.    

Crash Summary

As mentioned earlier, the most common type of crashes within the study area 
were angle collisions and rear-end collisions.  Both types of crashes are the 
most common crashes on arterial and collector roadways and can occur either 
at intersections or between intersections.  Rear-end collisions typically occur 
at intersections where there are stopped vehicles and at curbside access 
points where vehicles turning into driveways are hit from behind.  Angle 
collisions frequently occur at intersections where there are permitted phases 
for left-turns and right-turn-on-red permissions.  Angle crashes also can occur 
between intersections at curbside access points where motorists exit out of 
driveways or unsignalized intersections into the traffic lanes or attempt to 
cross the opening in the median.  In between intersections, these types of 
collisions can be reduced by limiting the number of curbside access points 
and preventing left-turns from driveways and minor streets with median 
islands.   

Major Corridors
Total

Crashes
Total

Injuries
Total

Fatalities

Involving
Pedestrians and

Bicyclist
Lake Mead Boulevard 1,112 502 3 23

Las Vegas Boulevard 328 180 0 21

Civic Center Drive 397 220 1 20
North 5th Street / Main Street 173 84 0 8
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Table 2-13: City of North Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance Driveway Spacing 

2.3.3 Access Management

Access management refers to the control, design, spacing, and operation 
of access locations to enable entry to adjacent land uses and reduce the 
frequency of traffic conflicts by providing safe and efficient service to 
through traffic movements.  Policy elements that address access management 
include:

• zoning
• development standards
• permitting procedures
• acquisition of access rights
• consolidation of access driveways serving multiple properties

Typical design elements that address access management for arterial 
roadways include:

• traffic signal spacing
• unsignalized intersection and driveway spacing
• corner clearance (driveway to intersection distance) criteria
• median treatments
• turning lane treatments

Proper access management can assist in enhancing the safety and efficiency 
of both motorist and pedestrian movements by reducing the number of 
conflict points.  Access management also can reduce traffic congestion, help 
to support alternative transportation modes, and even improve the quality 
of life within the study corridor.   

CHAPTER 17.24: 0BDEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Section 17.24.040: Parking and Loading 

Subsection C: General Standards for Off-Street Parking, Stacking, and Loading Areas 

 
City of North Las Vegas   246 
Effective Date | 2011

(E) Site distances, 
(F) Location and alignment of other access points, and 
(G) Site distribution. 

iii. Based upon the above data, the director of public works shall 
determine whether a deviation from the requirement standards is 
justified and, if so, what alternative requirements will be necessary. 

b. Driveway Access Required 
i. All nonresidential off-street parking spaces shall have access from a 

driveway and not directly from a public street.  
ii. Nonresidential driveways shall have a minimum width as specified by 

Clark County Standard Drawings as adopted by City of North Las 
Vegas unless otherwise approved by the Director of Public Works.  

iii. Residential driveways shall have a minimum width of 10 feet.  

c. Driveway Distances from Intersection  
All driveways shall be set back from intersections as established in the Clark 
County Area Uniform Standard Drawings for Public Works Construction, unless 
otherwise approved by the Director of Public Works. 

d. Driveway Spacing 
i. Driveways shall be separated from other driveways as established in 

Table 17.24.040-1, Driveway Spacing, and as measured from the 
inside curb or pavement edge of the driveway. 

 
TABLE 17.24.040-1: DRIVEWAY SPACING 

60’ ROW Collector Streets 80’– 90’ ROW Minor Arterial 
Streets 

90’+ ROW Major Arterial 
Streets 

 
Residential 
Districts [1] 

Business 
Districts [1] 

Residential 
Districts [1] 

Business 
Districts [1] 

Residential 
Districts [1] 

Business 
Districts [1] 

Minimum Spacing – 
Partial Access [2] 60 feet 80 feet 80 feet 150 feet 100 feet 150 feet 

Minimum Spacing – 
Full Access [3] 200 feet 200 feet 200 feet 200 feet 200 feet [4] 200 feet [4] 

NOTES: 
[1] For the purposes of this table, residential districts shall include the O-L, R-E, R-EL, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-A/R-2, R-A/ 
R-3, R-A/R-4, and R-CL Districts. Business districts shall include all other zoning districts not included as a residential 
district. 
[2] Partial access includes right turn in and out only. 
[3] Full access allows all turn movements, in and out. 
[4] Only at median openings; Median openings only allowed at 660 foot intervals on major arterials. 

ii. Driveways associated with single-family dwelling, two-family dwellings, 
and townhouse clusters shall be exempt from requirements of this 
subsection. 

Since the entire study corridor is located in the City of North Las Vegas, 
access management and development standards are guided by regulatory 
codes outlined in the City of North Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance.  As shown 
in Table 2-13, driveways must be spaced at least 200-feet centerline to 
centerline (or to intersections) for full access driveways.  Note: Full access 
driveways allow all turning movements in and out, whereas partial access 
driveways are right-turn in and out only.  Additionally, median openings are 
only allowed at 660-foot intervals on major arterials.

Along the major corridors within the study area, a large percentage of the 
arterials have driveway spacing that is below the specified minimums.  An 
excessive number of driveways and/or intersections can result in a greater 
probability of vehicle conflicts which contributes to accidents and turbulent 
traffic flow.  A summary of substandard driveway spacing and intersection 
spacing locations found throughout the study area, through field observation 
and survey of aerial mapping, are presented in Figure 2-18m through Figure 
2-18x.  

Access Points

The quantity and spacing of curbside access points is critical in determining 
their impact on traffic flow along the major corridors.  Curbside access 
points are defined as signalized intersections, unsignalized intersections, 
and driveways.  The total number of access points for each of the major 
corridors in each direction can be viewed in Table 2-14.  Note: Lake Mead 
Boulevard is one-way in each direction at the couplet on the west end of the 
study area.  Therefore, the turning movements on the left-hand side of the 
roadway were taken into consideration in this segment [labeled “Lake Mead 
Boulevard (Left-Hand Side of Couplet”)].  As seen in Table 2-14, the largest 
number of access points occur on Lake Mead Boulevard in the westbound 
direction.    

Due to the variety and arrangement of land use developments throughout 
the study area, the average spacing of access points varies by segment.  The 
range of average spacing varies from access points every 173 feet along Lake 
Mead Boulevard westbound to 482 feet along North 5th Street/Main Street 
northbound.  Three locations have averages lower than the minimum 200-
foot spacing between driveways/intersections, including:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard westbound (173 feet)
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard southbound (191 feet)
•	 Civic Center Drive southbound (188 feet)

The frequency of access points is due to the majority of the study area 
being developed before the current zoning specifications were put in place.  
In addition to numerous driveways being spaced less than 200-feet apart, 
there are also a large number of intersections spaced less than 660-feet 
apart.  Each intersection and driveway location with non-standard spacing is 
presented in Figure 2-18m through Figure 2-18x.

Note: The number of access points may increase in the future at particular 
locations due to the expansion of the North Vista Hospital, expansion of Jerry’s 
Nugget Casino, expansion of Silver Nugget Casino, and the development of 
the Las Flores Shopping Center.  The development and/or expansion of these 
locations were delayed due to the economic recession.       

Median Treatment Characteristics

The types of median treatments throughout the study area differ depending 
on the location.  The newly constructed North 5th Street was constructed 
after more established access management guidelines were put in place, 
therefore the center median island throughout this roadway is superb.  
Additionally, Civic Center Drive, from Owens Avenue to carey Avenue; Lake 
Mead Boulevard, from I-15 to Civic Center Drive; Main Street, from Owens 
Avenue to the North Las Vegas roundabout; Las Vegas Boulevard, from Owens 
Avenue to Tonopah Avenue; and Las Vegas Boulevard, from Bruce Street to 
Carey Avenue have a center median island to help reduce the number of 
left-turn movements on and off of the major corridors.  The reduction of 
left-turn movements helps reduce the number of conflicts within the study 
area.  Additionally, center median islands can act as a pedestrian refuge for 
pedestrians crossing the wide major arterials.

The segments without center median islands include Las Vegas Boulevard, 
from Tonopah Avenue to Bruce Street; and Lake Mead Boulevard, from Civic 
Center Drive to Pecos Road.  Those locations are shown in red on Figure 2-26 
and are areas that a suggested center median island be implemented to 
reduce the number of conflict points.  

It should be noted the segment along Civic Center Drive from Owens Avenue 
to Lake Mead Boulevard was reconstructed during the course of the project 
to include center median islands.  (See Appendix F for plan sheets for this 
segment.)  However, the median openings are placed at intervals less than 
660-feet.  Therefore this segment is highlighted in red due to the fact that 
the number of median openings should be reduced.  See Figure 2-18r to see 
the short distances between the median openings.        
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Table 2-14: Impact of Access on Study Corridors Average Running Speeds

Roadway Direction

Eastbound 2.39 47 19.67 4.92 30.08 14.1%
Westbound 2.42 74 30.61 7.65 27.35 21.9%

Eastbound 0.65 15 23.19 5.80 29.20 16.6%

Westbound 0.70 12 17.08 4.27 30.73 12.2%

Northbound 1.09 12 10.96 2.74 32.26 7.8%
Southbound 1.07 15 14.03 3.51 31.49 10.0%
Northbound 1.41 32 22.74 5.69 29.31 16.2%
Southbound 1.41 39 27.70 6.92 28.08 19.8%
Northbound 1.11 27 24.41 6.10 28.90 17.4%
Southbound 1.10 31 28.08 7.02 27.98 20.1%

13.35 304 22.78 5.69 29.31 16.3%

IMPACT OF ACCESS LOCATIONS ON STUDY CORRIDOR'S AVERAGE RUNNING SPEEDS

North Las Vegas Study Area Total Number of
Access Points

Number of Access
Points per Mile

Reduction in
Free Flow

Speed (mph)

Reduced Free
Flow Speed

(mph)

Percent
Reduction of

Free Flow Speed
(mph)

Study Corridor

Legnth of
Segment
(Miles)

Lake Mead
Boulevard

Lake Mead
Boulevard (Left-

Hand Side of
Couplet)

North 5th
Street/Main Street

Las Vegas
Boulevard

Civic Center Drive

Impact on Corridor Traffic Flow

It has been well studied and tested that the more access allowed along a 
roadway, the more turbulent the traffic flow is near the access location.  
Through the analysis of existing traffic data and access locations, a 
relationship can be drawn between the frequency of access and the decrease 
in travel speed through various segments of the study area.  The Highway 
Capacity Manual was used to assess how the major corridors are impacted by 
turning movements caused by access locations.  To determine the impact of 
access points on traffic flow, the analysis calculates average running speeds 
along a roadway segment by ignoring vehicle stop delay at signalized or stop-
controlled intersections.  Because travel speed runs were not collected for 
this study, the free flow speed was assumed for this analysis to be the posted 
speed limit along the corridor.  Therefore, a free flow speed of 35 miles per 
hour was employed along all four major corridors.  

As shown in Table 2-14, Lake Mead Boulevard westbound has the highest 
percent reduction of free flow speed at 21.9 percent, resulting in a free 
flow speed of 27 MPH.  This is due to the large number of driveways and 
intersections throughout this segment of the study area.  Conversely, North 
5th Street/Main Street Northbound has the lowest percent reduction of free 
flow speed at 7.8 percent, resulting in a free flow speed of 32 MPH.  This 
is due to North 5th Street being recently constructed, resulting in a lower 
number of driveways and intersections.  The average percent reduction 
of free flow speed along all four major corridors (including the Lake Mead 
Boulevard couplet where the left-hand side access points were accounted 
for due to one-way travel lanes) is 16.3 percent, resulting in an average free 
flow speed of 29 MPH for the four major corridors.  

According to the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000, Chapter 10), 
a favorable traffic level-of-service represented by unimpeded vehicle 
movement can be expected for road segments with average travel speeds 
within 90 percent of the free flow speed.  Thus, all but one of the segments 
falls outside of the 90th percentile, resulting in the quantity and frequency 
of curbside access points measurably impacting travel speed and traffic flow.  
To improve the free flow speed, the number of access points along the major 
arterials should be reduced.        

Based on the assessment of existing access control throughout the 
study corridor, various types of access management improvements are 
recommended.  These access management improvements are detailed in 
Chapter 3.  
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2.4 Transit 

The goal of the transit network is to accommodate and cater to areas with 
the highest ridership.  Providing easy access network connections is key in 
developing an efficient transit system.  By offering transit links to local roads, 
pedestrians and bicyclists will have greater access to the transit system and, 
in turn, utilize the transit system more often.  

The RTC provides an extensive transit service to the City of North Las Vegas, 
which accommodates multimodal travelers.  For example, existing transit 
vehicles are equipped with bicycle racks that can accommodate up to three 
bicycles at one time.  In addition, paratransit service for citizens with 
disabilities is also available throughout the downtown study area.  

Within the study area, several bus routes operate in different north-south 
and east-west directions.  These bus routes include:

•	 Route 110: Runs on Civic Center Drive in a north-south direction (24-
hour service)

•	 Route 111: Runs on Pecos Road in a north-south direction 
(approximately 20-hour service)

•	 Route 113: Runs on Las Vegas Boulevard in a north-south direction 
(24-hour service)

•	 Route 209: Runs on Owens Avenue in an east-west direction 
(approximately 16-hour service)

•	 Route 210: Runs on Lake Mead Boulevard in an east-west direction 
(24-hour service)

•	 Route 214: Runs on Carey Avenue in an east-west direction 
(approximately 19-hour service)

•	 Route MAX: Runs on Las Vegas Boulevard in a north-south direction 
(14-hour service; Note: The Route 113 transit stops that share the 
same transit stops with Route MAX are served 24-hours a day)

Additionally, transit stop locations within the study area are generally located 
every 1/4-mile and are mostly far-side transit stops.  

2.4.1 Transit Ridership 

The transit ridership for each of the seven transit routes was analyzed based 
off of transit ridership the RTC collected from June 2012, and compared to 
June ridership from 1994 through 2014 (Note: The MAX Route did not exist 
until 2005).  The following is a summary for each of the transit routes within 
the study area.  

Route 110    

Route 110 travels along Civic Center Drive, in both the northbound and 
southbound directions, across the entire study area.  It has seven transit 
stops in the northbound direction and five transit stops in the southbound 
direction, as shown in Figure 2-27.  The highest ridership boarding stop for 
the month of June 2012 was Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead Boulevard 

Southbound, with a total monthly boarding of 9,062 passengers.  On the 
other hand, the highest ridership alighting stop for the month of June 2012 
was Civic Center Drive at Hickey Avenue Northbound, with a total monthly 
alighting of 6,396 passengers.     

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 22,137 boardings along 
Route 110 through the study area and 199,028 boardings along the entire 
length of Route 110.  The number of boardings in the month of June have 
remained constant the last few years for the entire length of Route 110, with 
ridership peaking in June 2008 with 262,650 monthly boardings for the entire 
length of Route 110.  A comparison of June ridership per year can be viewed 
in Figure 2-28.     

Route 111    

Route 111 travels along Pecos Road, in the southbound direction (northbound 
is outside of the City of North Las Vegas jurisdiction), across the entire study 
area; and has five transit stops in the southbound direction, as shown in Figure 
2-27.  Note: The transit stop located at Pecos Road and Reynolds Avenue 
was moved/removed after June 2012, resulting in four transit stops in the 
southbound direction.  The highest ridership boarding stop for the month 
of June 2012 was Pecos Road at Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound, with a 
total monthly boarding of 3,648 passengers.  Similarly, the highest ridership 
alighting stop for the month of June 2012 was Pecos Road at Lake Mead 
Boulevard Southbound, with a total monthly alighting of 1,145 passengers.     

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 4,954 boardings along 
Route 111 through the study area and 93,611 boardings along the entire 
length of Route 111.  The number of boardings in the month of June have 
remained constant the last few years for the entire length of Route 111, with 
ridership peaking in June 2008 with 129,323 monthly boardings for the entire 
length of Route 111.  A comparison of June ridership per year can be viewed 
in Figure 2-29.     

Route 113 and Route MAX    

Route 113 and Route MAX travel along Las Vegas Boulevard, in both the 
northbound and southbound directions, across the entire study area.  In the 
northbound direction, there are two transit stops dedicated for Route 113 
and four transit stops shared by both Route 113 and Route MAX; for a total 
of six northbound transit stops.  In the southbound direction, there are two 
transit stops dedicated for Route 113, one transit stop dedicated for Route 
MAX, and three transit stops shared by both Route 113 and Route MAX; for a 
total of six southbound transit stops.  The location of the transit stops can 
be viewed in Figure 2-27.  

The highest ridership boarding stop for the month of June 2012 for Route 
113 was Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue Southbound, with a total 
monthly boarding of 5,851 passengers.  On the other hand, the highest 
ridership alighting stop for the month of June 2012 for Route 113 was Las 
Vegas Boulevard at Lake Mead Boulevard Northbound, with a total monthly 
alighting of 5,840 passengers.

The highest ridership boarding stop for the month of June 2012 for Route 
MAX was Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue Southbound, with a total 
monthly boarding of 3,977 passengers.  Similarly, the highest ridership 
alighting stop for the month of June 2012 for Route MAX was Las Vegas 
Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue Southbound, with a total monthly alighting of 
2,909 passengers.  

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 31,842 boardings along 
Route 113 through the study area and 142,944 boardings along the entire 
length of Route 113.  The total number of boardings in the month of June 
has been higher the last couple of years, compared to 2005 through 2010, 
however the number of boardings is significantly less than the peak in 1998 
when the number of boardings for the month of June reached 230,535.  A 
comparison of June ridership per year for Route 113 can be viewed in Figure 
2-30a.  

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 18,745 boardings along 
Route MAX through the study area and 68,115 boardings along the entire 
length of Route MAX.  The number of boardings in the month of June have 
remained constant the last couple of years, but have dropped significantly 
since 2010 and are considerably less than the peak in 2007 when the number 
of boardings for the month of June reached 214,267.  A comparison of June 
ridership per year for Route MAX can be viewed in Figure 2-30b.  

Route 113 and Route MAX are designed to work as a pair.  For example, 
Route MAX ridership declined significantly in 2011 whereas Route 113 
ridership increased significantly, which occurred due to scheduling changes.  
A comparison of the June ridership for Route 113 and Route MAX can be 
viewed in Figure 2-31a and the combined June ridership for the same routes 
can be viewed in Figure 2-31b.

Note: Route 113 and Route MAX have their own dedicated bus lane along 
Las Vegas Boulevard from Bruce Street to Carey Avenue, within the study 
area.  Additionally, Route MAX is an Express Route within the RTC’s transit 
system.  It is the RTC’s vision that rapid transit services provide enhanced 
connectivity throughout Southern Nevada and that they be designed and 
implemented with speed in mind.  Route MAX utilizes Civis vehicles that 
offer the look and feel of a light rail system, except they have the flexibility 
of running on regular streets; and it features upgraded amenities and ticket 
vending machines at many locations.

Route 209    

Route 209 travels along Owens Avenue, in the westbound direction (eastbound 
is outside of the City of North Las Vegas jurisdiction), across the entire study 
area; and has nine transit stops in the westbound direction, as shown in 
Figure 2-27.  The highest ridership boarding stop for the month of June 2012 
was Owens Avenue at Davis Place Westbound, with a total monthly boarding 
of 1,556 passengers.  On the other hand, the highest ridership alighting 
stop for the month of June 2012 was Owens Avenue at Las Vegas Boulevard 
Westbound, with a total monthly alighting of 980 passengers.     

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 6,140 boardings along 
Route 209 through the study area and 31,441 boardings along the entire 
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Figure 2-30a: Route 113 June Ridership

Figure 2-29: Route 111 June Ridership
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Figure 2-28: Route 110 June Ridership
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Figure 2-33: Route 210 June Ridership

Figure 2-32 :Route 209 June Ridership
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Figure 2-30b: Route MAX June Ridership
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Figure 2-34: Route 214 June Ridership
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0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

350,000

M
on

th
ly

Tr
an

si
t

Bo
ar

di
ng

s

Year

Figure 2-31b: Route 113 & MAX June Ridership Combined 



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 56

FINAL REPORT

length of Route 209.  The number of boardings in the month of June have 
remained constant over the years for the entire length of Route 209, with 
ridership peaking in June 2001 with 40,242 monthly boardings for the entire 
length of Route 209.  A comparison of June ridership per year can be viewed 
in Figure 2-32.     

Route 210    

Route 210 travels along Lake Mead Boulevard, in both the eastbound and 
westbound directions, across the entire study area.  It has eight transit stops 
in the eastbound direction and ten transit stops in the westbound direction, 
as shown in Figure 2-27.  The highest ridership boarding stop for the month 
of June 2012 was Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard Westbound, 
with a total monthly boarding of 7,244 passengers.  On the other hand, the 
highest ridership alighting stop for the month of June 2012 was Lake Mead 
Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard Eastbound, with a total monthly alighting 
of 7,013 passengers.     

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 32,134 boardings along 
Route 210 through the study area and 137,698 boardings along the entire 
length of Route 210.  The number of boardings in the month of June have 
remained fairly constant the last few years for the entire length of Route 
210, with ridership peaking in June 2008 with 193,975 monthly boardings for 
the entire length of Route 210.  A comparison of June ridership per year can 
be viewed in Figure 2-33.     

Route 214    

Route 214 travels along Carey Avenue, in both the eastbound and westbound 
directions, across the western half of the study area.  Originally, Route 214 
was Route 211, which started at the Mountain View Hospital and travelled 
east along Smoke Ranch Road and Carey Avenue to Nellis Boulevard.  Route 
211 was eliminated due to low ridership and Route 214 was its replacement.  
Route 214 travels along the same path as Route 211, but is terminated at Las 
Vegas Boulevard on its eastern end.  

Route 214 has three transit stops in the eastbound direction and three transit 
stops in the westbound direction (the westbound direction transit stops are 
located outside of the study area but were mentioned here because they 
are within City of North Las Vegas jurisdiction), as shown in Figure 2-27.  
The highest ridership boarding stop for the month of June 2012 was Carey 
Avenue at Civic Center Drive Eastbound, with a total monthly boarding of 66 
passengers.  Similarly, the highest ridership alighting stop for the month of 
June 2012 was Carey Avenue at Civic Center Drive Eastbound, with a total 
monthly alighting of 167 passengers.     

During the month of June 2012, there were a total of 195 boardings along 
Route 214 through the study area and 22,970 boardings along the entire 
length of Route 214.  The number of boardings in the month of June have 
remained fairly constant the last few years for the entire length of Route 
214, however the ridership is significantly less than it was at its peak in 
1995 when the monthly boardings reached 60,102 passengers for the entire 
length of Route 214.  A comparison of June ridership per year can be viewed 
in Figure 2-34. 

All Routes

The 2012 Ridership for the most utilized routes within the Las Vegas Valley, 
except The Strip, can be viewed in Figure 2-35.  The rankings for each route 
ridership within the study area, when compared to the rest of the routes in 
the valley, include:

•	 7th:  Route 113/Route MAX
•	 8th:  Route 110
•	 10th:  Route 210
•	 13th:  Route 111
•	 29th:  Route 209
•	 33rd:  Route 214

2.4.2 Transit Stops

Within the study area, there are currently 61 active transit stops.  The largest 
number of transit stops are located on Route 210, with a total of 18 stops.  
There are also 12 stops on Route 110, four stops on Route 111, 12 stops on 

Route 113/Route MAX, nine stops on Route 209, and six stops on Route 214.  
As mentioned earlier, in June 2012, there was an additional transit stop 
located on Pecos Road at Reynolds Avenue in the southbound direction; as of 
2013 the transit stop was no longer active and has been removed/relocated.

On Route 210, the average eastbound transit stop spacing is approximately 
1,300-feet, with a range of 1,050-feet to 1,610-feet apart.  Westbound stops 
on Route 210 are slightly closer, with an average spacing of approximately 
1,150-feet apart; however the range is from 720-feet to 1,870-feet apart.  
The longest distance between stops in both directions is the westbound 
segment on Lake Mead Boulevard between McCarran Street and Belmont 
Street, which is approximately 1,870-feet.  It should be noted, the distance 
people are willing to walk to transit varies, but is typically in the order of 
0.25 to 0.33 miles (1,320 to 1,742 feet).  Therefore the distance between 
these two stops is a little greater than the maximum distance a typical 
person is willing to walk to a transit stop.  

The remaining transit routes on the major corridors have transit stops 
located closer than 1,742-feet apart, however a few are located over 1,320-
feet apart.  These routes include:

•	 Route 110 Northbound

Figure 2-35: 2012 Ridership for the Las Vegas Valley (Excludes the Strip)
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Table 2-15: RTC Transit Stop Guidelines

o Average spacing approximately 880-feet
o Range: 500-feet to 1,250-feet

•	 Route 110 Southbound
o Average spacing approximately 1,100-feet
o Range: 570-feet to 1,700-feet

•	 Route 113/Route MAX Northbound
o Average spacing approximately 1,380-feet
o Range: 930-feet to 1,500-feet

•	 Route 113/Route MAX Southbound
o Average spacing approximately 1,070-feet
o Range: 570-feet to 1,520-feet

Transit spacing plays an important role in transit availability and reliability, 
along with the ease of access and usability of stops.  Spacing accounts for 
improved transit operating speeds, passenger travel time, and the smooth 
flow of vehicular traffic.  As a result, the RTC’s Transit Guidelines, presented 
in Table 2-15, summarizes the frequency of transit stops should be based on 
population density. 

The RTC’s Transit Guidelines suggest locating stops as close to the intersection 
as possible.  Of the three possible placements (far-side, mid-block, near-
side), far-side placement is preferable, followed by mid-block, and lastly 
near-side.  Benefits of far-side stops include: 

•	 Buses can safely enter the traffic stream with minimum delay at 
signalized intersections by taking advantage of gaps created by the 
traffic signal.

•	 Passengers boarding and alighting are less likely to cross in front of 
the bus.

•	 Less interference with traffic at intersections where there are 
heavier traffic volumes on the approach than on the departure leg.

•	 Stopped buses do not obstruct sight lines to the left for vehicles 
entering the intersection from a side street.

•	 Sight distance is improved for pedestrians.  

Transit amenities, such as signs, route information, refreshment vending 
machines, benches, trash receptacles, and covered shelters vary throughout 
the study area.  Of the 61 transit stops, approximately 11 do not have a 
bench.  Of these 11 locations, three are where there is an existing transit 
shelter but no accompanying bench; all of which reside on the westbound 
part of Owens Avenue within the study area.  Figure 2-36 displays a shelter 
without a bench along Owens Avenue.  

According to the RTC’s Transit Guidelines, the number of amenities at bus 
stops is based off of the daily ridership boardings.  As shown in Table 2-16, a 
bus shelter is recommended if there are greater than 50 ridership boardings 
per day at a transit stop.  Likewise, two bus shelters are recommended if 
there are greater than 200 ridership boardings per day at a transit stop.  

Currently, there are five locations within the study area that require transit 
stop upgrades due to the volume of ridership boardings occurring on an 
average day.  These locations include:

•	 Route 110 - Civic Center Drive at Carey Avenue Southbound

Population Density Frequency of Bus Stops
High (over 4000 persons per sq. mile) Every 500-700 ft. (8-10 per mile)

Medium (200-4000 persons per sq. mile) Every 700-1100 ft. (5-8 per mile)
Low (under 2000 persons per sq. mile) Every 1100-1500 ft. (3-5 per mile)

Table 2-16: RTC Transit Stop Amenities Recommendations

Amenity Ridership Boardings Quantity
Bus Shelter 0-50 None

50-200 1

200+ 2

Bus Bench

Trash Receptacles 0-50 1
50-200 1 to 3
200+ 3 to 5

Placement is based if benches do not interfere with
pedestrian circulation & near sites that attract riders who

may have difficulty walking or standing.

Figure 2-36: Owens Avenue and Civic Center Drive Westbound
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o 52 Boardings/Day
o Needs Shelter

•	 Route 110 - Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound
o 330 Boardings/Day
o Needs Double Shelter

•	 Route 210 - Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center Drive Westbound
o 132 Boardings/Day
o Needs Shelter

•	 Route 210 - Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard 
Westbound

o 256 Boardings/Day
o Needs Double Shelter
o Illustrated in Figure 2-37

•	 Route 111 - Pecos Road at Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound
o 140 Boardings/Day
o Needs Shelter

The transit stop at Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard Westbound 
(Route 210) might need to be relocated due to its close proximity to driveways 
and lack of space for a double shelter because of the existing utility poles 
within and around the sidewalk.  

The transit stop at Pecos Road and Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound (Route 
111) was previously recommended for a shelter in the Pecos Road Corridor 
Study.  Although a bench was installed during the course of this study, a 
shelter is still recommended at this location due to the number of average 
daily boardings.  

It should be noted, there is an inactive BRT stop located on North 5th Street 
that was built as a proactive stop for the future development of North 
5th Street; as published in the 2006 North Fifth Street Transit Supportive 
Concept Plan.  The development of North 5th Street is expected to bring a 
significant amount of traffic to and through the study area.  A photo of the 
inactive stop can be viewed in Figure 2-38.  

As expected, the busiest transit stop locations have the most amenities.  
These stops are located at the intersections of Las Vegas Boulevard/Lake 
Mead Boulevard, Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard, and Las Vegas 
Boulevard/Civic Center Drive; all of which are major corridors through the 
study area.  A detailed inventory of high quality transit stops, low quality 
transit stops (including insufficient sidewalks, unsuitable locations, inactive 
stops, and/or insufficient seating space), and bus turnouts can be viewed in 
Appendix I.

The location of the transit shelters and/or benches were evaluated to 
determine if the transit stop may need to be relocated to improve the safety 
of the transit riders and the crossing pedestrians.  Frequently, it was assessed 
that the transit stops within the study area were located within the existing 
sidewalk, which is undesirable for two different reasons.  First, according to 
the 2011 AASHTO Roadside Design Guide:

In an urban environment, approximately 80 percent of 
roadside crashes involved an object with a lateral offset 
from the curb face equal to or less than 4 feet and more 
than 90 percent of urban roadside crashes have a lateral 
offset less than or equal to 6 feet.

Therefore, it is highly recommended to move shelters back at least 6-feet 
from the curb.  In fact, the RTC is currently in the process of moving transit 
shelters behind the sidewalk.  Second, transit shelters and benches that are 
located within the sidewalk reduce the sidewalk width to less than three 
feet in certain locations.  These transit stops are not incompliance with ADA 
requirements, as illustrated by the transit stop in Figure 2-39.     

Figure 2-37: Lake Mead Blvd and Las Vegas Blvd Westbound Transit Stop Figure 2-38: North 5th Street Transit Stop at Jerry’s Nugget 
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Additionally, it was observed that a few transit stop shelters were located 
in front of property boundary walls.  The transit stop shown in Figure 2-40 
provides another example of the safety risks to passengers, as there is no 
escape from the waiting area in the event of an errant vehicle.  

Lastly, transit turnouts allow transit to discharge and receive passengers in a 
separate bay adjacent to the roadway in a manner that the transit does not 
block through traffic, thereby keeping as many vehicles moving as possible.  
Within the study area, there are a total of four transit stops with turnouts.  
Turnouts are generally placed on the far-side of intersections, however one 
near-side turnout (which doubles as a right-turn only lane) exists on Las 
Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue Southbound.  The placement of transit 
stop turnouts is determined based on the impact a curbside transit stop may 
have on increased traffic delay or the reduction of the intersection level-of-
service.  Figure 2-41 illustrates a transit turnout within the study area.  

Transit only lanes were taken into account due to their ability to allow transit 
to drop-off and receive passengers is a separate lane, hence the traffic is 
unaffected.  There are six transit stops located in transit only lanes along 
Las Vegas Boulevard.  Figure 2-42 illustrates a transit stop within a transit 
only lane.        

Figure 2-39: Non-ADA Compliant Transit Stop

Figure 2-40: Transit Stop Against Block Wall 

Figure 2-41: Transit Turnout at Transit Stop

Figure 2-42: Transit Only Lane Transit Stop
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Table 2-17: Study Area Transit Headway2.4.3 Transit Service

As of May 2012, all transit routes within the study area operate on fixed 
route schedules.  Service change in operation to the transit system was 
updated when this study first launched.  Route updates according to the RTC 
website include, “frequency increases or decreases, selected trip additions 
or deletions, changes to the hours of operation, shortening or extending of 
routes, and route redesigns.”  Affected schedule adjustments to the routes 
within the study area include:

•	 Route 110 - Weekday afternoon frequency increased to every 20 
minutes

•	 Route 113 - Overnight frequency decreased to once an hour 
between 1:30 AM to 4:00 AM

•	 Route 211 - Elimination of transit stops on Carey Avenue at 
Webster Street, Bassler Street, Belmont Street, and Kenneth Road 
(this included the removal of the existing transit shelters and/
or benches); Note: Route 214 does not operate along the entire 
length of Carey Avenue that Route 211 operated and it continues 
south into downtown Las Vegas along H Street

Within the study area, the routes; day of operation; direction; average, 
minimum, and maximum headway; and daily service hours can be viewed in 
Table 2-17.  Note: Route 113 and Route MAX were combined because they 
use the same transit stop at several locations within the study area.  At 
the locations where Route 113 and Route MAX use the same transit stop, 
the headway times are coordinated to be separated into four 15-minute 
intervals.    

Paratransit Service

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the RTC 
provides paratransit service as a supplement to its fixed route transit service.  
The RTC’s paratransit service is designed to be a shared ride program that 
provides door-to-door service for those riders who are physically or mentally 
unable to access fixed route transit.  

The RTC paratransit service is a reservation-based system that operates 
24-hours per day and every day of the year.  The base paratransit service 
area includes the operation of paratransit service ¾ of a mile beyond the 
limits of fixed route service, which is mandated per ADA regulations.  

Paratransit operations, acting as an overlay to fixed route transit, provide 
coverage over the entire study area.  Figure 2-43 delineates the limits of 
paratransit service offered by the RTC throughout the metropolitan area.

Additionally, alternative transportation options are available and receive 
grant funding through the RTC.  As shown in Appendix I, HHOVV, HHNLV, and 
JFLV are the partners which offer alternative transportation services through 
the 89030 zip code.  

Average Minimum Maximum
Southbound 27 Min 20 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 27 Min 14 Min 1 Hr

Southbound 28 Min 19 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 28 Min 18 Min 1 Hr

Southbound 34 Min 26 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 34 Min 25 Min 1 Hr

Southbound 31 Min 19 Min 1 Hr 19 Hr 43 Min
Northbound 32 Min 24 Min 58 Min 19 Hr 9 Min

Southbound 33 Min 21 Min 1 Hr 19 Hr 30 Min
Northbound 33 Min 24 Min 58 Min 19 Hr 2 Min

Southbound 48 Min 38 Min 1 Hr 19 Hr 20 Min
Northbound 48 Min 40 Min 1 Hr 18 Hr 41 Min

Southbound 19 Min 11 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 19 Min 10 Min 1 Hr

Southbound 19 Min 10 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 19 Min 10 Min 1 Hr

Southbound 19 Min 13 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 19 Min 12 Min 1 Hr

Eastbound 59 Min 56 Min 1 Hr 15 Hr 51 Min
Westbound 58 Min 44 Min 1 Hr 1 Min 16 Hr 39 Min

Eastbound 59 Min 57 Min 1 Hr 14 Hr 49 Min
Westbound 59 Min 54 Min 1 Hr 15 Hr 46 Min

Southbound 30 Min 20 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 30 Min 20 Min 1 Hr 1 Min

Southbound 35 Min 25 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 34 Min 27 Min 1 Hr 1 Min

Southbound 37 Min 29 Min 1 Hr
Northbound 35 Min 25 Min 1 Hr 1 Min

59 Min 58 Min 1 Hr 2 Min 18 Hr 56 Min

59 Min 52 Min 1 Hr 1 Min 18 Hr 54 Min

Weekdays

Weekends

Route 210

Weekdays

24 HrSaturdays

Sundays

Route 214

Sundays

Route 209

Weekdays

Weekends

Route 111

Weekdays

Saturdays

Sundays

Route 113/
Route MAX

Weekdays

Day DirectionRoute Service

24 Hr

Headway

Weekdays

Saturdays

Sundays

24 HrSaturdays

Route 110

Figure 2-43: Paratransit Service Map
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Table 2-18: Pedestrian, Bicyle, and Wheelchair Counts

2.5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

The main goal of the study is to provide better pedestrian and bicycle access 
between downtown attractions and surrounding residential areas.  Promoting 
and enhancing safer pedestrian, bicycle, and transit traveling facilities 
encourages residents to consider walking, bicycling, or riding transit, and 
thus using these alternative options as their primary travel mode.  

2.5.1 Pedestrian Conditions

The land use composition and layout adjacent to a street generally determines 
the pattern and amount of pedestrian activity along that street.  Through 
field observation of the study corridor during weekday and weekend peak 
commuting and off-peak times, it was observed there is generally a high 
amount of pedestrian activity within the study area.  

A large portion of the pedestrian traffic takes place on Lake Mead Boulevard 
due to the amount of varied land uses along the corridor and includes students 
walking to and from school.  Additionally, a high volume of pedestrian traffic 
was observed in the southwest portion of the study area along Owens Avenue, 
specifically between Main Street and Las Vegas Boulevard.  Within this area, 
there is a homeless shelter (The Shade Tree), which provides distressed 
citizens a place to stay and has services 24-hours a day.  There are also two 
other centers within this area that have accommodations for the homeless, 
they are the Catholic Charities of Southern Nevada Employment Services 
Center and the Fertitta Community Assistance Center.  Figure 2-44 shows a 
high amount of pedestrian activity within this area.      

As mentioned earlier, peak hour pedestrian, bicycle, and wheelchair counts 
were taken at nine different locations along major corridors within the study 
area, including:

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street
•	 Carey Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Carey Avenue and Civic Center Drive
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive
•	 Tonopah Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Owens Avenue and Main Street
•	 Owens Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard

As shown in Table 2-18, the highest pedestrian PM peak volume occurred at 
Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive with 322 pedestrians; and the 
second highest pedestrian PM peak volume occurred at Lake Mead Boulevard 
and Las Vegas Boulevard with 224 pedestrians.  This represents a good 
correlation between pedestrian volumes and transit ridership because these 
two locations also have the highest transit ridership boardings and alightings 
within the study area.  Additionally, it should be noted that the location of 
Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive also has the least acceptable 

traffic level-of-service within the study area out of the intersections 
analyzed.  The third highest pedestrian PM peak volume occurred at Lake 
Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street.  The pedestrian volumes at this location 
are community based and not destination based.         

The highest PM peak bicycle volumes occurred on Las Vegas Boulevard and 
Lake Mead Boulevard with 26 bicyclists and Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont 
Street with 25 bicyclists.  The current bicycle conditions are explained in 
more detail later in this chapter.  As for wheelchair volumes, seven of the 
nine locations observed wheelchairs at the count locations, however none of 
the locations had significantly more wheelchair counts than the others.  

Sidewalks

The sidewalk widths throughout the study area vary by the location within the 
study area.  Through field observations, there appears to be no correlation of 
sidewalk width to land use type, meaning widths vary regardless of whether 
the sidewalk fronts commercial, retail, or residential developments.  The 
layout of sidewalks also varies by location.  While most sidewalks are 
adjacent to the curb, there are segments where sidewalks are offset from 
the street by landscaped buffers.  These landscaped buffers offer a higher Figure 2-44: Heavy Volumes of Pedestrians
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Figure 2-46: Missing Sidewalk at S Lake Mead Blvd & Yale St Figure 2-47: Missing Sidewalk at S Lake Mead Blvd & White St Figure 2-48: Missing Sidewalk at Lake Mead Blvd & Las Vegas Blvd

quality pedestrian environment and are perceived safer than sidewalks 
that abut the street due to the additional separation.  A good example of a 
landscaped sidewalk within the study area is along the recently constructed 
North 5th Street, as shown in Figure 2-45. 

Conversely, there are a number of locations throughout the study area 
without a paved sidewalk, including:

•	 North 5th Street at Carey Avenue - Northwest and Northeast corners 
o Currently unpaved due to the construction of the North 5th 

Street bridge
•	 North Lake Mead Boulevard at Yale Street - Southeast and Northwest 

corners
•	 South Lake Mead Boulevard at Yale Street - Northwest side of the 

corridor (Illustrated in Figure 2-46)
•	 South Lake Mead Boulevard at White Street - Southeast side of the 

corridor (Illustrated in Figure 2-47)
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard - Northwest corner 

fronting 7-Eleven (Illustrated in Figure 2-48)

A more detailed analysis of these sidewalk locations, including additional 
insufficient sidewalk locations along the major corridors, is presented in 
Appendix J.  

In other areas, the presence of obstructions in the sidewalk reduces the 
effective width of the path.  Sufficient clearance width on sidewalks is 
needed to provide a safe environment for pedestrians and wheelchairs/
scooters alike.  In a number of locations, bus shelters placed within a 5-foot 
sidewalk can reduce the clear path to 3-feet or less.  These obstructions 
place the passer-by pedestrians closer to the roadway, thereby exposing 
them to potential conflicts with fast moving vehicles.  To the greatest extent 
possible, the bus stop pad and accompanying furniture should be located 
behind the back of sidewalk so the entire sidewalk is free from obstruction.  

Figure 2-45: Recently Constructed Sidewalk
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Locations in the study corridor where bus stop shelters encroach into the 
sidewalk, resulting in an insufficient amount of clear space remaining, are 
further discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix J.  An example of a transit stop 
located within the sidewalk is illustrated in Figure 2-49.

Poor pedestrian environments also exist when other obstacles are located 
within the sidewalk, including utility poles, fire hydrants, railings, bollards, 
and anchors.  These obstacles reduce the width of the sidewalk and do not 
adequately support the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) provisions for 
pedestrian amenities.  Limiting the clearance width can pose a hazard to 
individuals who utilize wheelchairs or scooters and force the individuals onto 
the roadway to move around the obstacle; which could lead to a vehicle-
pedestrian crash.  Figure 2-49 and Figure 2-50 illustrate sidewalks with 
limited clearance widths.         

Crosswalks

The condition of pedestrian crosswalks varies throughout the study area.  
An assessment of crosswalk marking conditions based on GIS data and field 
investigation was conducted for the major corridors within the study area.  An 
inventory of each of the most critical study area intersections, accompanied 
by photographic support, description of each intersection’s adjacent land 
use, and a qualitative assessment of observed pavement marking conditions 
and level of pedestrian activity is provided in Appendix J.  

At a few locations throughout the study area, the intersection pavement 
markings are missing or almost completely worn away.  Maintaining the 
crosswalks within the study area is vital in facilitating the safety of 
pedestrians.  The locations in the study area with the most deteriorated 
crosswalk marking conditions are:

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Lake Mead Boulevard
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive (Illustrated in Figure 

2-51)
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Tonopah Avenue

Figure 2-49: Transit Stop within Sidewalk

Crosswalk pavement markings in these locations would be difficult to see in 
the nighttime, yet alone the daytime.  Therefore, it would be recommended 
to restripe these crosswalks as soon as possible to help aide both pedestrians 
and vehicular drivers.  

In addition to the worn crosswalks, there are several locations where 
pedestrians cross highly traveled arterials where there are no assigned 
crosswalks.  Unfortunately, there are some long distances between crosswalks 
at certain locations within the study area and pedestrians do not want to 
walk a long trip to get to a crosswalk when their destination is directly across 
the street.  Figure 2-52 shows an individual crossing Las Vegas Boulevard 
outside of a designated crosswalk.     

Unfortunately, during the course of this study, a vehicle struck a pedestrian 
running across Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street (the pedestrian was not 
within a designated crosswalk), which resulted in a fatality.  At this location, 
there is a transit stop on both sides of Lake Mead Boulevard.  Figure 2-53 
shows the location of the crash, where you can see the pedestrian tried to 
cross seven lanes (three westbound through lanes, three eastbound through 
lanes, and one two-way left-turn lane) of traffic to get to the other side of the 
street.  Note: This location had been previously reported in the Pedestrian 
Road Safety Audit Report: Lake Mead Boulevard from Civic Center Drive 
to Pecos Road.  As published, a significant amount of observed unlawful 
pedestrian crossings had taken place through this section of Lake Mead 
Boulevard during the road safety audit.  Although the section does contain 
marked crosswalks, the separation between them is extensive.  Additionally, 
there is no raised median island to promote pedestrians to a safe refuge area.  
Further discussion of recommended mitigation measures at this location can 
be viewed in Chapter 3.          

An additional road safety audit was performed along Las Vegas Boulevard 
from Tonopah Avenue to Carey Avenue within the study area.  The two road 
safety audits were conducted to analyze existing roadway and sidewalk 
conditions within their instructed parameters.  The conditions were identified 
and documented in order to suggest improvements and opportunities to 

comply with current safety standards.  The road safety audits were used 
to compliment on-site visits to locate non-ADA compliant locations and 
additional subpar pedestrian conditions along the major corridors within the 
study area.        

In addition to Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street, there are three other 
locations that generated the greatest concern for pedestrians crossing the 
street.  These locations include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at McCarran Street 
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard North at Yale Street (Illustrated in Figure 

2-54)
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at the Silver Nugget Casino 

Lake Mead Boulevard at McCarran Street is a transit stop location and has 
high pedestrian foot traffic with large distances between the closest cross-
walks.  Lake Mead Boulevard North at Yale Street currently has an unsignal-
ized crosswalk, however it is located at a location where a high volume of 
high speed vehicles are preparing to enter I-15.  The vehicular drivers at this 
location tend to focus on the overhead signage to help them get to their 
destination and aren’t expecting pedestrians to cross the roadway at this 
location.  Las Vegas Boulevard at the Silver Nugget Casino is currently an 
unsignalized crosswalk with heavy pedestrian movements across Las Vegas 
Boulevard.  These four locations were analyzed and are discussed in further 
detail in Chapter 3.    

Tactile Pads & Curb Ramps

A field review of the study area resulted in finding no tactile pads on the 
majority of the sidewalk ramps along Lake Mead Boulevard.  Additionally, 
almost all ramps leading into commercial driveways are non-ADA compliant.  
Conversely, North 5th Street meets ADA compliance guidelines regarding 
tactile pads and curb ramp slopes, as it was recently constructed.  Locations 
where tactile pads currently do not exist at signalized intersections include:

Figure 2-50: Limited Pedestrian Clearance Figure 2-51: Crosswalk at Las Vegas Blvd & Civic Center Dr
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•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Bruce Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and McDaniel Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive - Northwest, 

Northeast, and Southeast Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue - Southwest and 

Southeast Corners
•	 Civic Center Drive and Constitution Way - All 4 Corners
•	 Main Street and Owens Avenue - All 4 Corners
•	 Civic Center Drive and Owens Avenue - All 4 Corners

Similarly, locations where tactile pads currently do not exist at unsignalized 
intersections include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard North and Yale Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard South and Yale Street - Northwest and Northeast 

Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard South and White Street - Southwest and 

Southeast Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and McCarran Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Palmer Street - Southwest and Southeast 

Corners 

Additionally, there are locations where the curb ramps need to be 
rehabilitated or constructed.  These locations include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard North and Yale Street - Southeast and Southwest 
Corners

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Crawford Street - Northeast and Northwest 
Corners

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue - Southeast and Southwest 
Corners

•	 Civic Center Drive and Owens Avenue - All 4 Corners
•	 Civic Center Drive and Constitution Way - Southwest Corner

Figure 2-53: Pedestrian Fatality Location Figure 2-54: Pedestrian Crossing @N Lake Mead Blvd & Yale St Figure 2-55: Non-ADA Compliant Sidewalk Ramp

Figure 2-52: Pedestrian Outside of Crosswalks
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Figure 2-55 and Figure 2-56 illustrate non-ADA compliant sidewalk ramps.  
A catalog of intersections with deficient and non-compliant curbs can be 
referenced in Appendix J.  Furthermore, recommendations for these locations 
are presented in Chapter 3.  

Pedestrian Bridges

Currently, there is a pedestrian bridge over North 5th Street that is used by 
students who attend Reynaldo Martinez Elementary School; shown in Figure 
2-57.  In addition, there was a discussion regarding a pedestrian bridge over 
Lake Mead Boulevard (which would connect pedestrians to a possible future 
transit center located in the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet), however due 
to the recent economy, discussions regarding a pedestrian bridge over Lake 
Mead Boulevard have been put on hold.  

While pedestrian bridges are built to improve pedestrian movements, there 
are a number of criteria commonly used to justify pedestrian bridges, 
midblock crossings, or unsignalized pedestrian crossings, including:

• significant pedestrian crossing volumes based on field data
• proximity to land uses that generate pedestrian trips such as schools, 

religious institutions, etc.
• proximity to bus stops with high ridership
• direct access to parks and/or pedestrian and bicycling trails
• long distances between signalized intersections in urban areas

It is anticipated that if the remaining vacant parcels are developed as planned, 
transportation within the corridor will be served by a greater proportion 
of walking trips.  In addition, as mixed-use development and pedestrian-
supportive site designs become more a part of the urban environment, there 
will be more destinations that promote walking.  

2.5.2 Bicycle Conditions

The existing and proposed on-street and off-street bicycle networks were 
tabulated and analyzed for potential gaps and improvements, with the 
intent of providing users a safer and more functional bicycling experience.  
In an optimal bicycle network, off-street greenway trails and shared use 
development paths link with a street-side network that collectively provides 
connections to key destinations.  A summary of existing and planned bicycle 
facilities, including additional recommended routes/lanes within the study 
area, is presented in Figure 2-58.  

The essential goal of a bicycle network plan is to connect residents with 
activity centers within a city.  The Pedestrian and Bicycle Trails Map, adopted 
in 2011, identified a total of 56-miles of bicycle routes, 101-miles of bicycle 
lanes, and 70-miles of trails and pathways for the entire City of North Las 
Vegas.  The existing on-street and off-street corridors within the study area 
are insufficient, when compared with the downtown redevelopment area 
in the City of Las Vegas, as shown in Figure 2-59.  The proposed bicycle 
network within the study area has a fairly extensive system of compatible 
roadways with enough right-of-way to permit dedicated bicycle facilities or 
shared-use lanes; however, there are currently no striped bicycle lanes and/

Figure 2-56:  Non- ADA Compliant Sidewalk Ramp

or bicycle paths within the City of North Las Vegas downtown study area.  
Moreover, several gaps and deficiencies within the proposed bicycle network 
are addressed to accommodate for the extensive and safe system of on-
street bicycle facilities.

On-Street Facilities

The City of North Las Vegas Major downtown area has a fairly extensive 
on-street bicycle network proposed for the future.  Many of the study 
area roadways have been planned with enough right-of-way to allow for 
the installation of bicycle facilities.  Throughout the study area, there are 
approximately 4 ¼-miles of proposed bicycle lanes and 8 ½-miles of proposed 
bicycle routes.  At present, there are no existing bicycle lanes or bicycle 
routes within the study area.  

Figure 2-57: Pedestrian Bridge Over North 5th Street
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On-street bicycle facilities typically take the form of bicycle routes and 
bicycle lanes.  With the exception of limited access highways having signed 
prohibitions, bicycle riders are permitted on any street within the City 
of North Las Vegas.  However, certain roadways in the study area can be 
considered more applicable for bicycle use.  

Bicycle Lanes

Bicycle lanes are the highest class of on-street bicycle facilities currently 
within the City of North Las Vegas.  A  bicycle lane is a portion of a 
roadway which has been designated by signing and pavement markings for 
the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists.  Bicycle lanes are typically 
preferred for roadways with higher speeds, functional classes (arterial or 
major collector roads), and/or traffic volumes.  Realistically, it may not 
be possible to ensure that all arterial and major collector streets have the 
right-of-way or are configured to be bicycle-compatible.  However, bicycle 
facilities should be implemented on these types of roadways to the greatest 
extent possible because they often serve as the primary segments in a 
bicycle network.  It is important that arterial roadways (typically 100-foot 
or more right-of-way widths) have bicycle lanes to provide access to key 
destinations.  Throughout the study area, most major attractors including 
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shopping centers, casinos, the hospital, the City Hall, and some schools are 
located along arterials.  The downside of bicycle lanes on arterials is that 
these roadways are typically much more heavily traveled and the curbside 
is repeatedly interrupted by driveways that serve as obstructions to bicycle 
travel.  Still, arterials are an essential part of the primary bicycle network 
because they serve as the connection to major destinations and often 
represent the most reliable travel routes for long distance travel through 
the City of North Las Vegas.
 
Of arterial and collector roadways, major collectors (typically 80-foot right-
of-way widths) are a more desirable classification to serve as a backbone 
for a primary bicycle network.  Major collectors generally have lower traffic 
volumes and slower vehicles than arterial roadways, which may result in a 
greater perception of safety.  At the same time, major collectors still provide 
bicyclists with very good coverage within a city’s overall street network.  
Where major collectors are discontinuous and there are no available 
connections to off-street facilities, it will be necessary to rely on arterials or 
minor collectors.  Bicycle lanes on minor collectors are often used to connect 
with bicycle lanes on higher classification roadways or to extend bicycle lanes 
from adjacent roadways to destination points that generate high bicycle use, 
such as schools, parks, and residential communities.  Bicycle lanes are most 

appropriate on minor collectors with average running speeds above 25 MPH 
or average daily traffic volumes above 3,000 vehicles.  Critical to the layout 
and expansion of the primary bicycle network is the incorporation of bicycle 
needs and connections to future properties developed adjacent to arterial 
and collector roadways.

Currently, there are no existing bicycle lanes within the study area, however 
there are 4 ¼-miles of proposed bicycle lanes within the study area.  Proposed 
bicycle lanes are along the following streets:

•	 Bruce Street - from Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Belmont Street - from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue

o Belmont Street curves into Webb Avenue shortly before 
Owens Avenue, therefore bicyclists will have to turn at 
James Street to connect to Owens Avenue

•	 Owens Avenue - from I-15 to Pecos Road

Note: The Uniform Standard Drawings for the Clark County Area published 
by the RTC includes details of the layout and dimensions of on-street bicycle 
lanes.  

Bicycle Routes

Bicycle routes are typically recommended for minor collectors and 
local roadways where bicycle travel accesses local destinations within a 
neighborhood.  Streets with lower vehicle speeds and traffic volumes are 
considered more appropriate for the safe shared use of bicycle and vehicular 
traffic.  However, there are many existing and planned designated bicycle 
routes on arterial and major collector roadways throughout the valley, 
mainly because there is not enough right-of-way or the lane configuration 
does not support a separate bicycle lane facility.  Bicycle routes are not 
striped as a separate facility within the roadway, rather, are located in a 
wider curb lane.  A bicycle route, per the RTC’s recognition of the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) definition, is described as a signed shared 
roadway, preferred for bicycle use, that has a curb travel lane of 14-feet or 
greater between the lane line and the lip of the curb, plus a 1 ½-foot wide 
gutter pan.  

A curbside shoulder or breakdown lane is the preferred on-street configuration 
for bicycle routes as it provides separation from automobile traffic and acts 
as a safety buffer from higher vehicle speeds.  Routes are usually designated 
by a Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) sign and are located 
along roadways with lower traffic volumes and/or lower posted speed 
limits.  To create public awareness of shared use travel, the RTC installed 
approximately 1,200 “Share the Road” signs on the adopted bicycle routes 
throughout the valley.  Examples of bicycle route signing are shown in Figure 
2-60.

Bicycle routes typically include one sign placed at the beginning, middle, 
and end of the route on the sidewalk in either direction.  With a scarcity of 
bicycle route signage and unclear start and end points, cyclists and motorists 
may get confused as to the extent of these shared facilities.

Figure 2-59: Downtown Las Vegas Bicycle Network



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 68

FINAL REPORT

Currently, no signage exists within the study area to alert the vehicular drivers 
and bicyclists of bicycle routes or shared-use lanes, due to there being no 
bicycle routes throughout the study area.  The MUTCD states the application 
of bicycle route sign spacing should be determined by engineering judgment 
based on the prevailing speed of bicyclists and other traffic, block length, 
distances from adjacent intersections, as well as other considerations.  
Typically, bicycle sign spacing is placed at 1/4- to 1/2-mile intervals.  Bicycle 
route signing should be placed in appropriate locations to reinforce “Share 
the Road” awareness to bicyclists and motorists alike.  “Bike Route” and 
“Share the Road” signs shall be co-located at the route’s beginning and end 
points, as well as at 1/4-mile spacing along the designated routes.   

At this time, there are no existing bicycle routes within the study area, 
however there are 8 ½-miles of proposed bicycle routes within the study 
area.  Proposed bicycle routes are along the following streets:

•	 Carey Avenue - from I-15 to Pecos Road
•	 Pecos Road - from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue
•	 Civic Center Drive - from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue
•	 Tonopah Avenue - from Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road
•	 Hunkins Drive - from Bruce Street to McDaniel Street
•	 Donna Street - from Carey Avenue to Lola Avenue
•	 Judson Avenue - from Yale Street to Donna Street
•	 Main Street - from Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard - from North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey 

Avenue
o The current “Transit Only” lane will be updated to a shared 

transit/bicycle lane

Off-Street Facilities

Bicycle or shared multi-use paths are exclusive vehicle-free facilities that 
are typically located outside the roadway cross-section.  Off-street paths 
are generally located within or adjacent to flood control channels, transit 
corridors, utility corridors, greenways, and/or parks.  These paths are 
popular for utilitarian and recreational riding and are typically preferred 

by less experienced riders and bicycle commuters whose trips are longer 
than a couple of miles.  In addition to bicyclists, shared use paths are used 
by pedestrians, runners, skaters, and occasionally equestrians (although not 
typically on paved paths).  

The recommended paved width for an off-street path is twelve feet for a 
two-directional trail and five feet for one direction.  Where space permits, 
these widths should be used for new or retrofitted trails to safely allow a 
combination of different types of users.  A minimum of four-foot lateral 
clearance width is desirable to provide an offset to trees, poles, walls, 
fences, guardrails, or other lateral obstructions.  A two-foot wide graded 
area should be installed outside of each edge of pavement to eliminate an 
elevation drop-off.  A wider graded area on either side of the shared use path 
can serve as a separate jogging path.  The vertical clearance of off-street 
trails to obstructions should be a minimum of 10-feet to permit passage of 
maintenance and/or emergency vehicles and to support equestrian use.
The Las Vegas Wash Trail (LVWT) is the only existing shared use trail that 
currently travels through the study area.  The LVWT runs along the northeast 
portion of the study area and provides residents in the City of North Las Vegas 

an alternative route to travel through the valley.  Figure 2-61 is a picture of 
the LVWT crossing Owens Avenue, just outside of the study area.  In addition, 
there are two existing trails that exist on the outskirts of the study area.  
The Pioneer Trail, which is classified as a sidewalk trail, runs southwest of 
the study area on Main Street and Las Vegas Boulevard, connecting along 
Owens Avenue.  There is an additional trail that runs along Pecos Road and 
Owens Avenue, that does not quite enter into the study area.  Note: There 
is also one proposed trail within the study area, which runs along Las Vegas 
Boulevard from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue.   

Figure 2-61: Las Vegas Wash Trail

Figure 2-60: MUTCD Bicycle Signage
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3.0 IDENTIFICATION OF DEFICIENCIES AND NEEDS 
AND ANALYSIS OF IMPROVEMENTS

To effectively address traffic congestion issues, transportation improvement 
alternatives were studied and evaluated on the basis they provide efficiency, 
connectivity, and continuity across all transportation modes.  

This chapter presents the deficiencies and needs identified for each mode 
of transportation and conceptual-level improvement alternatives associated 
with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and roadway needs.  These alternatives 
include near-term (within five years) and long-term (five years and beyond) 
improvements.  Based on an assessment of the corridor’s existing conditions, 
there are specific transportation challenges identified that will need to be 
addressed in either near-term or long-term timeframes.

3.1 Near-Term (0-5 Years) 

Near-term improvements include alternatives that can be completed within 
a five-year time frame.  These improvements are low cost and have minor 
regional significance.  Near-term improvements include:

• safety improvements
• roadway capacity and traffic mitigation measures 
• access management strategies 
• transit routing enhancements and bus stop amenities 
• upgrade of pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

These improvements are designed to provide immediate relief to existing 
transportation issues with the underlying goal of achieving safer and more 
efficient traffic movement, pedestrian movement, bicycle movement, and 
transit flow.  It is anticipated that near-term improvements would not 
cause significant environmental impacts, therefore they would not require 
environmental analysis or be eligible for a categorical exclusion under the 
NEPA.

3.1.1 Integration of Transportation and Existing Land Use
 
The North Las Vegas major downtown area has a stable integration of land use, 
traffic, and alternative transportation modes.  This is in large part because 
of the established residential communities, commercial developments, 
governmental facilities, casinos, parks, and numerous schools throughout 
the study area.

The residential communities throughout the study area are a combination of 
homes fronting the street, homes along roadways that connect to the major 
corridors, and homes in cul-de-sac communities.  The goal of this study is 
to make it easier for these residential communities to access the schools, 
parks, shopping centers, government facilities, and casinos through the use 
of alternative transportation modes, such as walking and bicycling.   

As mentioned in Chapter 2, there are a total of six schools located within the 
study area, four of which have a Safe Route to School Map.  The two schools 

that do not have a Safe Route to School Map include St. Christopher Catholic 
School and Washington Continuation Junior High School.  St. Christopher 
Catholic School shares its site with C.P. Squires Elementary School, therefore 
the Safe Route To School Map for C.P. Squires Elementary School can be 
shared by both schools.  However, Washington Continuation Junior High 
School does not share its site, therefore it is recommended to add Washington 
Continuation Junior High School to the Safe Routes to School program.    

The largest segment of undeveloped land within the study area is located 
where the future Las Flores Shopping Center will be constructed.  This 
shopping center will generate vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
traffic within the study area and have entrances along Las Vegas Boulevard, 
Carey Avenue, and Hamilton Street.  The location of this future shopping 
center and its entrance points were considered when developing future 
traffic volumes within the study area.    

Since the majority of the study area is built-out, the roadway right-of-way 
has been dedicated throughout most of the major corridors within the study 
area, with a few exceptions:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard
o Lake Mead Boulevard at Pecos Road intersection - the 

northwest corner has not been dedicated
•	 North 5th Street

o Tonopah Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard South - western 
side of North 5th Street has not been dedicated (portion of 
roadway falls outside of dedicated public right-of-way)

o Lake Mead Boulevard North to Carey Avenue - most of the 
roadway has not been dedicated (roadway falls outside of 
dedicated public right-of-way)

Therefore, the right-of-way in these locations should be appropriately 
dedicated to the City of North Las Vegas as part of the public domain for 
Lake Mead Boulevard and North 5th Street.  

3.1.2  Traffic

Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, and Civic Center Drive are 
all well-traveled roadways throughout the study area (North 5th Street 
is anticipated to be well-traveled when the North 5th Street bridge is 
completed).  Despite the high daily volumes, traffic generally flows smoothly 
along the four major corridors within the study area.  Traffic data collected 
along the major corridors showed that traffic volumes are highest on Friday 
afternoons, which is the result of travelers making discretionary trips to 
North Las Vegas.  Therefore, turning movement counts were collected on a 
Friday afternoon to analyze the highest volume of vehicular trips, pedestrian 
trips, and bicycle trips within the downtown area.  

As mentioned in Chapter 2, all study intersections currently operate at LOS 
D or better except the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center 
Drive which operates at LOS E with a delay of 62.2 seconds per vehicle.  At 
this intersection, there are two movements where the turn queues exceed 
the available turn lane storage, which include:

•	 Northbound left-turn lane
•	 Southbound left-turn lane

Intersections are considered to have an acceptable level-of-service within 
the valley if they perform at LOS D or better, thus improvements need to be 
made at this intersection to have it functioning at LOS D.  

While no other intersections operate at critically or close to critically 
congested levels, there are locations in the corridor where calculated 
intersection turn queues exceed the available turn lane storage.  The other 
analyzed intersections where there is currently insufficient turn lane storage 
include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard
o Southbound right-turn lane

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street
o Eastbound left-turn lane

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue
o Westbound left-turn lane

The use of well-delineated and consistently-placed dedicated left- and 
right-turn lanes within a corridor, regardless of roadway functional class, 
can significantly reduce the number of vehicle conflict locations by providing 
separation between turning vehicles and adjacent through vehicles or 
opposing vehicles.  Turn lanes should provide as much storage bay length as 
practical, based on traffic and geometric conditions, so queued vehicles do 
not spill back onto adjacent through lanes.

It is recommended that additional turn lane storage capacity be installed 
at these intersection approaches to mitigate deteriorated future levels-of-
service and reduce queue lengths.  The Uniform Standard Drawings for Clark 
County indicate that left-turn bays should have at least 300-feet of storage 
capacity and right-turn bays should have at least 150-feet of storage capacity.  
In recommending turn lane improvements, an additional left-turn lane is 
proposed where the calculated existing or projected turn queue exceeds 
300-feet.  Although additional intersection right-of-way may be required to 
construct an additional left-turn lane, it may be a more viable alternative 
than simply extending the existing left-turn lane, which may have impacts 
to existing land use access.  Conversely, rather than provide dual right-turn 
lanes, extending an existing right-turn lane is preferable when turn queue 
lengths exceed the length of the lane.  In locations where the extension of 
an existing right-turn lane would traverse past an upstream intersection, the 
proposed right-turn lane extension shall be truncated to the length between 
intersections.  Turn lane extensions can provide significant reductions in 
intersection delays at a relatively low cost. 
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There are three lane reduction locations along the major corridors within the 
study area, which include:

•	 Civic Center Drive northbound reduces from three lanes to two lanes 
at Lake Mead Boulevard

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard northbound reduces from three lanes to two 
lanes within the City of North Las Vegas Roundabout

•	 North 5th Street southbound reduces from three lanes to two lanes 
within the City of North Las Vegas Roundabout

The lane reduction locations on Las Vegas Boulevard and North 5th Street do 
not adversely affect intersection traffic flow.  However, the intersection of 
Civic Center and Lake Mead Boulevard is the only location within the study 
area that performed at LOS E in the existing conditions.  The reason this 
intersection performs at LOS E is due more to the heavy left-turn northbound 
movement from Civic Center Drive to Lake Mead Boulevard, than the 
northbound through movement on Civic Center Drive.  Note: There are also 
lane reductions on two non-major corridors that were analyzed: 

•	 Carey Avenue eastbound reduces from two lanes to one lane at Las 
Vegas Boulevard

•	 Belmont Street southbound reduces from two lanes to one lane at 
Lake Mead Boulevard

Neither of which adversely affect intersection traffic flow.  

A traffic mitigation analysis was performed using Synchro to determine 
the effectiveness of improving the turn lane and intersection deficiencies 
described above.  Analysis of the mitigated existing conditions reveals that 
all intersections can operate at a level-of-service D or better and have queue 
storage lengths long enough to accommodate traffic queue lengths.  Figure 
3-1 illustrates the LOS for each of the analyzed intersections throughout 
the study area.  The level-of-service results, delay values, queue lengths, 
and configurations for each intersection approach for the existing corridor, 
before and after the implementation of improvements, are presented in 
Appendix G.  

Table 3-1 presents recommended near-term improvements by intersection, 
including whether right-of-way would be necessary for implementation, 
existing peak hour levels-of-service (with and without the improvements), 
reduction (or increase) in average peak hour intersection vehicle delay when 
improvements are implemented, estimated right-of-way and construction 
costs, and cost per second of reduced (or added) delay time.  A detailed 
description of the proposed improvements at each intersection is provided 
in the following paragraphs. 

Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive is not only 
the most highly traveled intersection within the study area when it comes to 
traffic, it is also the most heavily travelled pedestrian intersection analyzed 
within the study area.  The northbound left-turn bay and the southbound  
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left-turn bay currently do not have enough storage length to accommodate 
the amount of vehicles that want to make those movements during the peak 
hour.  Additionally, this intersection operates at LOS E due to the intersection 
configuration, number of vehicles, and number of pedestrians.  

The northbound left-turn bay is approximately 200-feet in length and 
experiences a calculated peak hour queue length of 566-feet.  This is due to 
the large number of vehicles making a left-turn from Civic Center Drive onto 
Lake Mead Boulevard.  When analyzing this intersection, it was determined 
that one 300-foot left-turn bay, nor two 300-foot left-turn bays would 
accommodate the amount of northbound left-turn movements at this heavily 
travelled intersection.  Therefore, the two left-turn bays were extended 
to not only accommodate the exiting left-turn movements, but the 2030 
left-turn movements as well.  It was determined that two left-turn bays, a 

distance of 400-feet, would accommodate the large number of northbound 
left-turning vehicles at Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive.  Note: 
This portion of Civic Center Drive was recently reconstructed, however it is 
still recommended to incorporate the dual left-turn bays.  

The southbound left-turn bay is approximately 185-feet in length and 
experiences a calculated peak hour queue length of 348-feet.  This is caused 
by the number of vehicles making a left-turn from Civic Center Drive onto 
Lake Mead Boulevard, plus the overall volumes at this intersection and the 
corresponding times needed for each traffic movement.  It was determined 
that one 300-foot left-turn-bay would not accommodate the volume of 
southbound left-turning vehicles at the intersection, but two 300-foot 
left-turn bays would.  Note: The future 2030 left-turn volumes will also be 
accommodated by the dual left-turn lanes.    

Figure 3-1: Existing Mitigated Level-of-Service
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Table 3-1: Summary of Improvements by Intersection

When the northbound 200-foot left-turn bay is increased to two 400-foot 
left-turn bays, and the southbound 185-foot left-turn bay is increased to two 
300-foot left-turn bays, the overall intersection level-of-service becomes 
an acceptable LOS D.  The existing intersection configuration and proposed 
near-term improvements are presented in Figure 3-2.    

Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard

Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard is an intersection crossing of 
two major corridors within the study area.  Due to the amount of southbound 
right-turning traffic during the peak hour, the queue length exceeds the 
current southbound right-turn storage length.  Currently, the southbound 
right-turn bay is approximately 150-feet in length and experiences a 
calculated peak hour queue length of 194-feet.  After several mitigations at 
this location, it was determined the turn bay length should be increased to 
305-feet.  However, this is only for the existing conditions; for the Year 2030, 
the turn-bay will have to be increased to an even greater length.  Note: 
Complications may occur at this location in the future because the length 
of the turn bay will have to be increased to the point it conflicts with an 
existing transit stop.      

Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street

Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street has one left-turn bay where the 
queue length exceeds the storage length.  Currently, the eastbound left-
turn bay is approximately 90-feet in length and experiences a calculated 
peak hour queue length of 122-feet.  If the turn bay length is extended 
to 150-feet, it will accommodate the vehicular traffic wanting to make an 
eastbound left-turn at this intersection.  Note: The future 2030 left-turn 
volumes will also be accommodated by the 150-foot left-turn bay.    

Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue

Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue has one left-turn bay where the queue 
length exceeds the storage length.  Currently, the westbound left-turn bay 
is approximately 85-feet in length and experiences a calculated peak hour 
queue length of 124-feet.  If the turn bay length is extended to 150-feet, it 
will accommodate the vehicular traffic wanting to make a westbound left-
turn at this intersection.  Note: The future 2030 left-turn volumes will also 
be accommodated by the 150-foot left-turn bay.  

3.1.3 Access Control

One of the most effective and cost-saving methods of improving arterial 
safety and operation is through better access management practices.  
Guidance on a national level exists with publications such as the Access 
Management Manual by the Transportation Research Board, however they 
are generally not prescriptive.  On the state level, the NDOT publication on 
Access Management System and Standards states that opposing traffic on 
principal arterials should be separated by medians.  However, there is no 
single solution for the implementation of or justification criteria for specific 
access management features.  The Transportation Research Center (TRC) 
at the University of Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV) studied the impact of various 
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access management practices on the performance of arterial roadways for 
the purpose of developing access management guidelines for the Las Vegas 
Valley.  Common evaluation criteria used in many previous studies, as well as 
the UNLV study, to assess access management treatments include: 

•	 Accident data
•	 Traffic volumes
•	 Impact on travel speeds
•	 Existing curbside and median conditions (i.e., types of median 

treatments, number of driveways and unsignalized intersections, 
etc.)

In addition to evaluating the impact on travel speed and identifying the 
frequency of access points and types of median treatments in this study, 
correlating traffic volumes and accident rates is critical in assessing whether 
stricter access control practices are needed.  Within the study area, the 
accident rates on each of the major arterials were calculated to be the 
following:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard
o 11.81 accidents per million vehicle miles
o 5.33 injuries per million vehicle miles
o 0.25 fatalities per million vehicle miles

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard
o 12.33 accidents per million vehicle miles
o 6.76 injuries per million vehicle miles

•	 Civic Center Drive
o 17.93 accidents per million vehicle miles
o 9.94 injuries per million vehicle miles
o 0.06 fatalities per million vehicle miles

•	 North 5th Street (including Main Street)
o 26.78 accidents per million vehicle miles
o 13.00 injuries per million vehicle miles

The accident and injury rates for each of the major corridors within the 
study area are higher than both the statewide averages for urban minor 
arterials and urban collectors.  The frequency of driveway access points 
to developments and the lack of restrictive raised median treatments in a 
large portion of the corridors are main reasons for the corridor’s higher than 
average accident and injury rates.

The primary objectives of access management implementation are to:

•	 preserve the functionality of the roadway
•	 provide for proper roadway visibility
•	 provide for uniform driveway access spacing
•	 provide for auxiliary lanes to accommodate proper ingress and egress
•	 provide for proper corner clearance distances at intersections
•	 minimize the number of conflict points between vehicles, bicyclists, 

and pedestrians

Accident frequencies, which generally increase as the number of access 
locations increase, can be reduced through the control and/or elimination 
of conflict points. Travel delays through the corridor can also be reduced 

through access control measures.  Several near-term access management 
techniques, typical for urban arterials, have been identified for potential 
implementation along the major corridors within the study area. These 
techniques include median improvements, turning lane improvements, and 
unsignalized driveway consolidations.  

Median Improvements

By reducing the number of median access points and shifting driveway 
movements from through traffic and into dedicated turn lanes, the number 
of potential conflicts between turning traffic and through traffic can be 
reduced.  A more controlled median configuration can improve the efficiency 
and safety of the roadway by reducing delays caused by turning vehicles, 
minimizing differences in vehicle speeds, and increasing roadway capacity.  
The implementation of median improvements also allows for the creation 
of pedestrian refuge areas, which are important safety enhancements for 
midblock pedestrian crossings.  

Within the study area, North 5th Street generally has adequate access 
control in the median; however Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, 
and Civic Center Drive have portions of their roadways where there is a lack 
of a median or there are frequent median gaps at unsignalized intersections 
and driveways.  

Channelized median islands should be installed to prevent left-turn 
movements from driveways and/or cross streets at:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard - Tonopah Avenue to Bruce Street

Currently, these areas have two-way left-turn lanes in the median which 
increases the number of conflict points along the two roadways.  In order 
to help reduce the crash rates in these areas, it is recommended a center 
median island be installed.   

Civic Center Drive was recently reconstructed to include center median 
islands from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard.  However, the newly 
installed median islands have a median opening approximately every 200-
feet, which is significantly less than the 660-foot standard spacing for 
median openings.  The layout of channelized left-turn lanes with median 
islands, at each location, should be consistent with Clark County’s standard 
minimum spacing of 660-feet to create controlled, designated areas for left-
turns and limit driveway turn movements to right-turns only.  The goal of 
channelized median left-turn lanes is to allow for the grouping of vehicle 
turn movements at controlled unsignalized locations, generally away from 
major intersections, and restrict random left-turns which contribute to 
vehicle conflicts and potential accidents.  A number of factors affect the 
precise positioning of median access openings and in many locations the 
layout will not be in exact 660-foot increments.  Median left-turns should be 
positioned so they are aligned with cross-streets or high volume driveways 
and may result in less than 660-foot spacing.  It is recommended, prior to the 
implementation of channelized left-turns with median islands, that entity 
engineers further evaluate the need of median treatment enhancements and 
must appropriate locations in their respective jurisdictions.  

Turning Lane Improvements

For larger intersections or approaches with high left-turn volumes, curbed 
raised medians should be installed between turn lanes and opposing traffic.  
The curbed median can reduce the left-turn vehicles’ exposure to fast-
moving opposing vehicles and, more importantly, prevent vehicles from 
using or crossing the left-turn lane to access or egress driveways across the 
road.  This type of access control measure can increase the capacity of the 
corridor, reduce intersection delays caused by turning vehicles, and increase 
the level of safety. 

In terms of intersection turn lane treatments as an access management 
strategy, there is only minor mitigation needed along the four major 
corridors.  North 5th Street and Civic Center Drive have raised curb medians 
adjacent to left-turn lanes at all signalized intersections along the major 
corridors.  However, the following locations lack a raised curb left-turn lane:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center Drive - Westbound Left
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue - Southbound Left

These two locations have also been suggested to install a center median 
island which would compliment a raised curb median adjacent to the left-
turn lane.  At all other locations within the study area (specifically non-major 
corridors) where there are no median islands, it is recommended that median 
curb islands are installed when intersection left-turn lanes are lengthened.

Unsignalized Driveway Access Spacing and Design

By reducing the number of driveway access points and spacing them 
uniformly, the number of potential vehicle conflict locations between 
turning traffic and through traffic is reduced, thereby creating a potentially 
safer and less turbulent flow of traffic.  Consolidation of driveways serving 
multiple properties can reduce the likelihood of rear-end accidents during 
driveway access maneuvers and angle or sideswipe accidents during 
driveway egress movements.  Historically in most urban and suburban 
areas, the consolidation of driveways typically takes place only during a 
sale, redevelopment, or expansion of a property; or when significant public 
works road improvement projects occur.  In a proactive approach, land 
use planning and controls placed on the development process govern the 
number and spacing of property driveways so there is consistency throughout 
a corridor, community, or an entire city.  Access management strategies, 
especially those related to the consolidation or relocation of unsignalized 
driveways, are rarely implemented due to opposition from property and 
business owners.  However, a combination of high accident rates and high 
traffic volumes near the driveway(s) can justify a mandate to change the 
access control.  

The major corridors within the downtown study area would benefit by the 
reconstruction, relocation, and/or the closure of commercial driveways not 
meeting driveway spacing standards.  By upgrading and modifying access 
driveways to current design standards, access to a property (or properties) 
would be accomplished in a more efficient manner where vehicle circulation 
to destinations can occur off the roadway so that the through movement is 
maintained as uninterrupted as possible.  
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The entire study area has generally poor access control on the curbside.  In 
fact, as mentioned in Chapter 2, the number of access points has a negative 
impact on corridor traffic flow.  Closely-spaced curbside access points 
increase the potential for unsafe vehicle-to-vehicle, vehicle-to-pedestrian, 
or vehicle-to-bicyclist conflicts and should be consolidated where feasible.  

The access management study performed by the TRC at UNLV revealed that 
the presence of driveways have a significant impact on the safety of arterial 
roadways.  The study noted that the addition of a single driveway can increase 
the number of accidents within that road segment by as much as two per 
year.  The strategy of consolidating unsignalized, closely-spaced driveways 
generally provides localized improvements adjacent to the driveways.  Each 
of the intersection and driveway locations on the major arterials within the 
study area with non-standard spacing are highlighted in red ink in Figure 
2-18m through Figure 2-18-x.

3.1.4  Transit 

Transit Stop Enhancements

Placement: The transit stop environment is the customer’s interface with 
the transit system and its appearance and amenities can strongly influence 
the customer’s desire to use public transit and consequently overall 
ridership.  The provision of shelter, seating, service information, and the 
perception of safety significantly improves the likelihood customers will 
use transit. There are a number of transit stops along the study corridor 
that are recommended for relocation or upgrade.  A field examination of 
existing transit stops identified those currently in potentially undesirable or 
unsafe locations or in impractical locations based on adjacent land uses.  The 
assessment, presented in Appendix I, also identified transit stop locations 
where additional amenities, such as a bench and shelter, are needed.  Nearly 
half of the study area transit stops are equipped with shelters, benches, 
and trash receptacles.  However, in many of these locations, the shelter 
and ancillary amenities are placed within a typical five- to seven-foot wide 
sidewalk.  Therefore, the effective clear width of the sidewalk is greatly 
reduced and places pedestrians very close to active travel lanes.  Shelters 
should be placed on a pad at the back of the sidewalk, where feasible, to 
provide a clear pedestrian realm free of as many obstructions as possible; 
ideally a 6-foot distance from the face of the curb is preferred.  Transit stop 
locations where immediate maintenance is suggested are:

•	 Route 110 Northbound Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead Boulevard 
•	 Route 110 Northbound Civic Center Drive at Constitution Way 
•	 Route 111 Southbound Pecos Road at Carey Avenue 
•	 Route 210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at North Vista Hospital 
•	 Route 210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at McDaniel Street
•	 Route 210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Bruce Street 
•	 Route 210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at North Vista Hospital 
•	 Route 210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at McDaniel Street 
•	 Route 210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street 
•	 Route 214 Eastbound Carey Avenue at Donna Street 
•	 Route 214 Eastbound Carey Avenue at Bruce Street 

The evaluation of the transit stops within the study area reveals the majority of 

Figure 3-4: Pecos Rd at Perliter Ave

Figure 3-5:  Lake Mead Blvd at Belmont St

the transit stops that are undesirably close to the roadway are primarily along 
Lake Mead Boulevard.  Note: The RTC has been making a strong effort to place 
transit shelters five- to six-feet from the roadway, with the help of the City’s, 
County, and property owners.  Additionally, the RTC plans to spend around 
3.2-million dollars in transit shelter enhancements through the year 2016.  See 
Figure 3-3 for an example of a transit stop that is placed behind the sidewalk.

In a few locations transit stop shelters were found installed in front of 
property boundary walls.  In addition to reducing the effective sidewalk 
width, these locations have safety issues because waiting passengers are 
not able to exit the shelter to avoid an errant vehicle.  To the greatest 
extent possible, these transit stops should be relocated to safer locations.  
Candidate transit stops recommended for relocation are:

•	 Route 111 Southbound Pecos Road at Perliter Avenue - Block Wall 
(See Figure 3-4) - possible sidewalk expansion and/or side-street 
placement

•	 Route 209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Patricia Street - Wood Wall - 
possible sidewalk expansion and/or side-street placement  

•	 Route 209 Westbound Owens Avenue at McDaniel Street - Fence - 
possible sidewalk expansion and/or side-street placement

•	 Route 210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Belmont Street - 
Block Wall (See Figure 3-5) - possible relocation on near-side of 
Belmont Street

•	 Route 210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street - Block 
Wall - possible relocation closer to Palmer Street intersection

As mentioned in Chapter 2, there are currently five locations within the 
study area that require transit stop upgrades due to the volume of ridership 
boardings occurring on an average day.  The enhancement of transit stops 
is supported by RTC policy as well as Transportation Research Board (TRB) 
guidance.  The RTC Transit Bus Stop Guidelines state:

Bus shelters are very important in that they protect the transit 
patron from vehicular traffic and the elements.  The goal 
is to provide this protection at all bus stops that warrant this 
improvement to make transit appealing and encourage ridership.  
Bus shelters should be placed at all bus stops where feasible.

The Guidelines for the Location and Design of Bus Stops, issued by the 
TRB Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Report 19, recommend 
providing a shelter at any urban bus stop with over 50 boardings per day.  RTC 
policy also requires the provision of a double shelter at locations with over 
200 daily boardings.  

The locations within the study area which require transit stop upgrades 
include:

•	 Route 110 - Civic Center Drive at Carey Avenue Southbound
o Needs Transit Shelter

•	 Route 110 - Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound
o Needs Double Transit Shelter

•	 Route 210 - Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center Drive Westbound
o Needs Transit Shelter

Figure 3-3: Transit Stop Behind Sidewalk
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•	 Route 210 - Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard 
Westbound

o Needs Double Transit Shelter
•	 Route 111 - Pecos Road at Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound

o Needs Transit Shelter

The transit stop at Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard Westbound 
(Route 210) might also need to be relocated due to its close proximity to 
driveways and lack of space for a double shelter because of the existing 
utility poles within and around the sidewalk.  

Placards: In 2011, the RTC began to install new bus stop sign placards system 
wide.  Although not all bus stops in the study area have the new bus stop 
signing, it is presumed the RTC will be installing the new placards at the 
remaining bus stops for consistency.  

The new bus stop signing now uses technology for transit information through 
the use of cell-phone communications.  The RTC allows cell-phone users to 
access specific bus schedules and arrival information for upcoming buses.  
This text-based cell-phone information uses a numeric code for each bus 
stop to query and display the scheduled vehicle arrival information.  

Turnouts and Transit-Only Lanes: When buses pickup and discharge passengers 
in a curbside through lane, traffic flow is blocked and the potential for 
accidents increases.  Turnouts give buses a safer respite area to dwell 
and provide an additional buffer between waiting passengers and traffic.  
While turnouts would be beneficial at transit stops along the transit routes 
within the study area, installation at all locations may not be feasible due 
to insufficient right-of-way, encroachment into adjacent parking lots, or 
grading elevation issues.  

Bus turnouts are used by most transit agencies to provide designated 
localized indentations in the roadway curb to exclusively permit buses to 
make stops.  Turnouts are frequently warranted to allow buses to safely pick 
up and discharge passengers without blocking through traffic behind them.  
Turnouts also provide transit customers additional offset from the roadway 
which can reduce customers’ potential exposure to errant vehicles.  The RTC 
has many bus turnouts throughout their system, however there are only four 
located within the study area, including:

•	 Route 214 Eastbound Carey Avenue at Civic Center Drive (See Figure 
3-6)

•	 Route 210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Pecos Road 
•	 Route 210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center Drive
•	 Route 210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard 

(See Figure 3-7)

Note: There is a transit stop location utilized by both Route 113 and Route 
MAX southbound on Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue that is a right-
turn only lane that doubles as a turnout.  

Turnouts provide an extra measure of perceived transit customer safety and 
convenience that should be provided wherever possible.  The additional 
benefit of turnouts maintaining the through traffic movement is that they 

allow passenger traffic and transit to co-exist along a corridor without one 
hindering the other.  A typical layout and dimensioning of a bus turnout is 
published in the Uniform Standard Drawings of Clark County and the RTC 
Transit Bus Stop Guidelines.  The RTC specifies the typical bus turnout 
indentation width is ten feet and covers a length of approximately 180 feet 
including the turnout bay (80 feet long), entrance tapers (60 feet), and exit 
tapers (40 feet).   

Turnouts are particularly useful in areas where active travel lanes occupy the 
entire travel way, resulting in the absence of curbside shoulders into which 
buses can maneuver.  Without a turnout, buses block through traffic in the 
right-most lane and have a greater risk potential of being struck in the back 
by vehicles.  

In the study area, two of the roadway segments with transit routes have 
curbside shoulders that exist in both directions.  These locations include:

•	 Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue (Route 
110)

•	 Pecos Road - Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue (Route 111)

Additionally, Las Vegas Boulevard from Bruce Street to Carey Avenue has a 
“Transit Only” lane, which is used by Route 113 and Route MAX.  Within the 
transit only lane, there are six transit stop locations, including:

•	 Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Silver Nugget
•	 Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Civic Center Drive 
•	 Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Carey Avenue (See Figure 3-8)
•	 Southbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Carey Avenue
•	 Southbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Civic Center Drive
•	 Southbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Silver Nugget

Figure 3-7: Transit Turnout at Lake Mead Blvd and Las Vegas BlvdFigure 3-6: Transit Turnout at Carey Ave and Civic Center Dr

The transit only lane and curbside shoulders allow buses to stop and pick up 
passengers without having to stop through traffic at the transit stop location.  
Moreover, it adds additional feet to the distance from transit riders waiting 
at the transit stop and vehicular traffic along the arterial.  This additional 
space between transit riders and vehicular traffic is safer for the transit 
riders and pedestrians utilizing the sidewalk.  Note: North 5th Street has 
been constructed to include a “Transit Only” lane, which will be utilized 
when the North 5th Street bridge is completed.          

Therefore, construction of bus turnouts is recommended at locations where 
there is no transit only lane, curbside shoulder, or existing bus turnout; and 
right-of-way is available.

Recommendations of transit improvements are designed to closely align the 
location of transit stops with pedestrian access to major land uses, especially 
those that tend to generate significant transit ridership and pedestrian use.  
To achieve the optimal integration of land use development, transit, bicycle 
travel, and pedestrian travel modes; the City of North Las Vegas and the RTC 
should coordinate these recommended improvements.  Where possible, to 
avoid transit customers walking through parking lots, designated pedestrian-
only paths should be provided from the front entrance of a building to the 
transit stop.  The placement of transit stops in relation to their proximity 
to the road and ease of pedestrian access to and around the transit stop 
are significant factors in the quality of transit service at each stop.  For 
example, at a number of transit stops in the study area, benches and shelters 
are located on the sidewalk, leaving pedestrians and waiting customers a 
narrow offset between them and the travel lanes.  This is a potentially 
undesirable and uncomfortable situation for passerby pedestrians as well as 
transit customers.  Design options should be considered that create a more 
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All Routes: The current service headways for all routes throughout the study 
area appear to be adequate and no changes in frequency are recommended.  
However, it is recommended to improve the current transit bicycle racks 
located on transit vehicles to accommodate for more than three bicycles.  
The bicycle accommodation improvements are recommended to support 
the integration of transit and bicycle transportation.  Benefits include the 
addition of new transit riders and unrestricted bicycle access to distant 
locations.  The enhancement of bicycle racks to accommodate bicyclists 
will not only improve mobility for bicyclists, but may also encourage more 
bicyclists to utilize transit.      

The recommendations for alternative transit-system improvements in the 
corridor are intended to guide the planning process anytime service changes 
to the network of individual routes, that service this area, are under 
consideration.

Note: The RTC is in the process of identifying priority corridors for current or 
future transit routes.  Within the study area, the combination of Route 113 
and Route MAX is considered a frequent service route because it operates 
every 15 minutes.  (Frequent service is defined as every 15 minutes Mondays 
through Fridays daytime hours and every 20 minutes on Saturdays and 
Sundays.)  Additionally, Route 210 has been identified as a future priority 
corridor network, and pending funding availability, could have increased 
service as well. 

Paratransit

The City of North Las Vegas downtown area is currently covered by paratransit 
service and will continue to be covered in the foreseen future.  Therefore, 
no paratransit improvements are recommended for this study.  

It should be noted, the RTC will be updating their paratransit service in 2015.  
According to the RTC:  

Effective July 2015, the RTC will align the Paratransit service 
area with the area served by the RTC’s transit service, 
within the guidelines of the ADA.  The RTC will no longer 
provide service to clients who live beyond the RTC’s service 
area.  Additionally, the RTC’s Paratransit service hours of 
operation will be aligned with regular transit service.  As a 
result, service will be eliminated in some neighborhoods and 
overnight hours.

3.1.5  Pedestrian Facilities

Throughout the study area, the pedestrian realms along the major corridors 
were evaluated.  Issues included missing sidewalks, missing tactile pads, 
transit shelters and utilities located within the sidewalk realm, deteriorated 
and missing crosswalk markings, and lack of crosswalk locations.  The poor 
quality pedestrian locations (along with good quality pedestrian locations) 
and recommendations are presented in this section. 

There is a large mix of residential and commercial developments throughout 
the major downtown study area.  The residential communities throughout 

welcoming environment at transit stops.  The recommendation of transit 
stop relocations is suggestive and conceptual and should be reviewed by 
the RTC to determine if warranted based on the impact on their transit 
operations and the transit/pedestrian/bicycle/land use interface.

Queue Jump Lanes

The transit routes within the study area were examined to determine if 
queue jump lanes would be advantageous at signalized intersections.  Queue 
jump lanes are often used along urban arterials to improve efficiency and 
reduce travel times for bus service.  Queue jumps are located at signalized 
intersections to allow the transit vehicle to bypass general purpose traffic 
stopped by the intersection’s signal.  Typically, a queue jump consists of a 
dedicated transit only lane or a right-turn only lane that permits transit to 
proceed through the intersection.  Efficiency of transit operation can be 
further improved by combining the queue jump lane with a traffic signal 
priority system.  Providing an early green phase for buses, or a bus-only 
phase, allows transit vehicles to pass through the intersection ahead of the 
queued platoon of all other vehicles.  Queue jump lanes are most effective 
along corridors with right-of-way constraints and at congested locations, such 
as major intersections, highway access ramps, or other areas where there 
are long traffic queues during peak hours.  They are generally recommended 
on bus routes with headways of 15 minutes or less, intersections operating 
at LOS D or worse, and in areas where curb lane traffic volumes exceed 250 
vehicles per hour.  

Currently, minimum service headways on transit routes in the study area 
are greater than 15 minutes (even during peak hours), except when Route 
113 and Route MAX are combined (operate on a coordinate 15-minute 
schedule).  Also, current traffic levels-of-service are LOS D or better for all 
study corridor intersections, except Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center 
Drive (which operates at LOS D after extending and increasing turn pockets), 

resulting in no appreciable degradation in transit service.  While curb lane 
volumes on the major corridors can exceed 250 vehicles per hour during peak 
periods, the queues generated are not generally long enough where a single 
phase cannot process the entire queue.  Therefore, no queue jump lanes are 
recommended for the transit corridors at this time, although transit service 
should be monitored to determine if there are locations where missed 
phases, due to intersection traffic delays, are causing buses to operate 
behind schedule.  

Service Enhancements

North 5th Street: As mentioned in Chapter 2, the Gateway Redevelopment 
District falls within the major downtown area.  According to the North Fifth 
Street Transit Supportive Concept Plan, the future transit investment in this 
area will provide the City of North Las Vegas with unequalled opportunities 
to improve the quality of housing and neighborhoods in the area.  The focal 
point of the Gateway Redevelopment District is the mixed use station area 
inside the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet and the most intense pedestrian-
oriented development should be located there.  The transit district took into 
account a Transit-Oriented Design (TOD) concept, which works to support the 
use of transit by creating station areas that are convenient and attractive 
areas for people to live and visit with a healthy mix of uses, public spaces, 
bicycle amenities, and pedestrian amenities.  
   
North 5th Street through the study area was designed to accommodate 
significant traffic volumes and transit volumes.  This segment of roadway 
includes six travel lanes, two transit only lanes, landscape buffers, multi-use 
pathways, and a pedestrian bridge.  Figure 2-16 is a figure of the existing 
North 5th Street corridor through the study area.  

The Gateway Redevelopment District focuses on the complete street 
concept of serving all users including vehicle drivers, pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and transit riders of all ages and abilities.  The proposed land uses within 
the district are incorporated in the Vision 2025 Scenario, which includes 
implementation steps that would be required to achieve the land use and 
transit system plan.  

While the RTC acknowledges that North 5th Street will become a corridor that 
warrants some level of transit service, the actual type of service to operate 
has not been defined.  Based on the funding availabilities and demand for 
services throughout the Valley, the RTC will determine in the future the level 
of service to be operated.

Carey Avenue: As mentioned in Chapter 2, the ridership along Carey Avenue 
in the northeast section of the study area was eliminated due to low 
ridership.  This elimination created a gap in the existing transit network 
within the downtown study area, as shown in Figure 2-27.  As the economy 
picks up and the population/employment increases within this segment, it is 
recommended to reinstate this portion of the transit network to help supply 
residents an alternative way to travel through the valley, pending funding 
availability based on other needs in the RTC Transit System.  Additionally, it 
will help create much needed connection points for pedestrians and bicyclists 
who utilize transit.      

Figure 3-8: Transit Only Lane at Las Vegas Blvd and Carey Ave
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•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard - Northwest corner 
fronting 7-Eleven (Illustrated in Figure 2-48)

As these sidewalks are constructed, the addition of a five-foot landscaped 
buffer between the street and sidewalk would provide additional distance 
between pedestrians and vehicle travel lanes, thereby enhancing safety.  
It is a City of North Las Vegas standard that new sidewalks adjacent to 
commercial developments have a minimum pedestrian realm of 15-feet, 
where practical.  The 15-foot width could include a 5-foot landscape/5-
foot sidewalk/5-foot landscape or a 5-foot landscape/10-foot sidewalk.  
It is Clark County policy that any new developers along arterial roadways 
provide an additional five-foot pedestrian landscape or amenity zone as part 
of their off-site improvements.  To enhance the character and aesthetics 
of a corridor, this policy should be implemented to the greatest extent 
possible, with a concerted effort placed on limiting permit exceptions and 
variances.  In addition to making pedestrians safer, these improvements 
have the potential to make walking a more pleasant and attractive mode of 
transportation.  Figure 3-11 is an example of a good quality wide sidewalk 
within the study area, which has trees lining it to provide shade during the 
hot summer months. 

Note: Other amenities could be added to higher volume pedestrian areas to 
provide a more comfortable and inviting pedestrian realm.  These amenities 
include benches, shade treatments, public art, and aesthetic pavement.  In 
areas of high visitor use, informational signage would help direct pedestrians 
to key destinations, public services, or transit stops.

Tactile Pads & Curb Ramps

As mentioned in Chapter 2, North 5th Street meets ADA compliance guidelines 
regarding tactile pads and curb ramp slopes, as it was recently constructed.  
Conversely, Lake Mead Boulevard has no tactile pads on the majority of the 
sidewalk ramps along the corridor within the study area.  Locations in need 
of tactile pads along curb ramps at signalized intersections include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Bruce Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and McDaniel Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive - Northwest, 

Northeast, and Southeast Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue - Southwest and 

Southeast Corners
•	 Civic Center Drive and Constitution Way - All 4 Corners
•	 Main Street and Owens Avenue - All 4 Corners
•	 Civic Center Drive and Owens Avenue - All 4 Corners

Similarly, locations where tactile pads currently do not exist at unsignalized 
intersections include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard North and Yale Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard South and Yale Street - Northwest and Northeast 

Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard South and White Street - Southwest and 

Southeast Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and McCarran Street - All 4 Corners
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Palmer Street - Southwest and Southeast 

Corners 

the study area are a combination of homes fronting the street, homes along 
roadways that connect to the major corridors, and homes in cul-de-sac 
communities.  The cul-de-sac communities are developments that have less 
travel options due to the block walls located at the end of the majority of 
the streets within the community.  The commercial retail along the major 
corridors are generally small properties that front the roadway or are within 
a short distance from the roadway.  In addition, there are several schools and 
parks within the study area, which typically are major sources of pedestrian 
trips.  As the remaining vacant land within the study area further develops 
with commercial and residential land uses, particularly near transit service, 
it is expected the number and proportion of pedestrian trips will increase.  
      
Connecting the residential communities to the various land uses within 
the study area are a mixture of curbside sidewalks and offset sidewalks.  
However, there are a number of locations where pedestrian facilities are 
missing or inadequate.

Sidewalks

As mentioned in Chapter 2, there are a few locations within the study area 
in need of a paved sidewalk.  Therefore, it is recommended sidewalks are 
constructed in the following areas:

•	 North 5th Street at Carey Avenue - Northwest and Northeast corners 
o Currently unpaved due to the construction of the North 5th 

Street bridge
•	 North Lake Mead Boulevard at Yale Street - Southeast and Northwest 

corners (Illustrated in Figure 3-9)
•	 South Lake Mead Boulevard at Yale Street - Northwest side of the 

corridor (Illustrated in Figure 3-10)
•	 South Lake Mead Boulevard at White Street - Southeast side of the 

corridor (Illustrated in Figure 2-47)

Figure 3-9: North Lake Mead Blvd at Yale St Sidewalk Figure 3-11: Quality Pedestrian EnvironmentFigure 3-10: South Lake Mead Blvd at Yale St Sidewalk
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Additionally, there are locations where the curb ramps need to be 
rehabilitated or constructed.  These locations include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard North and Yale Street - Southeast and Southwest 
Corners

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Crawford Street - Northeast and Northwest 
Corners

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue - Southeast and Southwest 
Corners

•	 Civic Center Drive and Owens Avenue - All 4 Corners
•	 Civic Center Drive and Constitution Way - Southwest Corner

Figure 3-12 is a good example of tactile pad placement along curb ramps 
within the study area.  

Note: Civic Center Drive at Constitution Way (west side of intersection) has 
existing ramps along the sidewalk that have too steep of a grade and are not 
ADA compliant.  

Transit Stops & Other Items Within Sidewalk

It was observed that existing transit stop amenities in many locations are 
situated within five-foot sidewalks, thus reducing the effective width of 
the sidewalks.  It is recommended, as part of the transit improvements, 
that these transit locations be relocated onto a new concrete shelter pads 
constructed behind the sidewalk.  

Additionally, there are locations along the major corridors where utility 
poles, signage, and other amenities are located within the five-foot sidewalk.  
In these locations, it is recommended the obstruction be moved behind 
the sidewalk (where possible), or the sidewalk be extended to meet ADA 
compliance.  

To accommodate any pedestrian activity that occurs within the study 
corridor, it is recommended that all sidewalks be in accordance with Clark 
County standards.

Existing Crosswalks

Along the major corridors within the study area, most of the crosswalks were 
fairly visible.  However, at a number of major corridor intersections, crosswalk 
pavement markings are faded or missing.  Vibrant crosswalk markings increase 
motorists’ awareness of the potential presence of pedestrians and also guide 
pedestrians at appropriate crossing locations, as shown in Figure 3-13.  If 
there are no current or planned resurfacing projects that include the re-
striping of crosswalks, then the pavement markings should be refreshed by 
re-painting.  Unfortunately, some of the most deteriorated pavement marking 
conditions occur at locations with higher levels of pedestrian activity.  The 
following three intersections were identified as having the most deteriorated 
crosswalk markings and are recommended for improvement:

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Lake Mead Boulevard
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Civic Center Drive
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue

There are also a number of crosswalks with faded markings that should be 
restriped; these locations include:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at McDaniel Street
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center Drive
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Bassler Street, which leads to the “Danish 

Offset” shown in Figure 3-14
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Belmont Street
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Owens Avenue
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Silver Nugget
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard at Hamilton Street/City Hall
•	 Civic Center Drive at Owens Avenue
•	 Civic Center Drive at Constitution Way

To improve pedestrian safety, it is recommended that crosswalks are added 
in midblock locations or unsignalized intersections where a median island 
already exists or can be included.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
developed guidelines for the implementation of pedestrian crosswalks and 
recommended in their Safety Effects of Marked Versus Unmarked Crosswalks 
at Uncontrolled Locations publication that crosswalk markings alone should 
not be installed in locations where the speed limit exceeds 40 miles per hour.  
Further, the research recommended the addition of median refuge islands in 
conjunction with crosswalk markings is insufficient for roadway sections with 
four or more lanes and daily traffic volumes in excess of 15,000 vehicles.  The 
findings recommend additional safety considerations such as traffic calming 
treatments or traffic or pedestrian signaling for these situations.  Accepted 
guidelines, background traffic, and pedestrian conditions should be carefully 
examined by the appropriate jurisdiction in the justification of potential 
pedestrian crossing locations.  

Recommended RRFB and HAWK Locations

Currently, there is one Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) crosswalk 
location within the study area located on Civic Center Drive at McDaniel 
Street.  This location connects the North Las Vegas City Hall on the west to 
the North Las Vegas Library on the east.  Figure 2-15 displays the fully func-
tioning RRFB.  

Although there is only one RRFB crosswalk currently within the study area, 
there are a few locations where RRFBs or signalized crosswalks would in-
crease driver compliance toward pedestrians and improve the connectivity 
of the pedestrian realm.  

RRFB: The first location of concern exists on Las Vegas Boulevard at the 
Silver Nugget Casino.  Over the course of multiple field visits, this existing 
crosswalk location was observed to have substantial pedestrian foot traffic.  
Furthermore, the City of North Las Vegas TAC members confirmed that pe-
destrians consistently cross Las Vegas Boulevard at this crosswalk throughout 
the day.  One of the reasons there are heavy pedestrian movements at this 
crosswalk is due to the existence of transit stops on both sides of Las Vegas 
Boulevard at this location.  The combination of heavy traffic movements, 
heavy pedestrian movements, and the presence of transit stops resulted in 
this crosswalk being analyzed for RRFB placement.  

Figure 3-13: High Quality Pedestrian Crosswalk

Figure 3-12: Quality Tactile Pad Placement

As shown in Figure 3-15, the current crosswalk is striped to travel across four 
lanes of vehicular traffic and two transit only lanes.  It also has the added bo-
nus of a center median island, which can double as a pedestrian refuge area.  
According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), “Rectangular Rap-
id Flashing Beacons (RRFB) can enhance safety by reducing crashes between 
vehicles and pedestrians at signalized intersections and mid-block pedestrian 
crossings by increasing driver awareness of potential pedestrian conflicts.”  
The potential benefits include:

•	 Lower cost alternative to traffic signals and hybrid signals
•	 Increase driver yielding at crosswalks (compared to standard 
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both directions.  Note: The RRFB is a near-term recommendation because 
the future Las Flores Shopping Center will likely install a traffic signal at this 
location.  

HAWK: The next two locations of concern are both along Lake Mead Boule-
vard.  Lake Mead Boulevard has significant gaps between possible crosswalk 
locations along the eastern section of the corridor within the study area.  
From Civic Center Drive to Belmont Street, a distance of 1/2-mile, there is 
one crosswalk location at the Danish Offset located at Bassler Street.  Simi-
larly, from Belmont Street to Pecos Road, a distance of 1/2-mile, there are 
zero crosswalk locations.  Within this area between Civic Center Drive and 
Pecos Road, vehicular drivers tend to travel at speeds considerably higher 
than the posted speed limit.  This is primarily due to the large gaps between 
signals and six travel lanes (including a two-way left-turn lane).  

There are also midblock transit stop locations along Lake Mead Boulevard 
from Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road, located at:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at McCarran Street (one in the eastbound di-
rection and one in the westbound direction)

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street (one in the eastbound direc-
tion and one in the westbound direction)

Unfortunately, there are not crosswalks located at these locations, although 
the Danish Offset crosswalk at Bassler Street is fairly close to McCarran 
Street.  Even though there are not crosswalks located at these transit stops, 
pedestrians are continually observed jaywalking to get to their destination.  
As mentioned in Chapter 2, during the course of this study, a vehicle struck 
a pedestrian running across Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street, which 
resulted in a fatality.  Figure 2-53 shows the location of the crash, where you 
can see the pedestrian tried to cross seven lanes of traffic (three westbound 
through lanes, three eastbound through lanes, and one two-way left-turn 
lane) to get to the destination on the other side of Lake Mead Boulevard.    

The combination of long distances between crosswalks, crosswalks spanning 
over seven lanes of traffic, high speed vehicles, heavy volumes of traffic, 
transit stop locations, and a resulting fatality resulted in Lake Mead Bou-
levard at McCarran Street and Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street being 
analyzed for new signalized crosswalks.  

The High-intensity Activated crossWalK (HAWK) system is an advanced signal 
that helps pedestrians safely cross highly traveled roadways.  According to 
the RTC, its basic operation is as follows:

The signal for motorists is suspended above the roadway 
and it consists of two round red side-by-side lenses, above 
a single yellow lens.  Unlike an ordinary traffic signal, the 
HAWK signal only lights when activated by a pedestrian who 
wishes to cross.  The signal first flashes yellow, then displays 
a steady yellow, and finally a steady red over a period of 
several seconds.  The pedestrian signals at either end of the 
crosswalk display the upraised hand (don’t walk) signal until 
the HAWK signal displays the steady red signal.  At that time, 
the pedestrian signals display the walking-person (walk) in-

Figure 3-15: Las Vegas Blvd at Silver Nugget Casino Crosswalk

dication.

The main goal of the HAWK system is to increase compliance from oncom-
ing vehicles and allow the pedestrian to cross heavily traveled corridors.  
Lake Mead Boulevard is better suited for the system due to the high volume 
of traffic that the corridor experiences.  A similar installation of the HAWK 
system, located outside of the study area but within the City of Las Vegas, 
was installed at the crossing intersections of Sahara Avenue and 15th Street 
on March 2012.  This location was chosen due to the high volume of traffic 
and the abundant amount of pedestrians crossing at the intersection.  Jus-
tification for such a system is in part due to its effectiveness.  In 2010, the 
FHWA reported an 86 percent reduction in pedestrian intersection related 
crashes where HAWK signals were implemented in Tucson, Arizona.  Addition-
ally, according to the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP)/National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP), the driver compliance for 
this type of crossing is 97 percent.  Figure 3-16 shows the process the HAWK 
system goes through for pedestrians to safely cross the street at Sahara Av-
enue and 15th Street.  

Therefore, to increase the safety of the pedestrians who want to cross seven 
lanes of high volume traffic along Lake Mead Boulevard at the mid-block 
transit stops of McCarran Street and Palmer Street, it is recommended the 
City of North Las Vegas install HAWK systems and corresponding crosswalks 
at these two locations.  Note: A center median island is recommended along 
Lake Mead Boulevard from Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road.  This center 
median island can double as a pedestrian refuge for pedestrians wanting to 
cross Lake Mead Boulevard.

Pedestrian Prohibition

Through field observations and recommendations at TAC meetings, the loca-
tion of Lake Mead Boulevard North at Yale Street is a major concern regard-
ing the existing unsignalized crosswalk across Lake Mead Boulevard.  At this 
location, there is a high volume of high speed vehicles preparing to enter 
I-15.  Unfortunately, the vehicular drivers at this location tend to focus on 
the overhead signage to help them get to their destination and aren’t ex-
pecting pedestrians to cross the roadway at this location.  This occurrence 
places the pedestrian at a significant safety risk and needs to be mitigated 
with additional measures.  Figure 2-54 shows a pedestrian crossing at this 
crosswalk and the existing overhead signage located above the pedestrian.    

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard South at Yale Street does not have 
an existing crosswalk.  By implementing a pedestrian prohibition/contain-
ment at Lake Mead Boulevard North at Yale Street (and removing the cross-
walk), and encouraging pedestrians to use the existing signalized crosswalk 
located at North 5th Street (a distance of approximately 400-feet), the pos-
sibility of pedestrians jaywalking across the intersection of Lake Mead Bou-
levard South at Yale Street will decrease.  

Pedestrian containment is used to corral potential jaywalkers from crossing 
a roadway where a crosswalk does not exist.  A pedestrian containment mea-
sure that may be applied includes constructing a physical barrier or similar 
system that restricts and directs pedestrians to the desired crosswalk.  Fig-
ure 3-17 is an example of a pedestrian barrier on Las Vegas Boulevard.  To 

Figure 3-14: Danish Offset at Lake Mead Blvd and Bassler St

warning signs and markings)
•	 More effective than traditional overhead beacons

According to a study presented at the Transportation Research Board Annual 
Meeting in 2008, going from a no beacon arrangement to a two-beacon sys-
tem (mounted on the supplementary warning sign on the right-side of the 
crossing), increased yielding from 18 percent to 81 percent.  

Thus, to increase the safety of the pedestrians who utilize the crosswalk 
at Las Vegas Boulevard and the Silver Nugget Casino, it is recommended to 
install a Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon at the crosswalk approaches in 
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deter pedestrians from crossing at the intersection, barriers were installed 
around each of the corners.  While the intent in that location was to force 
pedestrian traffic onto the pedestrian bridges, it provides an example of a 
physical deterrence to intersection crossings.  To compliment the pedes-
trian barrier, pedestrian prohibition signs are used to direct pedestrians to 
the desired sidewalk.  Figure 3-18 illustrates typical “do not cross” signs as 
published in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

Therefore, it is recommended a pedestrian barrier and complimentary pe-
destrian prohibition signs be implemented at the intersection of Lake Mead 
Boulevard North and Yale Street.  By implementing the pedestrian prohibi-
tion and removing the existing sidewalk, pedestrians will be encouraged to 
use the existing signalized intersections of Lake Mead Boulevard North at 
North 5th Street and Lake Mead Boulevard South at North 5th Street.  By uti-
lizing North 5th Street instead of Yale Street, pedestrians will travel a safer 
path to their destination.  

Pedestrian Bridges

As mentioned in Chapter 2, there is an existing pedestrian bridge within the 
study area that spans over North 5th Street at Judson Avenue, and is used by 
students who attend Martinez Elementary School.  As shown in Figure 3-19, 
the bridge uses signage to direct pedestrians to use the bridge to cross North 
5th Street and discourages pedestrians from crossing North 5th Street at 
street level.    

There was a discussion regarding implementing a pedestrian bridge over 
Lake Mead Boulevard (which would connect pedestrians to a possible future 
transit center located in the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet), however due 

Figure 3-16: HAWK System Signalization Process

Figure 3-17: Pedestrian Barrier System on Las Vegas Blvd

1 2

3 4
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to the recent economy, discussions regarding a pedestrian bridge over Lake 
Mead Boulevard have been put on hold.    

Safe Routes to School 

As mentioned in Chapter 2 and earlier in Chapter 3, Safe Routes to School 
is program that identifies strategies to avoid impediments and obstacles for 
children that walk or bicycle to school by assisting communities in develop-
ing strategies to route their commute.  The program is available in areas 
adjacent to grade K-8 schools including public, private, and tribal schools. 

Future recommendations for the safe routes to school program are to add 
proposed bicycle route connections, as described later in this chapter, to 
the existing program.  Additionally, educational lectures on crossing streets 
and being more aware of surroundings can be deployed at schools within the 
study area. 

Parking Lot Pedestrian Paths

It is recommended the RTC, City of North Las Vegas, and commercial de-
velopments work together to coordinate feasible locations for pedestrian 
connections to and from the sidewalk that meet ADA compliance and provide 
more direct and delineated access.  Pathways or crosswalks should be orient-
ed preferably around transit stops, although walkways parallel to driveways 
would be sufficient as well.  Access paths and crosswalks should be provided 
to both the buildings with immediate frontage as well as those buildings 
setback furthest from the roadway.  For large shopping centers, linear retail 
strip malls, or commercial office buildings, access should be provided at no 
less than 1/8-mile spacing and should be accessible from both streets if the 
building is located on a corner property.  An example of a high quality pedes-
trian path through a parking lot is presented in Figure 3-20.

Overall

A map illustrating the locations of the new RRFB location; new HAWK system 
locations; new pedestrian prohibition location; new center median island 
locations; crosswalk, sidewalk, and curbside improvement locations; and the 
new sidewalk realm connections can be viewed in Figure 3-21.

Note: The updated pedestrian realm follows the proposed bicycle connec-
tions described in the next section.  

3.1.6 Bicycle Facilities

The fundamental goal of a bicycle plan is to connect residents with activity 
centers within a city.  The facilities used to provide those connections are 
the street network and off-street corridors made up of stormwater washes, 
park greenways, and utility corridors.  While establishing the linkages on a 
map is simple, the manner in which the plan is implemented requires careful 
consideration of details, such as compatibility with existing roadways, safety 
of on-street facilities and crossings, drainage, lighting, and maintenance of 
off-street trails.  It is also very important the bicycle system’s integrity is 
maintained as the roadways and trails it serves are impacted by future traffic 
and land development growth.

2009 Edition Page 93

December 2009 Sect. 2B.51

Figure 2B-26.  Pedestrian Signs and Plaques (Sheet 1 of 2)

R9-2R9-1 R9-3 R9-3a

R10-1

R10-3aR10-2 R10-3b R10-3c R10-3d
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R10-3

R10-3e R10-3i

According to the RTC’s Southern Nevada Bike Map, a “Bicycle Lane” is 
defined as:

A bicycle lane is a portion of a roadway that has been desig-
nated using striping, signing, and pavement markings for the 
use of bicyclists.  The width of the bicycle lane is set at a 4-foot 
minimum from the bicycle lane strip to the edge of the pave-
ment, plus a 1.5-foot-wide gutter pan.

As mentioned in Chapter 2, currently, there are no existing bicycle lanes 
within the study area, however there are 4¼-miles of proposed bicycle lanes 
within the study area.  Proposed bicycle lanes are along the following streets:

•	 Bruce Street - from Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard
•	 Belmont Street - from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue

o Belmont Street curves into Webb Avenue shortly before 
Owens Avenue, therefore bicyclists will have to turn at 
James Street to connect to Owens Avenue

•	 Owens Avenue - from I-15 to Pecos Road

Similarly, according to the RTC’s Southern Nevada Bike Map, a “Bicycle 
Route” is defined as:

A signed shared roadway is designated by placing signs along the 
roadway, indicating it is a preferred route for bicycle use.  Bi-
cycle routes are designated on roadways that have a wide curb 
lane of at least 14 feet or greater between the lane line and the 
lip of the curb, plus a 1.5-foot-wide gutter pan.

At this time, there are also no existing bicycle routes within the study area, 
however there are 8½-miles of proposed bicycle routes within the study 
area.  Proposed bicycle routes are along the following streets:

•	 Carey Avenue - from I-15 to Pecos Road
•	 Pecos Road - from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue
•	 Civic Center Drive - from Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue
•	 Tonopah Avenue - from Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road
•	 Hunkins Drive - from Bruce Street to McDaniel Street
•	 Donna Street - from Carey Avenue to Lola Avenue
•	 Judson Avenue - from Yale Street to Donna Street
•	 Main Street - from Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard - from North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey 

Avenue
o The current “Transit Only” lane will be updated to a shared 

transit/bicycle lane

The planned on-street and off-street bicycle network within the study 
area is extensive, however there are several gaps and deficiencies found 
in the proposed bicycle network that should be addressed to yield a more 
comprehensively safe system of on-street bicycle facilities.  These gaps 
include:

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard from Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas 
Roundabout Figure 3-20: Pedestrian Path Through Parking Lot

Figure 3-18: MUTCD Do Not Cross Signs

Figure 3-19: Pedestrian Bridge Over North 5th St
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Civic Center Drive: Civic Center Drive is a proposed bicycle route from 
Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue within the study area.  Civic Center Drive was 
separated from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard (in the northbound 
and southbound directions) and Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue (in 
the northbound and southbound directions) and analyzed.  (A detailed 
description for each part of the BCI equation and detailed calculations are 
presented in Appendix K.)   

Based on the existing roadway conditions and characteristics, a proposed 
bicycle route is not compatible on Civic Center Drive.  In fact, both segments 
in the northbound direction operated at LOS F and both segments in the 
southbound direction operated at LOS E.  To improve the BCI LOS to an 
acceptable LOS C, three mitigation measures would need to be completed.  
First, it is recommended that Civic Center Drive be restriped to include a 
minimum four-foot bicycle lane.  Second, the outside curb lane width, which 
would be connected to the bicycle lane, would need to have a minimum 
width of 14-feet.  Third, the posted speed limit of 35 MPH would need to be 
enforced.  Once the three mitigation measures are completed, the bicycle 
lanes along Civic Center Drive will operate at an acceptable LOS C.

Moreover, the roadway segment along Civic Center Drive from Lake Mead 
Boulevard to Carey Avenue, has a wide curbside shoulder.  This wide curbside 
shoulder can double as a wide bicycle lane if proper signage is put in place.  
If the curbside shoulder is safely used by bicyclists, a striped bicycle lane 
will only be needed from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard in both 
directions.  

North 5th Street: Main Street is proposed to have a bicycle route and a trail 
from Owens Avenue to the North Las Vegas Roundabout (which will connect 
to the same proposed bicycle route and trail along Las Vegas Boulevard 
from the North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue).  Additionally, North 
5th Street from the North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue, fills in 
a network gap within the study area.  Therefore the segment from Main 
Street at Owens Avenue to North 5th Street at Lake Mead Boulevard (in the 
northbound and southbound directions) and the segment along North 5th 
Street from Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue (in the northbound and 
southbound directions) were analyzed.  (A detailed description for each part 
of the BCI equation and detailed calculations are presented in Appendix K.)    

Based on the applications of the BCI equations, it was determined the 
proposed and recommended bicycle route operated at LOS E in all four 
segments in the existing conditions.  To improve the BCI level-of-service, 
a four-foot bicycle lane would need to be implemented within the existing 
roadway.  Once a bicycle lane is striped into the roadway, the bicycle lanes 
along North 5th Street will operate an acceptable LOS C.

Moreover, the roadway segment along North 5th Street from the North Las 
Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue, has a transit only lane in each direction.  
This transit only lane is planned to be a shared transit/bicycle lane in the 
near future.  If the shared transit/bicycle lane is deemed successful, a striped 
bicycle lane will only be needed along Main Street from Owens Avenue to the 
North Las Vegas Roundabout.    
   

•	 North 5th Street from North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue
•	 McDaniel Street from Owens Avenue to Civic Center Drive
•	 Stocker Street from Owens Avenue to Tonopah Avenue
•	 Tonopah Avenue from Stocker Street to North Las Vegas Roundabout
•	 Judson Avenue from Donna Street to Pecos Road

The City of North Las Vegas Comprehensive Trail and Bikeway Master Plan 
principles were used in determining route selection in order to develop 
a complete network model.  The four goals outlined and followed in the 
approach for the recommendations are as follows: 

•	 Create a continuous network of trails and bikeways throughout the 
City of North Las Vegas.

•	 Promote safety and increase the use of the trails and bikeway net-
works through engineering, education, encouragement, and en-
forcement.

•	 Create trails and bikeway networks that emphasize recreational trail 
experiences, expand transportation options, and enhance commu-
nity pride and livability.

•	 Coordinate the successful implementation of the trails and bikeway 
network in a manner that is strategic, sensitive to the environment, 
and sustainable.

Figure 2-58 illustrates the existing and proposed bicycle lanes, bicycle 
routes, and off-street trails located within the study area.  

Each gap in the bicycle network within the study area was analyzed to 
determine an appropriate bicycle facility.  Additionally, each of the planned 
and possibly recommended bicycle routes along major corridors within the 
study area were analyzed to determine if it is compatible with the speed, 
volume of traffic, and configuration of the adjacent roadway.    

Bicycle Compatibility

In 1998, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) sponsored a study per-
formed by the University of North Carolina that researched and established 
an index to evaluate the compatibility of a bicycle facility on a given road-
way.  The study resulted in The Bicycle Compatibility Index: A Level of Ser-
vice Concept, Implementation Manual.  Prior to the study, there was no 
widely accepted methodology employed by engineers and planners to de-
termine how compatible a roadway is for the efficient and safe operation of 
both bicycle and motor vehicles.  The basis for the index is the application of 
a level-of-service (LOS) concept, commonly used in roadway traffic analysis, 
to establish a bicycle stress level, which determined the suitability of bicy-
cling on a roadway based on a variation of factors including traffic volumes, 
speed of vehicles, and lane widths.  The index consists of a formula weigh-
ing these and other roadway factors that identify a road segment’s level of 
compatibility for bicyclists.  The study defined a range of index values for 
each level-of-service category, as shown in Table 3-2, and characterized a 
LOS C as the design threshold for roadways identified to be compatible with 
casual bicyclists.  

The study’s index of bicycle compatibility is designed to deteriorate as traffic 
volume or speed increases.  The formula and definition of variables used in 
the study can be seen in Table 3-3. 

The BCI was used to analyze projected and possibly recommended bicycle 
routes within the study area on the four major corridors.  The analysis is 
described in detail on the following pages.  

Las Vegas Boulevard: Las Vegas Boulevard is proposed to have a bicycle 
route and a trail from the North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue.  
Additionally, the segment between Owens Avenue and the North Las Vegas 
Roundabout fills in a network gap within the study area.  Therefore, the 
segment from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard (in the northbound and 
southbound directions) and the segment from Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey 
Avenue (in the northbound and southbound directions) were analyzed.  

The University of North Carolina’s bicycle compatibility index was applied to 
both segments along Las Vegas Boulevard to determine if the road segments 
are compatible with bicyclists.  Each segment was put into the BCI equation 
shown in Table 3-3.  (A detailed description for each part of the BCI equation 
and detailed calculations are presented in Appendix K.)

Based on the applications of the BCI equations, it was determined the 
proposed and recommended bicycle route operated at LOS E in all four 
segments in the existing conditions.  To improve the BCI level-of-service, two 
mitigation measures would need to be completed.  First, it is recommended 
that Las Vegas Boulevard be restriped to include a minimum four-foot bicycle 
lane.  (Note: The recommended minimum bicycle lane width in the Downtown 
Master Plan and Investment Strategy is six-feet.)  Second, the posted speed 
limit of 35 MPH would need to be enforced.  The faster vehicular drivers 
travel, the worse the bicycle LOS will be.  Once the two mitigation measures 
are completed, the bicycle lanes along Las Vegas Boulevard will operate at 
an acceptable LOS C.

Moreover, the roadway segment along Las Vegas Boulevard from Bruce Street 
to Carey Avenue has a transit only lane in each direction.  This transit only 
lane is planned to be a shared transit/bicycle lane in the near future.  If the 
shared transit/bicycle lane is deemed successful, a striped bicycle lane will 
only be needed from Owens Avenue to Bruce Street in both directions.       

Table 3-2: Bicycle Compatibility Index (BCI) Ranges Associated with Level-
of-Service (LOS) Designations and Compatibility Level Qualifiers

LOS BCI Range Compatibility Level1

A  1.50 Extremely High

B 1.51 - 2.30 Very High

C 2.31 - 3.40 Moderately High

D 3.41 - 4.40 Moderately Low

E 4.41 - 5.30 Very Low
F  5.30 Extremely Low

1Qualifiers for compatibility level pertain to the average adult bicyclist.

Source: The Bicycle Compatibility Index: A Level of Service Concept, Implementation Manual
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Lake Mead Boulevard: Lake Mead Boulevard is not a proposed bicycle route 
or bicycle lane within the study area.  However, it was analyzed to determine 
if it should be a recommended route due to all of the community facilities 
located along the corridor.  Therefore, Lake Mead Boulevard was separated 

Based on the existing roadway conditions and characteristics, a proposed 
bicycle route is not recommended on Lake Mead Boulevard.  In fact, three 
of the four segments operated at LOS F, where the westbound segment from 
Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road operated at LOS E.  To improve the BCI LOS, 
three mitigation measures were performed.  First, Lake Mead Boulevard was 
restriped to include a minimum four-foot bicycle lane.  Second, the outside 
curb lane width was extended to be a minimum of 14-feet.  Third, the posted 
speed limit of 35 MPH was enforced.  Even with the mitigation measures, the 
bicycle lanes along Lake Mead Boulevard operate at an acceptable LOS C in 
the westbound direction; however they operate at an unacceptable LOS D in 
the eastbound direction.  Therefore, it is not recommended to place bicycle 
lanes on Lake Mead Boulevard in either direction.  Instead, bicyclists will be 
encouraged to use alternative routes to travel through the study area.  

BCI Summary: Maps illustrating the LOS along the major corridors for the 
existing conditions and the mitigated existing conditions can be viewed 
in Figure 3-22 and Figure 3-23.  Similarly, the bicycle network near-term 
improvements for the major corridors can be viewed in Table 3-4.     

Additional Bicycle and Pedestrian Key Routes

The main goal of this study is to provide a compatible network that makes it 
easier for pedestrians and bicyclists alike to get to their key destination in a 
safe manner.  As a result, careful evaluation of residential and main corridors 
was taken into account to provide the best routes for bicycle commuters. 
 
The resultant key bicycle routes within the study area include: McDaniel 
Street, Judson Avenue, Tonopah Avenue, Belmont Boulevard, and Bruce 
Street.  All recommended corridors have a low volume of traffic when com-
pared to the major corridors in the study area and therefore provide a sense 
of safety to bicyclists and pedestrians.  Recommendations for the use of 
these streets as key routes in the study area are described in the following 
paragraphs.  Note: North 5th Street is also a key bicycle route within the 
study area and was analyzed in the Bicycle Compatibility section.  

McDaniel Street: McDaniel Street provides a north-south connection to an ar-
ray of land uses.  For example, McDaniel Street runs along the eastern edge 
of Rancho High School (which falls just out of the study area on the southern 
side of Owens Avenue).  Additionally, McDaniel Street provides a connection 
route to Hartke Park, C.P. Squires Elementary School, Weingarten Shopping 
Center, North Las Vegas City Hall, and the North Las Vegas Library.  The 
existing right-of-way is 60-feet, which is ample room for a complete street 
rehabilitation.

McDaniel Street is shown on Figure 2-58 as a recommended route within the 
downtown study area.

Judson Avenue: Judson Avenue provides an east-west connection in the 
northern portion of the study area.  Connections, through the use of this 
route, offer access to various land uses including Joe Kneip Park and Rey-
naldo Martinez Elementary School.  The existing right-of-way is 60-feet and 
Judson Avenue would make an ideal alternative to Lake Mead Boulevard for 
bicyclists.  However, there are currently multiple gaps within the Judson 
Avenue corridor, including:

Table 3-3: Bicycle Compatibility Index Equation

from I-15 to Civic Center Drive (in the eastbound and westbound directions) 
and Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road (in the eastbound and westbound 
directions) and analyzed.  (A detailed description for each part of the BCI 
equation and detailed calculations are presented in Appendix K.)   

BL = presence of a bicycle lane PKG = presence of a parking lane with
or paved shoulder  0.9m more than 30 percent occupancy
no = 0 no = 0
yes = 1 yes = 1

BLW = bicycle lane [or paved AREA = type of roadside development
shoulder] width residential = 1
m (to the nearest tenth) other type = 0

CLW = curb lane width AF = ft + fp + frt

m (to the nearest tenth)
where:

CLV = curb lane volume
vph in one direction ft = adjustment factor for truck volumes

(see below)
OVL = other lane(s) volume -

same direction fp = adjustment factor for parking turnover

vph (see below)

SPD = 85th percentile speed of traffic frt = adjustment factor for right-turn volumes

km/h (see below)

ft fp

0.5 0.6
0.4 0.5
0.3 0.4
0.2 0.3
0.1 0.2
0.0 0.1

0.0

frt

0.1
0.0

 120  15

BCI = 3.67 - 0.966BL - 0.410BLW - 0.498 CLW + 0.002CLV + 0.0004OLV + .022SPD + 0.506PKG - 0.264AREA
+ AF

Adjustment Factors
Hourly Curb Lane Large Truck Volume1

Parking Time Limit (min)

60 - 119 16 - 30
30 - 59 31 - 60
20 - 29 61 - 120

Source: The Bicycle Compatibility Index: A Level of Service Concept, Implementation Manual

10 - 19 121 - 240
< 10 241 - 480

> 480

Hourly Right-Turn Volume2

 270
< 270

1Large trucks are defined as all vehicles with six or more tires.
2Includes total number of right turns into driveways or minor intersections along a roadway segment.
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Figure 3-22: Existing BCI Conditions
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Table 3-4: Minimum Near-Term Bicycle Network Improvements to Obtain LOS C
Bicycle Facility From To Direction Existing LOS Near-Term Improvements LOS

Las Vegas Boulevard Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard NB Proposed Bicycle Route E Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane C

Las Vegas Boulevard Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue NB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Shared Use Lane Option

C

Las Vegas Boulevard Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard SB Proposed Bicycle Route E Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane C

Las Vegas Boulevard Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue SB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Shared Use Lane Option

C

North 5th Street Main Street / Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard North NB Gap in Network E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Shared Use Lane Option
C

North 5th Street Lake Mead Boulevard North Carey Avenue NB Gap in Network E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Shared Use Lane Option
C

North 5th Street Main Street / Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard North SB Gap in Network E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Shared Use Lane Option
C

North 5th Street Lake Mead Boulevard North Carey Avenue SB Gap in Network E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Shared Use Lane Option
C

Civic Center Drive Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard NB Proposed Bicycle Route F
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width

C

Civic Center Drive Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue NB Proposed Bicycle Route F

Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane
Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH

Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width
Wide Curbside Shoulder Option

C

Civic Center Drive Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard SB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width

C

Civic Center Drive Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue SB Proposed Bicycle Route E

Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane
Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH

Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width
Wide Curbside Shoulder Option

C

Lake Mead Boulevard I-15 Civic Center Drive EB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route F Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane D

Lake Mead Boulevard Civic Center Drive Pecos Road EB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route F Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane D

Lake Mead Boulevard I-15 Civic Center Drive WB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route F Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane C

Lake Mead Boulevard Civic Center Drive Pecos Road WB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route E Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane C
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•	 Center median island on North 5th Street prevents bicyclists from 
traveling to the far west end of the corridor

•	 From Donna Street to Constitution Way, Judson Avenue does not 
exist through the “triangle” created by Lake Mead Boulevard, Las 
Vegas Boulevard, and Civic Center Drive  

o This “triangle” is a vital area to connect to bicycle routes 
because it is the most active portion of the downtown 
area. 

•	 Discontinuous at the Las Vegas Wash 

By connecting all of the gaps within the Judson Avenue corridor, bicyclists 
will have the ability to access the Silver Nugget Casino, North Las Vegas City 
Hall, North Las Vegas Library, Las Vegas Wash Trail, and the future Las Flores 
Shopping Center.  Currently, there is a fence located at the intersection of 
Judson Avenue at Constitution Way, shown in Figure 3-24.  It is recommended 
that this gate should be removed because it is preventing access to Civic 
Center Drive through the use of Constitution Way.  Additionally, the North Las 
Vegas Police Department agreed on connecting a path through the old City 
of North Las Vegas property that would connect Judson Avenue to McDaniel 
Street.      

Note: The connection of Judson Avenue to Civic Center Drive and McDaniel 
Street was published as a recommendation in the North Las Vegas Downtown 
Master Plan.  

Judson Avenue is shown in Figure 2-58 as a proposed bicycle route from Yale 
Street to Donna Street.  It is recommended to extend the route from Donna 
Street to Pecos Avenue and through the “triangle” created by Lake Mead 
Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, and Civic Center Drive.  

Tonopah Avenue: Tonopah Avenue provides an east-west connection in the 
southern portion of the study area.  This route offers direct connection to 
a variety of land uses, including numerous schools and parks.  The schools 
located along the corridor include J.D. Smith Middle School, St. Christo-
pher Catholic School (just north of Tonopah Avenue), C.P. Squires Elementary 

School, and Tom Williams Elementary School.  Similarly, the parks located 
along the corridor include Tonopah Park, Neighborhood Recreation Center 
(just south of Tonopah Avenue), Hartke Park, College Park, and Tom Williams 
Park.  In addition, this roadway access Jerry’s Nugget Casino on the west side 
of the corridor.    

Tonopah Avenue has an existing right-of-way of 60-feet and a posted speed 
limit of 25 MPH, which makes it an ideal alternative to Lake Mead Boulevard 
for bicyclists.  In addition, there is ample room for complete street rehabili-
tation.  

Tonopah Avenue is shown on Figure 2-58 as a proposed bicycle route from the 
North Las Vegas Roundabout to Pecos Road.  It is recommended to extend 
the route through the North Las Vegas Roundabout and to Stocker Street on 
the western end.    

Belmont Street: Belmont Street provides a north-south connection in the 
eastern portion of the downtown study area.  This route offers great access 
to residential housing, Tom Williams Elementary School and Park, Bighorn 
Casino, and is close access to the Las Vegas Wash Trail.  Additionally, just 
outside of the study area, north of Carey Avenue, is Fay Herron Elementary 
School (900-feet east of Belmont Street).  Belmont Street has approximately 
80-feet of right-of-way north of Lake Mead Boulevard and 50-feet of right-of-
way south of Lake Mead Boulevard.  Note: Belmont Street curves into Webb 
Avenue right before Owens Avenue.  Therefore, in order to get to Owens Av-
enue, a southbound bicyclist would have to turn left (east) at Webb Avenue 
and right (south) at James Street.    

Belmont Street is shown on Figure 2-58 as a proposed bicycle lane within the 
downtown study area.  

Bruce Street: Bruce Street provides a north-south connection to an array of 
land uses.  For example Bruce Street runs along the western edge of Rancho 
High School.  Additionally, Bruce Street provides a connection route to the 
Neighborhood Recreation Center, J.D. Smith Middle School, St. Christopher 
Catholic School, North Las Vegas Police Headquarters, and the Silver Nugget 
Casino.  It will also be a link for residents to use to get to the Future Las 
Flores Shopping Center.  Bruce Street has approximately 80-feet of right-of-
way through most of the corridor, which is ample room for a complete street 
rehabilitation.    

Bruce Street is shown on Figure 2-58 as a proposed bicycle lane within the 
downtown study area.  

North 5th Street: North 5th Street provides a north-south connection in 
the western portion of the downtown area and has been described in detail 
throughout this report.  It connects to a wide array of land uses including 
Jerry’s Nugget Casino, Washington Continuation Junior High School (just east 
of North 5th Street along Lake Mead Boulevard South), and Reynaldo Marti-
nez Elementary School.  Currently, there is ample room for pedestrians to 
walk and bicyclists to ride, thus making it an ideal multi-use path corridor.

North 5th Street is shown on Figure 2-58 as a recommended route within the 
downtown study area.          

Other Connections: The additional connections that help complete the bi-
cycle network in the downtown study area are along Owens Avenue, Carey 
Avenue, Pecos Road, Hunkins Drive, Donna Street, and Stocker Street.  Fig-
ure 2-58 shows the existing, proposed, and recommended bicycle facilities 
within the study area. 

Signage: All bicycle facilities recommendations took into account appropri-
ate criteria for bicycle markings and signage by following the MUTCD, AASH-
TOS’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, and the Clark County 
Uniform Design Standards.  The MUTCD states the application of bicycle 
route sign spacing should be determined by engineering judgment based on 
prevailing speed of bicycles and other traffic, block length, distances from 
adjacent intersections, as well as other considerations.  Typically, bicycle 
sign spacing is placed at ¼- to ½-mile intervals.  Where bicycle routes are 
located in residential areas, sign spacing may be lengthened to ensure neigh-
borhoods are not cluttered with signage.  Bicycle route signing should be 
placed in appropriate locations to reinforce “share-the-road” awareness to 
bicyclists and motorists alike.     

Design Guidelines: Overall recommendations to the network are proposed 
in conjunction with the design guidelines in the Downtown Master Plan and 
Investment Strategy.  The design guidelines include:

•	 Minimum 6-foot-wide bicycle lanes with a minimum 7-foot-wide 
bicycle lanes adjacent to parking

•	 Minimum 8-foot-wide parking lanes are encouraged on non-arte-
rial streets 

•	 Provide short and long term bicycle parking 
•	 Minimum 8-foot-wide sidewalks with a minimum width of 10-feet 

on arterial and collector streets 
•	 Minimum 5-foot-wide clear unobstructed contiguous path for ADA
•	 Minimum 12-foot-wide shared pedestrian/bicycle paths
•	 Pedestrian Plaza sidewalks widened on McDaniel Street and in 

front of City Hall
•	 No minimum setback on arterial streets 
•	 Minimum 5-foot to maximum 10-foot setbacks on collector streets 
•	 Minimum 10-foot to maximum 30-foot setback on local streets
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard design of 14-foot to 18-foot-wide multi-modal 

transit lanes with 8-foot to 15-foot-wide sidewalks

Trails, Recreational Facilities, and Parks

The City of North Las Vegas has set out to make major improvements through-
out the City by improving parks and greenways.  Future renovations and 
improvements to parks, recreational facilities, and trail facilities should be 
based off the City of North Las Vegas Park and Recreational Facilities Master 
Plan Update and should follow design standards published in the MUTCD, 
AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, and the Clark 
County’s Uniform Design Standards.  These documents will aide in deter-
mining trail width and surface, landscaping, trail access, and signage.  The 
following are guidelines and parameters set for selecting off-street facilities 
and renovating park facilities. 

Figure 3-24: Fence at Judson Avenue and Constitution Way
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Selection for off-street trail routing is established through the following 
guidelines:

•	 Ability to link neighborhoods, civic areas, schools, shopping, and 
other important destinations

•	 Attractive corridors with scenic views or values 
o Topographic, natural, historical, ecological

•	 Ability to link parks, other trail systems, and open space with inter-
connected networks

•	 Takes advantage of opportunities for multiple benefits such as the 
use of drainage ways and utility corridors

•	 Avoids steep grades, hazardous crossings, noisy or unpleasant set-
tings, and conflicts with adjacent private properties

•	 Embodies the purpose of the recreational activity itself, such as hik-
ing, biking, equestrian, or interpretive trails

•	 Meet a variety of recreational needs and challenges for potential us-
ers with a wide range of abilities

Renovation for park facilities requirements most commonly used are:

•	 Matters of circulation and access 
o Walkway repair/addition, improved ADA accessibility

•	 User safety  
o Security lighting

•	 Additional amenities or conveniences
o Upgraded playground equipment, drinking fountains, shade 

structures, picnic tables
•	 Park beautification

o Additional landscaping, tree planting
•	 Park maintenance

o Painting of restrooms, retrofitting irrigation systems, resur-
facing of sports courts

3.2 Long-Term (5 to 10 or More Years)

Long-term improvements include larger projects that may require extensive 
planning, design, public involvement, and the potential for environmental 
documentation.  These proposed improvements would likely require an 
implementation time frame of five to ten years or greater.  Similar to the 
outline of near-term improvements, the long-term improvements are a 
combination of roadway, access control, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
elements.  

3.2.1 Integration of Transportation and Future Land Use

The major planned land use of the future Las Flores Shopping Center is 
expected to generate a substantial number of trips within the downtown 
study area if the site is developed to its current plan.  Similarly, the City of 
North Las Vegas planned expansion of North 5th Street over I-15 is expected 
to generate and accommodate future traffic growth within the study area; 
the additional capacity can be expected to attract more vehicles.  To 
minimize future impact on traffic in the corridor that is expected to be 

generated by these developments, the City of North Las Vegas, Clark County, 
and the RTC should encourage developers to plan future sites to be transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian-friendly.  In addition, access driveways to and from 
all site developments should be restricted to City and County standards so 
the arterial roadways are not unnecessarily overburdened.  

It is critical to the encouragement of non-motorized travel to ensure the 
end of a trip can be readily negotiated.  While the links between origins and 
destinations are important, how a pedestrian or bicyclist manages the end of 
a trip can determine his or her willingness to choose to travel by bicycle or 
foot.  While there are currently curbside connections to many destinations 
within the study area, the City of North Las Vegas will need to ensure easy 
connections from pedestrian and bicycle facilities into the activity centers.  
A number of steps can be taken to make the connection between the bicycle/
pedestrian system and activity centers more “user friendly”.  Some examples 
include:

• Orienting buildings toward the street to provide equal access for 
riders and walkers to destination choices in major activity centers 

• Connecting destinations such as shopping or community centers to 
the street or trail network using pedestrian walkways to minimize 
undesirable interaction between pedestrians and automobile 
traffic (except to cross a street or driveway).

These types of amenities can increase interest in using non-motorized modes 
for basic travel needs.

Projected Traffic Conditions in 2030

The RTC Travel Demand Model was used to obtain projected turning 
movement traffic volumes within the study area for the 2030 horizon year.  
The development of the future 2030 traffic volumes involved four significant 
steps: 

1. selection of the model analysis period
2. modification of the model network  
3. application of demand growth 
4. validation of model results

Continuous seven-day automatic traffic recorder (ATR) count data, collected 
in February 2012, showed Friday afternoon was the peak travel period within 
the study corridor.  The outcome of the ATR data collection effort was 
presented to the TAC members and consensus was reached that individual 
intersection turning movements would be collected from 2 PM until 6 PM on 
a Friday instead of a typical Tuesday through Thursday morning and evening 
peak hour.  

Next, the RTC’s base year model network was modified to match the 
roadway configurations that existed at the time of the 2012 traffic counts.  
Additionally, the 2030 model was modified to include any road network 
changes programmed in the RTC’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).    

Annual growth rates for each afternoon intersection approach link were 
then used to project the 2030 link traffic volumes from the February 2012 

intersection turning movement counts collected.  The Furness procedure to 
assign and distribute traffic within a matrix (i.e., a grid roadway network 
representing a city’s traffic pattern) was used to forecast the turning 
movement volumes.  Similar to other corridor studies where the RTC model 
is used to project link traffic volumes to a horizon year, the proportion of 
turning movements at intersections and traffic volume balancing was used 
to convert link volumes to node volumes in preparation for the intersection 
LOS analysis.  

As development grows between now and 2030 throughout the study area and 
within the City of North Las Vegas, traffic increases.  Results from the model 
show a significant increase in the traffic volumes along North 5th Street, 
which was expected due to the anticipated completion of the North 5th 
Street bridge over I-15 and the roadway being classified as a principle arterial 
instead of a collector street.  The projected volumes represent unbalanced 
raw traffic data that typically requires minor adjustments to account for an 
undefined amount of future trip ends occurring between major intersections.  
However, the projected volumes can provide a reasonable estimate of future 
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes between key intersections within the 
study area and identify locations where significant increases in traffic volume 
can be expected to occur.  

Analysis of year 2030 build conditions revealed that the increase in projected 
traffic volumes throughout the study area resulted in unacceptable 
intersection levels-of-service at two locations and multiple locations where 
the traffic queue length exceeds the queue storage length.  (Note: Similar to 
the existing conditions, a standard RTC-FAST baseline of 140-second traffic 
signal cycle length was used and the offset was optimized.)  Unacceptable 
intersection levels-of-service occur at:

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive - LOS F
•	 Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue - LOS E

Figure 3-25 illustrates the LOS analysis results for each of the analyzed 
intersections for the year 2030.  Additional tables including approach 
LOS and queue analysis can be viewed in Appendix G.  Mitigation for the 
projected 2030 volumes at the selected intersections within the study area 
is presented in the following section.    

3.2.2 Roadway Improvements 

The selected intersections within the study area were mitigated with two 
goals in mind regarding vehicular traffic:

•	 Goal #1: Provide an overall intersection LOS D, or better, where 
applicable

•	 Goal #2: Provide queue storage length that can support the vehicular 
queue length at intersection approaches

Providing additional capacity at intersections can reduce projected increases 
in traffic delays, as well as improve overall traffic flow throughout the study 
area.  Therefore, the number and length of the turn bays at the selected 
intersections were adjusted to reach Goal #1 and Goal #2.  



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 89

FINAL REPORT

Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard operates 
at an acceptable LOS D when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated 
through the existing conditions of the corridor.  However, there are two 
approaches that have traffic queue lengths longer than the queue storage 
length.  Currently, the eastbound left-turn approach has two 250-foot left-
turn bays.  When the 2030 projected volumes approach this intersection, the 
queue length is approximated to be 301-feet.  After analyzing this movement, 
it was determined that increasing these turn bays to the Clark County 
standard of 300-feet was not sufficient.  Therefore, the dual eastbound left-
turn bays were increased to 350-feet to accommodate the left-turning traffic 
movement.

If the eastbound dual left-turn bays are extended to 350-feet and the 
southbound right-turn bay is extended to 400-feet, the queue storage lengths 
will accommodate the traffic queue lengths for all approaches.  Additionally, 
the intersection will still function at LOS D.  

Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive operates 
at an unacceptable LOS F when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated 
through the existing conditions of the corridor.  Additionally, there are three 
approaches that have traffic queue lengths longer than the queue storage 
length.  Currently, the westbound left-turn approach has two 225-foot left-
turn bays.  When the 2030 projected volumes approach this intersection, 
the queue length is approximated to be 295-feet.  If the dual left-turn bays 
are expanded to the Clark County standard of 300-feet, the turn bays will 
accommodate the projected 2030 westbound left-turn volumes.  

The northbound left-turn bay is currently 200-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 993-feet.  This location was 
discussed earlier in Chapter 3, where the turn bay was reconstructed to two 
400-foot left-turn bays.  If the dual 400-foot left-turn bays are constructed in 
the near-term, they will also accommodate the projected 2030 northbound 
left-turn volumes.

Similarly, the southbound left-turn bay is currently 185-feet in length and 
experiences a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 365-feet.  This 
location was also discussed earlier in Chapter 3, where the turn bay was 
reconstructed to two 300-foot left-turn bays.  If the dual 300-foot left-turn 
bays are constructed in the near-term, they will also accommodate the 
projected 2030 southbound left-turn volumes.  

Therefore, if the northbound and southbound left-turn bays are reconstructed 
in the near-term, and the westbound dual left-turn bays are extended in 
the future, the queue storage lengths will accommodate the traffic queue 
lengths for all approaches.  

Even with the changes to the existing configuration, the intersection of Lake 
Mead Boulevard and Civic Center Drive is projected to go from an unacceptable 
LOS F, to a less unacceptable LOS E.  However, it should be noted that the 
delay at the intersection went from an average of 116-seconds to 66-seconds.  
Unfortunately, due to the current land uses in the area and the right-of-way 
constraints, it may be difficult to add additional turn and/or through lanes to 
accommodate the future volumes and receive an acceptable LOS D. 

Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Belmont Street operates at an 
acceptable LOS D when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated through 
the existing conditions of the corridor.  However, there are two approaches 
that have traffic queue lengths longer than the queue storage length.  

The eastbound left-turn bay is currently 90-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 133-feet.  This location was 
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Figure 3-25: 2030 Intersection Delay Time

The southbound right-turn lane is currently 150-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 372-feet.  This location was 
discussed earlier in Chapter 3, where the turn bay was extended to 305-feet 
to accommodate the existing right-turn volumes.  However, the 305-foot 
right-turn bay length will need to be extended to 400-feet to accommodate 
the 2030 projected volumes.  Note: When the turn bay is extended to 400-
feet, it crosses an existing transit stop for Route MAX.  If the right-turn 
pocket is extended to the recommended 400-feet, the transit stop will either 
have to be moved back, or the right-turn lane can double as a transit turnout 
for the existing transit stop.
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discussed earlier in Chapter 3, where the turn bay was extended to 150-
feet to accommodate the left-turn volumes.  If the eastbound left-turn 
bay is extended to 150-feet in the near-term, it will also accommodate the 
projected 2030 eastbound left-turn volumes.  

The northbound left-turn bay is currently 85-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 95-feet.  When changes are 
made to the eastbound left-turn lane and changes are made to Lake Mead 
Boulevard and Civic Center Drive, the northbound left-turn queue length is 
decreased to 80-feet.  Thus, there is no need to extend the northbound left-
turn bay for the projected 2030 traffic volumes.  

If the eastbound left-turn bay is extended to 150-feet, the queue storage 
lengths will accommodate the traffic queue lengths for all approaches.  
Additionally, the intersection will still function at LOS D.

Civic Center Drive and Carey Avenue

The intersection of Civic Center Drive and Carey Avenue operates at an 
acceptable LOS C when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated through 
the existing conditions of the corridor.  However, there is one approach where 
the traffic queue length exceeds the queue storage length.  The northbound 
dual left-turn bay is currently 155-feet in length and experiences a 2030 
calculated peak hour queue length of 298-feet.  This location is unique 
and difficult to mitigate due to its proximity to Las Vegas Boulevard and 
Civic Center Drive.  Specifically, the center median island for this approach 
separates the northbound left-turn at Civic Center Drive and Carey Avenue 
and the southeast left-turn at Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center.  Thus, 
lengthening the turn pocket is difficult due to the short distance and lack 
of right-of-way through this segment of the study area.  Therefore, in 
cooperation with the opposite approach, the left-turn bay was lengthened 
to 180-feet, leaving a queue length of 295-feet. 

A suggested possible recommendation by members of the TAC was to close 
the southeast left-turn movement at Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center 
Drive to allow for a longer dual left-turn bay on northbound Civic Center 
Drive and Carey Avenue.  The southeast left-turn movement at Las Vegas 
Boulevard and Civic Center Drive is not a heavy movement and most vehicles 
can get to the same destination by using Carey Avenue.  This recommendation 
is suggested for analysis when the left-turn movements become too heavy at 
northbound Civic Center Drive and Carey Avenue.   

Therefore, even if the northbound dual left-turn bay is extended to 180-feet, 
the queue storage length will not accommodate the traffic queue length in 
this direction.  However, the intersection will still function at LOS C.  

Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive

The intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic Center Drive operates 
at an acceptable LOS C when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated 
through the existing conditions of the corridor.  However, there is one 
approach where the traffic queue length exceeds the queue storage length.  
The southeast left-turn bay is currently 135-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 141-feet.  As mentioned in the 

Las Vegas Boulevard Las Vegas Bouelvard

Civic Center Drive

Existing Configuration Proposed Long-Term Improvements

Figure 3-26: Proposed Lane Configuration at Las Vegas Boulevard and Civic 
Center Drive

Civic Center Drive and Carey Avenue write-up, this location is unique and 
difficult to mitigate due to its proximity to Civic Center Drive and Carey 
Avenue.  For this approach, it is recommended to increase the number of 
left-turn bays from one to two, but also decrease the distance of the bay 
from 135-feet to 120-feet; which leaves additional room for the dual left-
turn bay in the northbound direction at the Civic Center Drive and Carey 
Avenue intersection.  

If the 135-foot southeast left-turn bay is reconstructed into a 120-foot dual 
left-turn bay, the queue storage lengths will accommodate the traffic queue 
lengths for all approaches.  Additionally, the intersection will still function at 
LOS C.  The existing intersection and the proposed long-term improvements 
are presented in Figure 3-26.

Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue

The intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue operates at 
an unacceptable LOS E when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated 
through the existing conditions of the corridor.  Additionally, there are three 
approaches where the traffic queue length exceeds the queue storage length.  

The eastbound left-turn bay is currently 185-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 293-feet.  If this turn bay is 
extended to the Clark County standard of 300-feet, it will accommodate the 
projected 2030 eastbound left-turn volumes.  

The westbound left-turn bay is currently 85-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 133-feet.  This location was 
discussed earlier in Chapter 3, where the turn bay was extended to 150-
feet to accommodate the left-turn volumes.  If the westbound left-turn 
bay is extended to 150-feet in the near-term, it will also accommodate the 
projected 2030 westbound left-turn volumes.

The northbound left-turn bay is currently 135-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 341-feet.  With improvements 
made to the eastbound and westbound turn bays, and improvements made 
to Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue, 
the northbound left-turn lane only has to be extended to 250-feet to 
accommodate the 2030 northbound left-turn volumes.

Therefore, if the northbound left-turn bay is reconstructed in the near-term, 
and the eastbound and westbound left-turn bays are extended in the future, 
the queue storage lengths will accommodate the traffic queue lengths for all 
approaches.  Additionally, with the changes to the existing configuration, the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard and Carey Avenue is projected to go from 
an unacceptable LOS E, to an acceptable LOS D.    

Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue

The intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue operates at an 
acceptable LOS D when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated through 
the existing conditions of the corridor.  However, there are three approaches 
where the traffic queue length exceeds the queue storage length.  

The northbound left-turn bay is currently 250-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 347-feet.  Extending this turn 
lane to 300-feet will not accommodate the projected future volumes; 
however doubling the number of turn lanes from one 250-foot turn lane to 
two 250-foot turn lanes will accommodate the projected future volumes.  

The southbound left-turn bay is currently 145-feet in length and experiences 
a 2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 149-feet.  If this turn bay is 
extended to 150-feet, it will accommodate the projected 2030 southbound 
left-turn volumes.  

The eastbound left-turn bay is currently 85-feet in length and experiences a 
2030 calculated peak hour queue length of 109-feet.  This location is unique 
and difficult to mitigate due to its proximity to the Main Street and Owens 
Avenue intersection.  Specifically, the center median island for this approach 
separates the eastbound left-turn at Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue 
and the westbound left-turn at Main Street and Owens Avenue.  Thus, 
lengthening the turn pocket is difficult due to the short distance and lack of 
right-of-way through this segment of the study area.  Therefore, to minimize 
the vehicular queue length for both approaches, the left-turn bay remained 
untouched; resulting in a peak hour queue length of 109-feet.

A suggested possible recommendation by members of the TAC was to close 
the eastbound left-turn movement at Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue, 
which would allow for a longer westbound left-turn bay at Main Street and 
Owens Avenue.  The eastbound left-turn movement at Las Vegas Boulevard 
and Owens Avenue is not a heavy movement and vehicles can get to the same 
destination by utilizing Main Street.  This recommendation is suggested for 
analysis when the left-turn movements become too heavy at eastbound Las 
Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue.   

Therefore, if the northbound left-turn bay is converted to a 250-foot dual 
left-turn bay, the southbound left-turn bay is extended to 150-feet, and 
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Figure 3-27: Proposed Lane Configuration at Las Vegas Boulevard and 
Owens Avenue

the eastbound turn bay remains unchanged, the queue storage lengths 
will accommodate the traffic queue lengths for all approaches except the 
eastbound left-turn.  Additionally, the intersection will still function at LOS 
D.  The existing intersection and the proposed long-term improvements are 
presented in Figure 3-27.

Main Street and Owens Avenue

The intersection of Main Street and Owens Avenue operates at an acceptable 
LOS D when the 2030 projected volumes are simulated through the 
existing conditions of the corridor.  Additionally, the queue storage length 
accommodates the traffic queue lengths for all approaches.  However, as 
mitigation measures are completed at other intersections, specifically Las 
Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue, one approach results in a queue length 
that exceeds the queue storage length.  

The westbound left-turn bay is currently 125-feet in length and experiences a 
2030 mitigated calculated peak hour queue length of 137-feet.  As mentioned 
in the Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue write-up, this location is unique 
and difficult to mitigate due to its proximity to Las Vegas Boulevard and 
Owens Avenue.  Similar to the eastbound left-turn movement at Las Vegas 
Boulevard and Owens Avenue, the westbound left-turn movement at Main 
Street and Owens Avenue will remain unchanged to minimize the vehicular 
queue length for both approaches; resulting in a peak hour queue length of 
137-feet.    

Therefore, if the westbound left-turn bay remains unchanged, the queue 
storage lengths will accommodate the traffic queue lengths for all approaches 
except the westbound left-turn.  Additionally, the intersection will still 
function at LOS D.    

Las Vegas Boulevard and Tonopah Avenue

The intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard and Tonopah Avenue operates at 
an acceptable LOS B for both the 2030 scenario and the mitigated 2030 
scenario.  Additionally, all queue storage lengths will accommodate the 
traffic queue lengths for all approaches in both scenarios.  Therefore, no 
recommendations are suggested at this intersection.  

Lake Mead Boulevard and I-15 Southbound Ramps

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and the I-15 Southbound Ramps 
operates at an acceptable LOS C in the 2030 scenario and LOS D in the 
mitigated 2030 scenario.  The intersection delay slightly increased due 
to changes at nearby intersections within the study area, resulting in an 
increase in level-of-service.

Furthermore, all queue storage lengths will accommodate the traffic 
queue lengths for all approaches in both 2030 scenarios.  Therefore, no 
recommendations are suggested at this intersection.  

Lake Mead Boulevard and I-15 Northbound Ramps

The intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and the I-15 Northbound Ramps 
operates at an acceptable LOS C for both the 2030 scenario and the mitigated 
2030 scenario.  However, one of the approaches has a traffic queue length 
that exceeds the queue storage length.  This location is improved without the 
need to mitigate any of the turn bays because of the changes that occurred at 
nearby intersections within the study area.  Therefore, no recommendations 
are suggested at this intersection.    

All Analyzed Intersections

The level-of-service results, delay values, and queue lengths for each 
intersection approach for the year 2030, with and without the implementation 
of recommended improvements, are presented in Appendix G.  Additionally, 
Figure 3-28 illustrates the mitigated LOS analysis results for each of the 
analyzed intersections for the year 2030.  

Table 3-5 presents recommended long-term improvements by intersection, 
including whether right-of-way would be necessary for implementation, 
2030 peak hour levels-of-service (with and without the improvements), 
reduction (or increase) in average peak hour intersection vehicle delay when 
improvements are implemented, estimated right-of-way and construction 
costs, and cost per second of reduced (or added) delay time.  

3.2.3 Access Control

All of the access control strategies recommended for the study area were 
identified in the near-term timeframe to mitigate gaps, deficiencies, and 
potential vehicle conflict locations.  However, it is recognized, due to the 
current state of the economy, some of the near-term recommendations will 
be pushed toward the long-term timeframe.  

3.2.4 Transit 

Transit Service  

North 5th Street, through the study area, was designed to accommodate 
significant transit volumes by implementing transit only lanes in both the 
northbound and southbound directions.  The North 5th Street bridge over 
I-15 is scheduled to be completed in 2015, which will connect a major gap 
within the existing arterial.  While the RTC acknowledges that North 5th 
Street will become a corridor that warrants some level of transit service, the 
actual type of service to operate has not been defined.  Based on the funding 
availabilities and demand for services throughout the Valley, the RTC will 
determine in the future the level of service to be operated.

Extending the transit service to include North 5th Street will also fill in an 
existing gap for accommodating transit service along the western edge of 
the study area.  The transit service will increase the connectivity across the 
communities and increase the accessibility to adjacent neighborhoods and 
destinations along the corridor.  Enhancing accessibility will help increase 
land values and spur additional development, which will potentially result 
in a denser and more productive layout of land uses.  Additionally, it will 
add much needed connection points from transit to the proposed and 
recommended bicycle and pedestrian routes, and vice versa.    

Similarly, reinstating the Carey Avenue transit service from Las Vegas 
Boulevard to Pecos Road will add much needed connection points from 
transit to the proposed and recommended bicycle and pedestrian routes, 
and vice versa.

Although both of these routes were discussed in the near-term improvements, 
it is recognized, due to the current state of the economy, some of the near-
term recommendations will be pushed toward the long-term timeframe.  

Note: The RTC is anticipating not changing the current headway times for 
the existing transit stops within the study area for the foreseeable future.  
This is in part due to the decrease in transit ridership along the transit routes 
within the corridor in the recent years.  However, once the state of the 
economy changes, it is recommended the transit routes be reevaluated to 
determine it transit ridership has increased back to its peak ridership.    

Mixed Use Station

As mentioned in Chapter 2 and earlier in Chapter 3, the Gateway Redevelopment 
District falls within the major downtown area.  According to the North Fifth 
Street Transit Supportive Concept Plan, the future transit investment in this 
area will provide the City of North Las Vegas with unequalled opportunities 
to improve the quality of housing and neighborhoods in the area.  The focal 
point of the Gateway Redevelopment District is the mixed use station area 
inside the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet and the most intense pedestrian-
oriented development should be located there.  The transit district took into 
account a Transit-Oriented Design (TOD) concept, which works to support the 
use of transit by creating station areas that are convenient and attractive 
areas for people to live and visit with a healthy mix of uses, public spaces, 
bicycle amenities, and pedestrian amenities.  
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Figure 3-28: 2030 Mitigated Intersection Delay Time

The Gateway Redevelopment District focuses on the complete street 
concept of serving all users including vehicle drivers, pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and transit riders of all ages and abilities.  The proposed land uses within 
the district are incorporated in the Vision 2025 Scenario, which includes 
implementation steps that would be required to achieve the land use and 
transit system plan.  However, due to the current state of the economy, the 
mixed use station located inside the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet will not be 
in place for the foreseeable future.
    
3.2.5 Pedestrian Facilities

The majority of the pedestrian improvements within the downtown study 
area are suggested near-term improvements that will improve the much 
needed safety and mobility of the pedestrians.  These improvements include:

•	 Constructing missing sidewalks
•	 Implementing missing tactile pads at curb ramps
•	 Relocating transit stops (and other amenities) behind the sidewalk
•	 Restriping crosswalks
•	 Implementing a RRFB at Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino
•	 Implementing a HAWK system at Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran 

Street and Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street
•	 Enforcing a pedestrian prohibition at North Lake Mead Boulevard/

Yale Street
•	 Encouraging Washington Continuation Junior High School and St. 

Christopher Catholic School to participate in the Safe Route to 
School program

•	 Installing pedestrian pathways through parking lots

While near-term pedestrian improvements are focused on mitigating existing 
deficiencies, long-term enhancements are generally driven by several 
mechanisms:

•	 anticipated changes in policy
•	 corridor extension or development expansion
•	 public works improvement projects

Assuming the recommended near-term improvements are implemented, the 
long-term pedestrian improvements would mainly serve as an integral multi-
modal component of the complete build-out of the downtown study area.  

The near-term improvements that would be affected by long-term 
improvements include:

•	 Implementing a RRFB at Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino
•	 Enforcing a pedestrian prohibition at Lake Mead Boulevard/Yale 

Street

The implementation of a rectangular rapid flashing beacon at Las Vegas 
Boulevard and the Silver Nugget Casino would eventually be replaced by an 
anticipated traffic signal at the same location.  This traffic signal is expected 
to be installed once the future Las Flores Shopping Center is constructed and 
fully functioning. 

Enforcing a pedestrian prohibition at Lake Mead Boulevard and Yale Street 
will still be recommended in the near-term and even more important in the 
long-term if the mixed use transit station is developed in the Lake Mead 
Boulevard couplet.  The mixed use transit station would generate significant 
pedestrian traffic, thus a pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard at this 
location was discussed.  However, as mentioned in the previous section, due 
to the current state of the economy the mixed use station located inside the 
Lake Mead Boulevard couplet will not be in place for the foreseeable future.  
Similarly, the pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard to the mixed use 
transit station will not be needed for the foreseeable future.  Therefore, 
discussions regarding implementing a pedestrian bridge within the study 
area have been put on hold.        

3.2.6 Bicycle Facilities  

Similar to the pedestrian improvements, the majority of the bicycle 
improvements within the downtown study area are suggested near-term 
improvements that will improve the much needed safety and mobility of 
bicyclists.  However, long-term bicycle compatibility was performed along 
the four major corridors and the analysis results are discussed in this section.  

2030 Bicycle Compatibility

Las Vegas Boulevard: Similar to the existing conditions, Las Vegas Boulevard 
was analyzed for the year 2030 in two segments:

•	 Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard (in the northbound and 
southbound directions) 
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Table 3-5: Summary of Improvements by Intersection for the Year 2030
•	 Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue (in the northbound and 

southbound directions)  

The bicycle compatibility index was applied to both segments along Las Vegas 
Boulevard, incorporating projected 2030 traffic volumes, to determine if the 
road segments will be compatible with bicyclists in the future.  (A detailed 
description for each part of the BCI equation and detailed calculations are 
presented in Appendix K.)

Based on the applications of the BCI equations, it was determined the future 
bicycle route operated at LOS E in all four segments within the existing 
roadway configuration.  Assuming the mitigation measures of striping a bicycle 
lane and enforcing the posted speed limit of 35 MPH were put in place in the 
near-term, only one segment would need an additional mitigation measure.  
The northbound Las Vegas Boulevard segment from Owens Avenue to Lake 
Mead Boulevard would need a minimum outside curb lane width of 14-feet.  
Once the near-term mitigation measures and the additional mitigation 
measure between Owens Avenue and Lake Mead Boulevard (northbound) 
are completed, the year 2030 bicycle lanes along Las Vegas Boulevard will 
operate at an acceptable LOS C.  

As mentioned earlier in Chapter 3, the roadway segment along Las Vegas 
Boulevard from Bruce Street to Carey Avenue, has a transit only lane in 
each direction.  This transit only lane is planned to be a shared transit/
bicycle lane in the near future.  If the shared transit/bicycle lane is deemed 
successful, a striped bicycle lane will only be needed from Owens Avenue to 
Bruce Street in both directions.       

Civic Center Drive: Similar to the existing conditions, Las Vegas Boulevard 
was analyzed for the year 2030 in two segments:

•	 Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard (in the northbound and 
southbound directions)

•	 Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue (in the northbound and 
southbound directions)

The bicycle compatibility index was applied to both segments along Civic 
Center Drive, incorporating projected 2030 traffic volumes, to determine if 
the road segments will be compatible with bicyclists in the future.  (A detailed 
description for each part of the BCI equation and detailed calculations are 
presented in Appendix K.)

Based on the applications of the BCI equations, it was determined the future 
bicycle route operated at LOS F in three of the four segments within the 
existing roadway configuration, with the southbound segment from Lake 
Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue operating at LOS E.  Assuming the mitigation 
measures of striping a bicycle lane, implementing a 14-foot outside curb 
lane, and enforcing the posted speed limit of 35 MPH were put in place in the 
near-term; the results change to three of the four segments operate at an 
acceptable LOS C.  The lone segment that operates at an unacceptable LOS 
D is the northbound Civic Center Drive segment from Owens Avenue to Lake 
Mead Boulevard.  Coincidently, this connects to the most heavily travelled 
traffic and pedestrian intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Civic Center 
Drive.  

Convert NB left-turn bay
to dual left-turn bay and
extend to 400' (near-term

improvement)

Yes

Convert SB left-turn bay
to dual left-turn bay and
extend to 300' (near-term

improvement)

No

Extend WB dual left-turn
bay to 300' (long-term

improvement)
No

Extend SB right-turn bay
to 400' (extended to 305'

in near-term)

Extend EB dual left-turn
bay to 350'

Civic Center Drive &
Carey Avenue

Extend NB dual left-turn
bays to 180'

No C C (1.1) $4,405 ($4,005)

Extend WB left-turn bay to
150' (near-term
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No

Extend EB left-turn bay to
300' (long-term
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No

Extend NB left-turn bay to
250' (long-term
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Las Vegas Boulevard
& Civic Center Drive

Convert SEB left-turn bay
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No C C 5.1 $25,655 $5,030
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to 250' dual left-turn bay

Yes
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150'
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$25,211
Las Vegas Boulevard

& Owens Avenue
D D 8.4 $211,775

Las Vegas Boulevard
& Carey Avenue

$1,239$19,45015.7DE

($7,279)

Lake Mead
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F E 50.1 $1,760 $35
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Lake Mead
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D D (4.1) $29,845

Table 3-5: Summary of Improvements by Intersection for the Year 2030
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Even though northbound Civic Center Drive from Owens Avenue to Lake 
Mead Boulevard operates at LOS D when the mitigated improvements are 
implemented for the year 2030, it is still recommended to incorporate a 
bicycle lane along Civic Center Drive in the near-term.  For the long-term, it 
is suggested to reevaluate the corridor once the traffic volumes increase to 
the point bicyclists feel uncomfortable using this segment of the roadway.       

As mentioned earlier in Chapter 3, the roadway segment along Civic Center 
Drive from Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue, has a wide curbside 
shoulder.  This wide curbside shoulder can double as a wide bicycle lane 
if proper signage is put in place.  If the curbside shoulder is safely used by 
bicyclists, a striped bicycle lane will only be needed from Owens Avenue to 
Lake Mead Boulevard in both directions.  

North 5th Street: Similar to the existing conditions, North 5th Street was 
analyzed for the year 2030 in two segments:

•	 Main Street at Owens Avenue to North 5th Street at Lake Mead 
Boulevard (in the northbound and southbound directions)

•	 North 5th Street at Lake Mead Boulevard to North 5th Street at Carey 
Avenue (in the northbound and southbound directions)  

The bicycle compatibility index was applied to both segments along North 
5th Street, incorporating projected 2030 traffic volumes, to determine if the 
road segments will be compatible with bicyclists in the future.  (A detailed 
description for each part of the BCI equation and detailed calculations are 
presented in Appendix K.)

Based on the applications of the BCI equations, it was determined the future 
bicycle route operated at LOS F in all four segments within the existing 
roadway configuration.  Assuming the mitigation measure of striping a bicycle 
lane was put in place in the near-term, two additional mitigation measures 
were added to the North 5th Street corridor.  

After the addition of implementing a 14-foot outside curb lane and enforcing 
a posted speed limit of 35 MPH, all four segments still operated at an 
unacceptable LOS D.  This is primarily due to the projected traffic volumes 
along North 5th Street that are expected to increase substantially in the 
coming years.      

Even though North 5th Street operates at LOS D when the mitigated 
improvements are implemented for the year 2030, it is still recommended to 
incorporate a bicycle lane along North 5th Street in the near-term.  For the 
long-term, it is suggested to reevaluate the corridor once the traffic volumes 
increase to the point bicyclists feel uncomfortable using the roadway.       

As mentioned earlier in Chapter 3, the roadway segment along North 5th 
Street from the North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue, has a transit 
only lane in each direction.  This transit only lane is planned to be a shared 
transit/bicycle lane in the near future.  If the shared transit/bicycle lane 
is deemed successful, a striped bicycle lane will only be needed along Main 
Street from Owens Avenue to the North Las Vegas Roundabout.       

Lake Mead Boulevard: Lake Mead Boulevard is not recommended as a bicycle 
route or bicycle lane in the near-term, due to the volume of traffic that uses 
the corridor.  Furthermore, the volume of traffic along Lake Mead Boulevard 
is even greater in the future, therefore a bicycle route or lane will also not be 
recommended in the long-term.  Instead, bicyclists will be encouraged to use 
alternative routes to travel through the study area.  (A detailed description 
for each part of the BCI equation and detailed calculations are presented in 
Appendix K.)   

BCI Summary: Maps illustrating the LOS along the major corridors for the 
year 2030 conditions and the mitigated year 2030 conditions can be viewed 
in Figure 3-29 and Figure 3-30. Similarly, the bicycle network near-term 
improvements for the major corridors can be viewed in Table 3-6.

Judson Avenue Bicycle/Pedestrian Route

Judson Avenue is recommended to have a bicycle and pedestrian connection, 
through the entire downtown study area, in the near-term.  The current gaps 
that exist along the Judson Avenue corridor include:

•	 Center median island on North 5th Street prevents bicyclists from 
traveling to the far west end of the corridor

•	 From Donna Street to Constitution Way, Judson Avenue does not 
exist through the “triangle” created by Lake Mead Boulevard, Las 
Vegas Boulevard, and Civic Center Drive  

o This “triangle” is a vital area to connect to bicycle routes 
because it is the most active portion of the downtown 
area. 

•	 Discontinuous at the Las Vegas Wash 

Creating a path through North 5th Street and connecting the street to the Las 
Vegas Wash do not require major construction work and are low-cost alterna-
tives.  However, constructing a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over the Las Vegas 
Wash (to connect one side of Judson Avenue to the other) and implement-
ing a path through the downtown “triangle” may require more complicated 
construction work and are not necessarily low-cost alternatives.  Therefore, 
these two items might be considered more long-term options, however they 
are still recommended in the near-term to help complete a vital piece of the 
proposed bicycle and pedestrian network through the study area.  

3.3 Evaluation of Recommended Improvements

The following criteria were used to evaluate roadway, transit, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and access management alternatives for the City of North Las Vegas 
downtown area.

•	 Safety
•	 Travel time
•	 Capacity
•	 Level-of-service
•	 Right-of-way impact
•	 Pedestrian friendly attributes

•	 Bicycle friendly attributes
•	 Community impact
•	 Land use and transit compatibility
•	 Transit ridership
•	 Construction cost

Due to the high volumes along Lake Mead Boulevard, alternative bicycle 
routes are recommended along Tonopah Avenue and Judson Avenue as safer 
options to help connect bicyclists to the community facilities throughout 
the study area.  Additionally, the unconnected segments of Judson Avenue 
are recommended as future shared-use path locations, which will help the 
connectivity of pedestrians as well.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facility 
improvements, in coordination with land use planning and urban design 
policies, should encourage shorter trips that promote walking, bicycling, 
and public transportation over driving, and better connect residential 
communities with commercial centers. 

3.3.1 Near-Term 

An evaluation of alternative near-term (0 to 5 years) improvements is 
presented in Table 3-7a and Table 3-7b.  Additionally, due to the specific nature 
of improvements at each intersection and associated impacts, evaluation of 
near-term and long-term intersection improvements is presented separately 
in Table 3-8.

The near-term improvements for pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities, 
transit stops, access management, and intersection approaches are 
recommended for implementation based on the expectation they will have 
little to no adverse effects on traffic, community, or land uses.  

Coordination among the City of North Las Vegas, RTC, and Clark County 
regarding access management policy and implementation can facilitate 
one of the most effective corridor-level improvements in reducing the 
number of vehicle conflicts and travel delays.  Prior to the implementation 
of median and curb lane access control measures, it is strongly suggested 
there be coordination of property owners and business merchants with the 
City of North Las Vegas to alleviate concerns about the effects of driveway 
consolidation and other access control initiatives.  The use of public outreach 
activities as a part of transportation improvement projects is a way for the 
entities governing these projects to garner community support and facilitate 
smoother implementation of improvement strategies throughout the corridor.  

Projects applying for funding or permitting through the FHWA are required 
to comply with instructions to determine the level of environmental 
documentation needed under the NEPA.  The NEPA defines the procedures 
and requirements by which projects can be eligible for a categorical 
exclusion classification.  Projects falling under this category are those that 
do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human 
environment or involve significant environmental effects.  The FHWA procedure 
to determine whether the categorical exclusion classification applies is the 
review of the NEPA regulations.  Nearly all the recommended near-term 
improvements proposed herein this study are considered programmatic 
categorical exclusion activities that require very little environmental 
documentation and much less duration to implement.  However, there are a 



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 95

FINAL REPORT

LAS VEGAS

LAKE MEAD

C
IV

IC
C

EN
TE

R

N
O

R
TH

5T
H

OWENS

CAREY

B
R

U
C

E

LA
S

VE
G

A
S

M
AI

N

EA
ST

ER
N

PE
C

O
S

B
EL

M
O

N
T

%&'(15

±

Bicycle Compatibility Index

2030 BCI
No Mitigation

LOS C or Better

LOS D

LOS E

LOS F

JUDSON

M
C

D
A

N
IE

L

TONOPAH

HUNKINS

D
O

N
N

A

TONOPAH

JUDSON

City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Area Study

0 0.25 0.5
Miles

LAS VEGAS

LAKE MEAD

C
IV

IC
C

EN
TE

R

N
O

R
TH

5T
H

OWENS

CAREY

B
R

U
C

E

LA
S

VE
G

A
S

M
AI

N

EA
ST

ER
N

PE
C

O
S

B
EL

M
O

N
T

%&'(15

±

Bicycle Compatibility Index

2030 BCI
With Mitigation

LOS C or Better

LOS D

LOS E

LOS F

JUDSON

M
C

D
A

N
IE

L

TONOPAH

HUNKINS

D
O

N
N

A

TONOPAH

JUDSON

City of North Las Vegas Major Downtown Area Study

0 0.25 0.5
Miles

Figure 3-29: 2030 BCI Conditions

Figure 3-30: Mitigated 2030 BCI Conditions

couple of proposed improvements that would require the FHWA review and 
approval prior to receiving categorical exclusion designations.  For example, 
the conversion of existing flush medians to raised channelized islands, or the 
implementation of stricter access controls, typically requires a change in 
access control report.  Also, proposed changes in curbside driveway access 
and intersection improvements requiring incremental strip right-of-way may 
require public meetings to satisfy the NEPA requirements that there are no 
adverse social, economic, commercial, and environmental impacts created 
by a proposed improvement.  

3.3.2 Long-Term 

Table 3-9 presents an evaluation of the alternative long-term improvements 
that are generally composed of a large project and/or major undertakings 
that will require significant resources, environmental documentation, or 
policy changes to build or implement.  Similar to the evaluation of near-
term intersection improvements, the evaluation of long-term intersection 
improvements is presented separately from other improvements due to their 
individual recommendations and site-specific effects.  The evaluation of 
long-term intersection improvements are shown in Table 3-8.  

Long-term improvements are comprised of projects that can change the 
appearance, operation, and functionality of the corridor; and generally 
benefit a greater number of travelers.  For example, the construction of a 
mixed use station at the Lake Mead Boulevard couplet, and a corresponding 
pedestrian bridge across Lake Mead Boulevard at that location, are high 
cost/high impact improvements that can significantly influence travel in the 
adjacent community.  An improvement of this magnitude can take years and 
a considerable amount of funding to implement.  However, the local funding 
burden can be somewhat eased if federal assistance is sought.  The use of 
federal funding will require a project to be subject to the NEPA environmental 
review process and documentation.  Whether or not federal funding is used 
to implement a mixed use station and/or pedestrian bridge, the projects 
will require close coordination among the Nevada DOT, Clark County, 
City of North Las Vegas, RTC, and the adjacent residential communities, 
commercial property owners, and business merchants.  Note: The long-term 
improvements of a mixed use station and pedestrian bridge were discussed 
briefly at TAC meetings, however the state of the economy has caused the 
development of these projects to be put on hold for the foreseeable future.    

The other recommended long-term roadway improvements are site specific 
and generally would be funded by either the City of North Las Vegas or Clark 
County.  Intersection improvements involve the extension or addition of a 
turn lane that adds storage capacity but not corridor-wide capacity.  These 
improvements are generally made to improve intersection deficiencies or 
relieve queue backups.  While the environmental impacts of these localized 
improvements are normally insignificant, the cost can substantially increase 
if private right-of-way needs to be acquired. 

Note: Due to the recent state of the economy, it is realized that some of the 
near-term improvements could be moved to the long-term.  
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Table 3-6: Minimum Long-Term Bicycle Network Improvements to Obtain LOS C
Bicycle Facility From To Direction Existing LOS Long-Term Improvements LOS

Las Vegas Boulevard Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard NB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width

C

Las Vegas Boulevard Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue NB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Shared Use Lane Option

C

Las Vegas Boulevard Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard SB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
C

Las Vegas Boulevard Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue SB Proposed Bicycle Route E
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Shared Use Lane Option

C

North 5th Street Main Street / Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard North NB Gap in Network F
Future Evaluation Needed
Shared Use Lane Option

D

North 5th Street Lake Mead Boulevard North Carey Avenue NB Gap in Network F
Future Evaluation Needed
Shared Use Lane Option

D

North 5th Street Main Street / Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard North SB Gap in Network F
Future Evaluation Needed
Shared Use Lane Option

D

North 5th Street Lake Mead Boulevard North Carey Avenue SB Gap in Network F
Future Evaluation Needed
Shared Use Lane Option

D

Civic Center Drive Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard NB Proposed Bicycle Route F Future Evaluation Needed D

Civic Center Drive Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue NB Proposed Bicycle Route F

Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane
Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH

Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width
Wide Curbside Shoulder Option

C

Civic Center Drive Owens Avenue Lake Mead Boulevard SB Proposed Bicycle Route F
Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane

Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH
Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width

C

Civic Center Drive Lake Mead Boulevard Carey Avenue SB Proposed Bicycle Route E

Restripe to Include 4' Bicycle Lane
Enforce Current Speed Limit of 35 MPH

Construct or Restripe to Include 14' Curb Lane Width
Wide Curbside Shoulder Option

C

Lake Mead Boulevard I-15 Civic Center Drive EB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route F Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane D

Lake Mead Boulevard Civic Center Drive Pecos Road EB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route F Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane D

Lake Mead Boulevard I-15 Civic Center Drive WB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route F Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane D

Lake Mead Boulevard Civic Center Drive Pecos Road WB Previously Proposed Bicycle Route E Will Not Recommend as Bicycle Route or Bicycle Lane C
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Table 3-7a: Evaluation of Near-Term Improvement Alternatives

Benefit – positive barrier better prevents
prohibited pedestrian movement

Drawback – could result in pedestrian midblock
jaywalking or maneuvers around barrier

No significant effect
Drawback – adds one to two minutes to

pedestrian travel

Benefit – allows more direct point-to-
point service and access to

destinations reducing total trip time

Benefit – allows more direct point-to-
point service and access to

destinations reducing total trip time
No significant effect No significant effect

No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect Benefit – accommodates more pedestrians No significant effect

No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect

Benefit – prevents unsafe intersection crossings;
provides additional buffer between pedestrians

and roadway

Drawback – reduces sidewalk width

Benefit – improved pedestrian facilities
Benefit – safer pedestrian facilities at

intersections
Benefit – improved pedestrian

facilities
Benefit – improved pedestrian

facilities
Benefit – provides better frontage to

neighborhood land uses
Benefit – provides better frontage to

neighborhood land uses

No significant effect No significant effect
Benefit - Connects transit stops from

one side of the road to the other
Benefit - Connects transit stops from

one side of the road to the other
Benefit – improved pedestrian realm for

transit customers
Benefit – improved pedestrian realm for transit

customers

No significant effect No significant effect
Potential benefit – better pedestrian

facilities could lead to increased
transit use

Potential benefit – better pedestrian
facilities could lead to increased

transit use

Potential benefit – better pedestrian
facilities could lead to increased transit use

Potential benefit – better pedestrian facilities
could lead to increased transit use

32 movements @ $600/high visibility
crosswalk movement = $19,200: Using

$20,000
$1,000 for concrete barrier system

$10,000 - $15,000/RRFB: Using
$15,000

$75,000 - $150,000/HAWK System;
$150,000 - $300,000 for both: Using

$300,000
Constructing 4 Sidewalks: Total = $43,000

72 tactile pads @ $200/pad = $14,400: Using
$15,000

Safety

Benefit - higher visibility and motorist
awareness of pedestrians & bicyclists;

may reduce jaywalking or hesitant
movements; higher vehicular

compliance

Benefit – better facilities for pedestrians
and bicyclists

Benefit – better facilities for pedestrians and
bicyclists

Sidewalk Construction & Repair Tactile Pads

Capacity

Benefit – meets ADA compliance

Benefit – provides a better walking and riding
surface for wheelchairs, scooters, pedestrians,

and bicyclists

Benefit - higher visibility and motorist
awareness of crosswalk; may reduce

jaywalking

Benefit - higher visibility and motorist
awareness of pedestrians & bicyclists;

may reduce jaywalking or hesitant
movements; higher vehicular

compliance

Benefit – meets ADA compliance and
provides more separation between

pedestrians and travel way

Benefit – provides a better walking and
riding surface for pedestrians and bicyclists

Travel Time

Evaluation Criteria

Recommended
Improvements

Crosswalks Pedestrian Prohibition
Rectangular Rapid Flashing

Beacon
HAWK System

Estimated Right-of-Way & Construction Cost
(not including contingency, design cost, and

construction management)

Land Use & Transit Compatible

Transit Ridership

Benefit – offers delineated crossing
opportunities to connect off-street

paths

No significant effect

Benefit – offers delineated crossing
opportunities to connect off-street

paths

Benefit – improved pedestrian
environment

No significant effect

Community Impact

No significant effect No significant effectLevel-of-Service

Right-of-Way Acquisition

Pedestrian/Bicyclist Friendly
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Table 3-7b: Evaluation of Near-Term Improvement Alternatives

Benefit – bike lanes provide better delineation
and offset from vehicles

Benefit – located on less vehicular traveled
roadways & non traveled roadways

Drawbacks - do not remove conflicts with right-
turning vehicles

Drawback - do not remove conflicts with right-
turning vehicles

No significant effect No significant effect
Benefit – accommodates more seating for

waiting passengers; displays provide clearer
route information

No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect

Benefit – bike lanes provide more desirable level-
of-service than routes

Drawback – may require narrowing of adjacent
travel lanes to implement bike lane

No significant effect
Drawback - right-of-way will be needed along

Judson Avenue within the "triangle"
No significant effect

Drawback - need to discuss with
property owners at locations where they

encroach on private property
No significant effect No significant effect

Benefit – better facilities for bicyclists
Benefit - bicycle routes give bicyclists a safer

option than high speed arterials
Benefit – improved facilities for waiting

passengers

Benefit – less vulnerable pedestrian
realm for passerby pedestrians and

transit customers

Benefit - could act as a pedestrian
refuge

Benefit – reduces number of
pedestrian/vehicle conflict

locations

Benefit – designation of facilities may increase
mode share of bicycling

Benefit – designation of facilities may increase
mode share of bicycling

Benefit – may encourage use of transit
to/from community land uses

Benefit – align stops with neighborhood
facilities

Potential drawback – direct access
to land uses is more limited

No significant effect

Benefit – provides more direct access to transit
stops and destinations

Benefit – provides more direct access to transit
stops and destinations

Benefit – enhanced transit stops could
generate more ridership and spur activity at

land uses

Benefit – focused coordination of transit
stops and land use

Potential drawback - control of
access could affect development of

land uses

Potential drawback - control of
access could affect development of

land uses

Potential benefit – overlap of on-street facilities
and transit routes could lead to increased transit

use

Potential benefit – overlap of on-street facilities
and transit routes could lead to increased transit

use

Benefit – improved facilities could encourage
more customers

Benefit – safer locations could encourage
more ridership

No significant effect No significant effect

Civic Center Drive ($151,000), Las Vegas
Boulevard ($200,000), Main Street ($66,000),

Owens Avenue ($752,000), Bruce Street
($205,000), Belmont Street ($233,000), Total =

$1,607,000

Judson Avenue Pedestrian Bridge ($50,000),
Judson Avenue ROW and new bicycle/pedestrian

path through "triangle" ($1,510,000) - Judson
Avenue Total = $1,560,000

6 new energy saving shelters @
$12,00/shelter = $72,000

Right-of-way and transit pads for 16
relocated transit stops = $78,000

Las Vegas Boulevard ($69,000);
Lake Mead Boulevard ($133,000);

Total = $202,000

N/A - North Las Vegas should work
with property owners to
consolidate driveways

Benefit - reducing the number of
driveway locations increases the

free flow speed

Benefit – reduces delays associated
with turn movements

Benefit – reduces delays associated
with turn movements

Community Impact

Land Use & Transit Compatible

Travel Time
Benefit – allows more direct point-to-point

service and access to destinations reducing total
trip time

No significant effect No significant effect
Benefit – allows more direct point-to-point

service and access to destinations reducing total
trip time

Transit Ridership

Estimated Right-of-Way & Construction Cost
(not including contingency, design cost, and

construction management)

Driveway
Relocation/Consolidation

No significant effect
Benefit - reduce probability of

accidents by reducing number of
vehicle conflict points

Benefit - reduce probability of
accidents by reducing number of

vehicle conflict points

Right-of-Way Acquisition

Pedestrian/Bicyclist Friendly

Capacity

Level-of-Service
Benefit - Highly desirable and located in areas

most compatible for casual riders
No significant effect No significant effect

Safety

Drawback – drivers must travel
further to access-controlled turn

locations

Benefit – stops relocated to less
vulnerable areas for customers

Raised Channelized Median
Islands

Evaluation Criteria

Recommended
Improvements

Bicycle Routes Transit Stop Amenities Transit Stop RelocationBicycle Lanes
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Table 3-8: Evaluation of Near-Term and Long-Term Intersection Improvements

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Benefit – additional storage
reduces chance of queue

spill back into intersections

Drawback - travel time
increases 1.0 seconds

Benefit - travel time
decreases by 21.3 seconds

Drawback - travel time
increases 1.7 seconds

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

Benefit - travel time
decreases by 0.3 seconds

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

Drawback - travel time
increases 4.1 seconds

Benefit - travel time
decreases by 50.1 seconds

Improvement incorporated
in near-term

Drawback - travel time
increases 1.1 seconds

Benefit - travel time
decreases by 15.7 seconds

Benefit - travel time
decreases by 5.1 seconds

Benefit - travel time
decreases by 8.4 seconds

Benefit – added capacity in
SB & EB directions

Benefit – added capacity in
NB, SB, & WB directions

Benefit – added capacity in
EB direction

Benefit – added capacity in
NB direction

Benefit – added capacity in
WB, EB, & NB directions

Benefit – added capacity in
SE direction

Benefit – added capacity in
NB & SB directions

No significant effect Benefit - LOS E to LOS D Drawback - LOS C to LOS D
Improvement incorporated

in long-term
No significant effect

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

No significant effect Benefit - LOS F to LOS E
Improvement incorporated

in near-term
No significant effect Benefit - LOS E to LOS D No significant effect No significant effect

No Yes - NB direction No No No No Yes - NB direction

No significant effect
Drawback – increases

number of lanes pedestrians
must cross

No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect
Drawback – increases

number of lanes pedestrians
must cross

Drawback – increases
number of lanes pedestrians

must cross

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested

conditions throughout the
corridor

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested

conditions throughout the
corridor

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested

conditions throughout the
corridor

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested

conditions throughout the
corridor

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested &
safer segment of roadway

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested &
safer segment of roadway

Benefit – better traffic flow
results in less congested &
safer segment of roadway

SB Right extended through
transit shelter in 2030

No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect

$26,400 $258,480 $2,000
Improvement incorporated

in long-term
$265

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

Improvement incorporated
in long-term

$29,845 $1,760
Improvement incorporated

in near-term
$4,405 $19,450 $25,655 $211,775

Pedestrian/Bicyclist Friendly

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Civic Center Drive

Existing Travel Time

2030 Travel Time

Civic Center Drive &
Carey Avenue

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Carey Avenue

Las Vegas Boulevard &
Owens Avenue

Existing Level-of-Service

2030 Level-of-Service

Intersection Capacity

Safety

Evaluation Criteria

Intersection
Improvement

Locations
Lake Mead Bouelvard &

Las Vegas Boulevard
Lake Mead Boulevard &

Civic Center Drive
Lake Mead Boulevard &

Belmont Street

Near-Term Right-of-Way & Construction
Cost

Long-Term Right-of-Way & Construction
Cost

Right-of-Way Acquisition

Community Impact

Land Use & Transit Compatible
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Table 3-9: Evaluation of Long-Term Improvement Alternatives

Benefit – allows riders to board, alight, and transfer at
centralized location in climate-controlled waiting areas

with enhanced amenities

Benefit – allows pedestrians and bicyclists to cross a large
amount of traffic and eliminates the conflict between the

them
No significant effect

No significant effect
Benefit - pedestrians and bicyclists do not have to wait for

traffic signal to cross the roadway

Benefit – significant savings due to lack of service in the
northeast section of the study area and the western side of

the study area

Benefit – can accommodate many routes at a single
location and higher passenger volumes in a large indoor

waiting area

Benefit - can accommodate a large number of pedestrians
and bicyclists

No significant effect

Benefit – provides transit customers with a higher level
of amenities

Benefit - vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists do not have to
wait for each other at traffic signals

Benefit – new route provides service where it does not
currently exist

Drawback - area within the Lake Mead Boulevard
Couplet would need to be purchased

Drawback – would require right-of-way acquisition No significant effect

Benefit – off-street transfer capability keeps
pedestrians within the off-street facility; transit center

could provide provisions for bicycle storage

Benefit – provides safer alternative for pedestrians and
bicyclists to cross the roadway

Benefit – provides transit service to pedestrians and
bicyclists where it currently does not exist in the study area

Benefit – provides customers with access to adjacent
land uses and ability to travel greater distances by

transferring to different routes

Benefit – provides customers with access to adjacent land
uses

Benefit – connects residents to community facilities

Benefit – becomes the anchor location for transit-
oriented development and may re-shape nearby future

land uses

Benefit – connects pedestrians and bicyclists to the mixed
use station

Benefit – new bus stops could generate more ridership which
could spur activity at existing land uses and future

developments

Benefit – could significantly increase ridership on
intersecting routes

Benefit – could increase ridership due to its connection to
the mixed use station

Benefit – add riders within the study area

N/A - Not anticipated for the foreseeable future,
therefore cost estimate was not calculated

N/A - Not anticipated for the foreseeable future, therefore
cost estimate was not calculated

N/A - North 5th Street stops are already in place and Carey
Avenue stops were recently removed and could easily be

put back in place

Transit Ridership

Right-of-Way & Construction Cost

Capacity

Right-of-Way Acquisition

Level-of-Service

Community Impact

Land Use & Transit Compatible

Pedestrian/Bicyclist Friendly

Travel Time

Safety

Evaluation Criteria

Recommended
Improvements

Mixed Use Station Pedestrian Bridge
Extension of Route 214 and Anticipated Route on

North 5th Street



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 101

FINAL REPORT

This page intentionally left blank.



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY 102

FINAL REPORT

Table 4-2: Summary of Costs for Near-Term Improvements
Improvement Total

Crosswalks $20,000

Pedestrian Prohibition $1,000

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon $15,000

Hawk System $300,000

Sidewalk Construction and Repair $43,000
Tactile Pads $15,000

Total Pedestrian $394,000

Bicycle Lanes $1,607,000
Bicycle Routes $1,560,000

Total Bicycle $3,167,000

Transit Stop Amenities $72,000
Transit Stop Relocation $78,000

Total Transit $150,000
Raised Channelized Median Islands $202,000

Total Access Management $271,000
Intersection Improvements $287,000

Total Roadway Capacity $287,000
SUBTOTAL NEAR-TERM $4,269,000
30% Contingency $1,281,000

NEAR-TERM $5,550,000

10% Design Services $555,000
10% Construction Management $555,000

TOTAL NEAR-TERM IMPROVEMENTS $6,660,000

TABLE 4-2: SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR NEAR-TERM IMPROVEMENTS

4.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this corridor study was to create better access to amenities 
from surrounding residential neighborhoods to increase walking, bicycling, 
and transit use as primary sources of transportation.  This can be accomplished 
by focusing on enhancements to the existing roadway configuration, curbside 
and median access control, transit service, pedestrian corridors, and bicycle 
facilities.  

Planning a program of near-term and long-term improvements for the study 
area entails the identification of alternative solutions to current and future 
transportation needs and deficiencies.  Planning elements critical to agency 
decision-making include the fiscal impact of corridor recommendations and 
an implementation schedule so the improvements can be appropriately 
phased and funds programmed.  The recommendations presented herein were 
based on an analysis of existing transportation conditions, projected corridor 
conditions, and the study’s Technical Advisory Committee member input.  
The recommendations were evaluated on the basis that each contributes to 
upholding the study goal of enhancing multi-modal travel and integrating 
current and planned land uses with all transportation modes.  

Presented in this chapter are the recommendations, costs, and suggested 
implementation schedule for near-term and long-term improvements.  

4.1  Recommendation, Cost, and Schedule of Near-
Term Improvements

Near-term improvements are spread throughout the entire study area and 
are recommended specifically at locations requiring an immediate need to 
upgrade existing roadway, transit, access management, pedestrian facilities, 
and bicycle facilities.  Many of the enhancements are low cost and could be 
packaged as part of the City of North Las Vegas maintenance or rehabilitation 
program.  A detailed summary of specific near-term improvements is provided 
in Table 4-1. 

A breakdown of the total cost for each near-term improvement by type 
of improvement is presented in Table 4-2.  The total cost of all near-term 
improvements is estimated at $6,660,000.  A breakdown of the $6,660,000 
cost is approximated as follows:

•	 $394,000 for pedestrian improvements 
•	 $3,167,000 for bicycle improvements
•	 $150,000 for transit improvements
•	 $271,000 for access management
•	 $287,000 for roadway improvements
•	 30% contingency plus 10% design services and 10% construction 

management

A suggested implementation schedule of near-term improvements is presented 
in Figure 4-1.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements should be 
implemented as soon as possible to improve the safety and connectivity of 
alternative transportation options through the study area; the RTC’s Policy 

for Complete Streets can be used to guide the process.  On the other hand, 
roadway improvements do not require immediate implementation, however 
the intersection improvements should be performed prior to the end of the 
five-year near-term timeframe, because future increases in traffic will cause 
degradation of traffic conditions along the corridor.  Access management 
improvements (median treatments and driveway consolidations) can be 
implemented at any time throughout the near-term timeframe, but should be 
coordinated with intersection and road improvements to avoid unnecessary 
reconstruction if lanes are planned to be reconfigured.    

4.2  Recommendation, Cost, and Schedule of Long-
Term Improvements

Long-term improvements are generally considered large-scale projects 
which commit a significant amount of effort and resources to implement.  
The long-term improvements recommended in this study include bicycle 
improvements and intersection improvements to accommodate projected 
2030 horizon year land use and traffic conditions.  Additionally, the long-
term improvements of a mixed use station within the Lake Mead Boulevard 
couplet and a corresponding pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard 
were discussed briefly at TAC meetings, however the state of the economy 
has caused the development of these projects to be put on hold for the 
foreseeable future.  Therefore, the cost of the mixed use facility and the 
pedestrian bridge were not projected.  A detailed summary of specific long-
term improvements is provided in Table 4-3.

A breakdown of the total cost for each long-term improvement by type 
of improvement is presented in Table 4-4.  The total cost of all long-term 
improvements is estimated at $457,000.  A breakdown of the $457,000 cost 
is approximated as follows:

•	 $457,000 for roadway improvements 
•	 30% contingency plus 10% design services and 10% construction 

management

A suggested implementation plan of long-term improvements is presented 
in Figure 4-2.  Although the implementation of long-term improvements 
occur in a broader timeframe than the implementation of near-term 
improvements, it is possible to develop a logical sequence for scheduling 
individual improvements or groups of improvements.  Rather than scheduling 
a precise timeframe, the suggested implementation plan should be used as a 
tool for grouping and coordinating improvements to identify potential long-
term projects.  
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Table 4-1: Summary of Recommended Near-Term Transportation Improvements

Description of Improvements

· Construct new sidewalks at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (southeast and northwest corners), Lake Mead Boulevard South/Yale Street (northwest side of corridor), Lake Mead Boulevard South/White Street (southeast side of corridor), and Lake
Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard (northwest corner fronting 7-Eleven)

· Install tactile pads along curb ramps at the following signalized intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard/Bruce Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive (northwest, northeast,
southeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street (all 4 corners), Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue (southwest and southeast corners), Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way (all 4 corners), Main Street/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners), Civic Center
Drive/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners)

· Install tactile pads along curb ramps at the following unsignalized intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard South/Yale Street (northwest and northeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/White Street
(southwest and southeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street (southwest and southeast corners)

· Construct or rehabilitate curb ramps at the following intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (southeast and southwest corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Crawford Street (northeast and northwest corners), Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens
Avenue (southeast and southwest corners), Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners), Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way (southwest corner)

· Restripe the following crosswalks: Las Vegas Boulevard/Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard/Civic Center Drive, Las Vegas Boulevard/Tonopah Avenue, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street, Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive, Lake Mead
Boulevard/ Bassler Street (Danish Offset location), Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street, Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue, Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino, Las Vegas Boulevard/Hamilton Street-City Hall, Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue,
Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way

· Install RRFB at Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino

· Install HAWK System at Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street and Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street

· Install pedestrian prohibition and corresponding signage at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street

· Encourage Washington Continuation Junior High School and St. Christopher Catholic School to join the Safe Routes to School program

· Install proposed bicycle routes on Carey Avenue (I-15 to Pecos Road); Pecos Road (Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue); Tonopah Avenue (Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road); Hunkins Drive (Bruce Street to McDaniel Street); Donna Street (Carey Avenue to
Lola Avenue); Judson Avenue (Yale Street to Donna Street); and Main Street (Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard)

· Install proposed bicycle lanes on Bruce Street (Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard); Belmont Street (James Street/Owens Avenue to Belmont Street/Carey Avenue); and Owens Avenue (I-15 to Pecos Road)

· Designate and install bicycle routes on McDaniel Street (Owens Avenue to Civic Center Drive); Stocker Street (Owens Avenue to Tonopah Avenue); and Tonopah Avenue (Stocker Street to North Las Vegas Roundabout)

· Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Las Vegas Boulevard (North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue); designate and install bicycle lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard (Owens Avenue to Bruce Street); and designate and incorporate shared
transit/bicycle lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard (Bruce Street to Carey Avenue)

· Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Civic Center Drive (Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue); designate and install bicycle lanes on Civic Center Drive (Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard) with 14' outside curb lane width; and designate and
incorporate shared curbside shoulder/bicycle lane on Civic Center Drive (Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue)

· Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Main Street (Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout); designate and install bicycle lanes on Main Street (Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout)

· Designate and incorporate shared transit/bicycle lanes on North 5th Street (Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue)

· Designate and incorporate bicycle route on Judson Avenue (Donna Street to Pecos Road); includes acquiring right-of-way through "triangle" and installing a 10' bicycle/pedestrian path (Donna Street to Constitution Way); placing a bicycle/pedestrian
bridge over the Las Vegas Wash; connecting to the Las Vegas Wash Trail; extending route through North 5th Street (within original proposed Judson Avenue Route from Yale Street to Donna Street); and removing the gate located at Judson
Avenue/Constitution Way

· Sign all bicycle lanes and bicycle routes

· Install transit shelters on Route 110 at Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue Southbound, Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound (has one shelter, needs double shelter); on Route 210 at Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive Westbound
(might need relocation before placement), Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard (needs double shelter); on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound

· Move transit shelters 6' behind sidewalk on Route 210 at Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard Northbound, Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way Northbound; on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Carey Avenue Southbound; on Route 210 at Lake Mead
Boulevard/North Vista Hospital Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Bruce Street Westbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/North Vista Hospital Westbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street Westbound, Lake
Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street Westbound; and on Route 214 at Carey Avenue/Donna Street Eastbound, Carey Avenue/Bruce Street Eastbound

· Relocate transit stops placed within sidewalk and against walls on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Perliter Avenue Southbound; on Route 209 at Owens Avenue/Patricia Street Westbound, Owens Avenue/McDaniel Street Westbound; and on Route 210 at Lake
Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street Eastbound

· Install benches at shelters on Route 209 at Owens Avenue/Civic Center Drive Westbound, Owens Avenue/Las Vegas Boulevard Westbound, and Owens Avenue/Davis Place Westbound

· Begin transit service along North 5th Street (once North 5th Street bridge is completed)

· Reestablish transit service for Route 214 along Carey Avenue from Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road

· Construct raised channelized median islands on Lake Mead Boulevard (Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road) and Las Vegas Boulevard (Tonopah Avenue to Bruce Street)

· Consolidate median access points at locations less than 660' apart (including along the recently constructed Civic Center Drive from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard)

· Consolidate driveways less than 200' apart and intersections less than 660' apart on major corridors, where applicable

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: convert northbound left-turn bay to dual left-turn bay and extend to 400', convert southbound left-turn bay to dual left-turn bay and extend to 300'

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard: extend southbound right-turn bay to 305'

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street: extend eastbound left-turn bay to 150'

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue: extend westbound left-turn bay to 150'

Public Right-of-Way · Dedicate public right-of-way on Lake Mead Boulevard (northwest corner of Lake Mead Boulevard/Pecos Road intersection) and on North 5th Street (Tonopah Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard South - western side of North 5th Street; Lake Mead Boulevard
North to Carey Avenue (most of the section has not been dedicated))

Transit Facilities

Access Management

Roadway Capacity

TABLE 4-1: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED NEAR-TERM TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

Recommended Actions and Locations

Pedestrian Facilities

Bicycle Facilities
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Task
Construct new sidewalks at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (southeast and northwest corners), Lake Mead Boulevard South/Yale Street (northwest side of corridor), Lake Mead Boulevard
South/White Street (southeast side of corridor), and Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard (northwest corner fronting 7-Eleven)

Install tactile pads along curb ramps at the following signalized intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard/Bruce Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead
Boulevard/Civic Center Drive (northwest, northeast, southeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street (all 4 corners), Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue (southwest and southeast corners), Civic
Center Drive/Constitution Way (all 4 corners), Main Street/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners), Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners)

Install tactile pads along curb ramps at the following unsignalized intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard South/Yale Street (northwest and northeast
corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/White Street (southwest and southeast corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street (all 4 corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street (southwest and southeast
corners)

Construct or rehabilitate curb ramps at the following intersections: Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street (southeast and southwest corners), Lake Mead Boulevard/Crawford Street (northeast and
northwest corners), Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue (southeast and southwest corners), Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue (all 4 corners), Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way (southwest corner)

Restripe the following crosswalks: Las Vegas Boulevard/Lake Mead Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard/Civic Center Drive, Las Vegas Boulevard/Tonopah Avenue, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street, Lake
Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive, Lake Mead Boulevard/ Bassler Street (Danish Offset location), Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street, Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue, Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver
Nugget Casino, Las Vegas Boulevard/Hamilton Street-City Hall, Civic Center Drive/Owens Avenue, Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way

Encourage Washington Continuation Junior High School and St. Christopher Catholic School to join the Safe Routes to School program

Install benches at shelters on Route 209 at Owens Avenue/Civic Center Drive Westbound, Owens Avenue/Las Vegas Boulevard Westbound, and Owens Avenue/Davis Place Westbound

Install RRFB at Las Vegas Boulevard/Silver Nugget Casino

Install pedestrian prohibition and corresponding signage at Lake Mead Boulevard North/Yale Street

Install proposed bicycle routes on Carey Avenue (I-15 to Pecos Road); Pecos Road (Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue); Tonopah Avenue (Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road); Hunkins Drive (Bruce Street to
McDaniel Street); Donna Street (Carey Avenue to Lola Avenue); Judson Avenue (Yale Street to Donna Street); and Main Street (Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard)

Designate and install bicycle routes on McDaniel Street (Owens Avenue to Civic Center Drive); Stocker Street (Owens Avenue to Tonopah Avenue); and Tonopah Avenue (Stocker Street to North Las Vegas
Roundabout)

Install transit shelters on Route 110 at Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue Southbound, Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard Southbound (has one shelter, needs double shelter); on Route 210 at Lake
Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive Westbound (might need relocation before placement), Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas Boulevard (needs double shelter); on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Lake Mead
Boulevard Southbound

Move transit shelters 6' behind sidewalk on Route 210 at Civic Center Drive/Lake Mead Boulevard Northbound, Civic Center Drive/Constitution Way Northbound; on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Carey Avenue
Southbound; on Route 210 at Lake Mead Boulevard/North Vista Hospital Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Bruce Street Westbound, Lake Mead
Boulevard/North Vista Hospital Westbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/McDaniel Street Westbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street Westbound; and on Route 214 at Carey Avenue/Donna Street Eastbound,
Carey Avenue/Bruce Street Eastbound

Relocate transit stops placed within sidewalk and against walls on Route 111 at Pecos Road/Perliter Avenue Southbound; on Route 209 at Owens Avenue/Patricia Street Westbound, Owens
Avenue/McDaniel Street Westbound; and on Route 210 at Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street Eastbound, Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street Eastbound

Construct raised channelized median islands on Lake Mead Boulevard (Civic Center Drive to Pecos Road) and Las Vegas Boulevard (Tonopah Avenue to Bruce Street)

Dedicate public right-of-way on Lake Mead Boulevard (northwest corner of Lake Mead Boulevard/Pecos Road intersection) and on North 5th Street (Tonopah Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard South - western
side of North 5th Street; Lake Mead Boulevard North to Carey Avenue (most of the section has not been dedicated))

Sign all bicycle lanes and bicycle routes

Install HAWK System at Lake Mead Boulevard/McCarran Street and Lake Mead Boulevard/Palmer Street

Install proposed bicycle lanes on Bruce Street (Owens Avenue to Las Vegas Boulevard); Belmont Street (James Street/Owens Avenue to Belmont Street/Carey Avenue); and Owens Avenue (I-15 to Pecos
Road)

Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Las Vegas Boulevard (North Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue); designate and install bicycle lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard (Owens Avenue to Bruce
Street); and designate and incorporate shared transit/bicycle lanes on Las Vegas Boulevard (Bruce Street to Carey Avenue)

Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Civic Center Drive (Owens Avenue to Carey Avenue); designate and install bicycle lanes on Civic Center Drive (Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard) with
14' outside curb lane width; and designate and incorporate shared curbside shoulder/bicycle lane on Civic Center Drive (Lake Mead Boulevard to Carey Avenue)

Remove proposed bicycle route designation on Main Street (Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas Roundabout); designate and install bicycle lanes on Main Street (Owens Avenue to North Las Vegas
Roundabout)

Designate and incorporate shared transit/bicycle lanes on North 5th Street (Las Vegas Roundabout to Carey Avenue)

Begin transit service along North 5th Street (once North 5th Street bridge is completed)

Reestablish transit service for Route 214 along Carey Avenue from Las Vegas Boulevard to Pecos Road

Consolidate driveways less than 200' apart and intersections less than 660' apart on major corridors, where applicable

Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: convert northbound left-turn bay to dual left-turn bay and extend to 400', convert southbound left-turn bay to dual left-turn bay and extend to 300'

Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard: extend southbound right-turn bay to 305'

Lake Mead Boulevard/Belmont Street: extend eastbound left-turn bay to 150'

Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue: extend westbound left-turn bay to 150'

Designate and incorporate bicycle route on Judson Avenue (Donna Street to Pecos Road); includes acquiring right-of-way through "triangle" and installing a 10' bicycle/pedestrian path (Donna Street to
Constitution Way); placing a bicycle/pedestrian bridge over the Las Vegas Wash; connecting to the Las Vegas Wash Trail; extending route through North 5th Street (within original proposed Judson Avenue
Route from Yale Street to Donna Street); and removing the gate located at Judson Avenue/Constitution Way

Consolidate median access points at locations less than 660' apart (including along the recently constructed Civic Center Drive from Owens Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard)

20192014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Figure 4-1: Suggested Implementation Schedule: Near-Term Improvements
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Table 4-3: Summary of Recommended Long-Term Transportation Improvements

Table 4-4: Summary of Costs for Long-Term Improvements

Description of Improvements

Bicycle Facilities · Incorporate 14' outside curb lane width on Las Vegas Boulevard (Owens Avenue to Bruce Street) next to bicycle lane

Transit Facilities · Develop mixed use station within Lake Mead Boulevard couplet with corresponding pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard (project is put on hold for the foreseeable future)

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: extend westbound dual left-turn bay to 300'

· Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard: extend southbound right-turn bay to 400' (use right-turn pocket as transit turnout), extend eastbound dual left-turn bay to 350'

· Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue: extend northbound dual left-turn bay to 180'

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue: extend eastbound left-turn bay to 300', extend northbound left-turn bay to 250'

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: convert southeastbound left-turn bay to 120' dual left-turn bay

· Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue: convert northbound left-turn bay to 250' dual left-turn bay, extend southbound left-turn bay to 150'

Roadway Capacity

TABLE 4-3: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

Recommended Actions and Locations

Improvement Total
Intersection Improvements $293,000

Total Roadway Capacity $293,000
SUBTOTAL LONG-TERM $293,000
30% Contingency $88,000

LONG-TERM $381,000

10% Design Services $38,000
10% Construction Management $38,000

TOTAL LONG-TERM IMPROVEMENTS $457,000

TABLE 4-4: SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR LONG-TERM IMPROVEMENTS

Task
Lake Mead Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: extend westbound dual left-turn bay to 300'

Lake Mead Boulevard/Las Vegas Boulevard: extend southbound right-turn bay to 400' (use right-turn pocket as transit turnout), extend eastbound dual left-turn bay to 350'

Civic Center Drive/Carey Avenue: extend northbound dual left-turn bay to 180'

Las Vegas Boulevard/Carey Avenue: extend eastbound left-turn bay to 300', extend northbound left-turn bay to 250'

Las Vegas Boulevard/Civic Center Drive: convert southeastbound left-turn bay to 120' dual left-turn bay

Las Vegas Boulevard/Owens Avenue: convert northbound left-turn bay to 250' dual left-turn bay, extend southbound left-turn bay to 150'

Incorporate 14' outside curb lane width on Las Vegas Boulevard (Owens Avenue to Bruce Street) next to bicycle lane

Develop mixed use station within Lake Mead Boulevard couplet with corresponding pedestrian bridge over Lake Mead Boulevard (project is put on hold for the foreseeable future)

20402020 2025 2030 2035

Figure 4-2: Suggested Implementation Plan: Long Term Improvements
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235 Freeway Service
Patrol

Operation of Motorist
Assistance Program on I-

15 from the Jean
interchange to Apex

interchange; & on US 95/I-
515 from Railroad Pass to

SR 157

NDOT 2035 Exempt Operational
Improvement $3,000,000 $3,800,000 $3,800,000 $3,800,000 $7,600,000 $9,500,000 $9,500,000 $9,500,000

2110 North 5th St Owens Ave CC-215 Northern
Beltway

Construct shelters &
ancillary equipment for

Bus Rapid Transit
operations in the North

5th St corridor

RTC 2025
Regionally significant

transit project included in
mode split model

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,000,000 $0 $0

2120 Las Vegas Area Bus shelters (Transit
Enhancements) RTC 2016 Exempt Transit $1,051,250 $2,164,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

2777 Las Vegas
Region

Various
Locations

Bike lane & pedestrian
improvements RTC 2016

Other Control Measures
for which emissions

credit could be
calculated

$0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

4023 I-15 Las Vegas Valley
PE & ROW for various
widening & interchange

improvements
NDOT 2014

Planning, Preliminary
Engineering or Right-of-
Way safeguarding only

$3,843,780 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

4035 North 5th St Carey Ave Cheyenne Ave

Construct 4-lane roadway
with overpass at I-15 to

support 8 lanes, including
2 transit lanes

North Las
Vegas 2013 Regionally Significant

Project $22,700,000 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

4146 Lake Mead
Boulevard Losee Rd Las Vegas Blvd

Re-align roadway & widen
to 8 lanes, including

dedicated right & left turn
lanes, auxiliary lanes, &
modification of freeway

ramps associated with I-
15 interchange (PE,

ROW, Const)

North Las
Vegas 2035 Regionally Significant

Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,213,000

5030 Main
St/Commerce St Las Vegas Blvd Owens Ave

Convert Main St &
Commerce St to one-way

couplet with 2 lanes in
each direction, bike lanes,

& widen sidewalks

Las Vegas 2025
Non-regionally significant
project included in travel
demand forecast model

$0 $0 $0 $1,350,000 $850,000 $19,800,000 $0 $0

5032 Las Vegas Blvd North Lake Mead
Blvd Carey Ave

Make more
bike/pedestrian friendly

using 'Smart Street'
techniques

North Las
Vegas 2017

Transportation Control
Measure identified in the

State Implementation
Plans (SIP)

$0 $250,000 $0 $10,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

5064

Clark County,
North Las Vegas,

Las Vegas,
Henderson,

Projects to be selected
according to RTC

'Enhancements' process
RTC 2014 Exempt Project $0 $2,200,000 $2,200,000 $2,200,000 $8,161,002 $10,614,369 $11,153,184 $11,719,121

5086 Various
Intersections

Craig Rd: Decatur to
Walnut; Cheyenne Ave:

Decatur to Civic Center; &
Las Vegas Blvd: Tonopah

Ave to Evans/Belmont:
Traffic signal coordination

& communications
improvements & upgrade
existing video detection &

traffic signal controllers

North Las
Vegas 2016 Exempt Operational

Improvement $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

5095 Southern
Nevada

Complete Streets
bike/pedestrian
improvements

RTC 2018 Exempt Alternative
Mode $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0

FY 2031-2035FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017-2020 FY 2021-2025 FY 2026-2030

TABLE A-1: NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN AREA CORRIDOR RTP/TIP PROJECT LIST
Project
Number Location From To Description Sponsor

Entity
Year

Complete Model Class FY 2013
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Community 
Development,  

$4,864,000 , 2%

Downtown 
Redevelopment,  
$17,151,300 , 7%

Flood Control,  
$51,639,000 , 21%

Parks & Recreation,  
$14,555,849 , 6%

Public Safety: Fire,  
$7,668,500 , 3%

Public Safety: Police,  
$15,598,000 , 7%

Technology 
Improvements,  

$17,791,125 , 7%

Transportation,  
$58,891,215 , 24%

Utilities: Sewer,  
$34,164,000 , 14%

Utilities: Water,  
$14,947,100 , 6%

Vehicles & Heavy 
Equipment,  $7,156,000 , 

3%

FY 2014-2018 CIP
Expenditures by Category

Category Summary

Category FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

Capital Improvement Plan

 4,864,000Community Development 4,864,000

 2,313,000 1,287,000 11,551,300 1,000,000  1,000,000Downtown Redevelopment 17,151,300

 5,493,100  14,128,000  17,487,600  1,427,300  13,103,000 Flood Control  51,639,000 

 13,815,849 440,000 100,000 200,000 Parks & Recreation 14,555,849

 2,784,500  2,640,000  1,142,000  426,000  676,000 Public Safety: Fire  7,668,500 

 73,000  736,000  4,278,000  8,296,000  2,215,000 Public Safety: Police  15,598,000 

 2,646,775 7,659,100 2,675,200 2,674,450  2,135,600Technology Improvements 17,791,125

 32,510,410  15,959,805  2,975,000  2,939,000  4,507,000 Transportation  58,891,215 

 15,934,000  1,610,000  12,970,000  1,720,000  1,930,000 Utilities: Sewer  34,164,000 

 1,922,000 3,388,300 3,770,800 3,308,000  2,558,000Utilities: Water 14,947,100

 1,509,000 1,265,900 1,264,400 1,452,700  1,664,000Vehicles & Heavy Equipment 7,156,000

 83,865,634  49,114,105  58,214,300  23,443,450  29,788,600 Grand Total:  244,426,089 

1Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2018

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 

Projects & Funding By Category Capital Improvement Plan 

Department Project # FY 2015-16  Total FY 2017-18 FY 2016-17 FY 2014-15 FY 2013-14 
Community Development 
Buena Vista Springs Site Demolition 10371  4,864,000   4,864,000  

NSP3  4,864,000   4,864,000 
Total:  4,864,000   0   0   0   0   4,864,000.00 

Downtown Redevelopment 
Commercial Upgrade Program 20002  350,000   350,000   350,000   350,000   350,000   1,750,000  

Redevelopment Fund 222-FB  75,000   75,000   75,000   75,000   75,000   375,000 
Redevelopment Fund 221-FB  275,000   275,000   275,000   275,000   275,000   1,375,000 

Las Vegas Boulevard North Corridor Improvements 20015  1,313,000   287,000   10,551,300   12,151,300  
NV Dept of Transportation  1,200,000   250,000   10,000,000   11,450,000 
Redevelopment Fund 221-FB  113,000   37,000   150,000 
Tax Override-Streets  551,300   551,300 

Redevelopment Area Property Acquisition Program 20003  650,000   650,000   650,000   650,000   650,000   3,250,000  
Redevelopment Fund 222-FB  175,000   175,000   175,000   175,000   175,000   875,000 
Redevelopment Fund 221-FB  475,000   475,000   475,000   475,000   475,000   2,375,000 

Total:  2,313,000   1,287,000   11,551,300   1,000,000   1,000,000   17,151,300.00 
Flood Control 
Ann Road Channel East 10228  660,300   6,209,800   5,589,700   12,459,800  

CC Regional Flood Control  660,300   6,209,800   6,870,100 
Regional Transportation Comm.  5,589,700   5,589,700 

Beltway Collection System - Pecos 10373  218,500   774,700   993,200  
CC Regional Flood Control  218,500   774,700   993,200 

Brooks Channel Improvements 10268  542,000   10,012,900   10,554,900  
CC Regional Flood Control  542,000   10,012,900   10,554,900 

Centennial Collector - West Range Wash 10374  160,000   262,000   1,885,000   2,307,000  
CC Regional Flood Control  160,000   262,000   1,885,000   2,307,000 

Colton Channel Improvements 10267  925,800   6,632,100   7,557,900  
CC Regional Flood Control  925,800   6,632,100   7,557,900 

Hollywood Storm Drain System - Las Vegas Blvd. to Azure 10375  1,862,000   1,862,000  
CC Regional Flood Control  1,862,000   1,862,000 

Las Vegas Wash - Las Vegas Blvd. to Lake Mead Blvd. 10115  3,205,000   3,205,000  
CC Regional Flood Control  3,205,000   3,205,000 

Las Vegas Wash - N. Channel, Cheyenne to Gowan 10376  215,400   1,208,800   1,424,200  
CC Regional Flood Control  215,400   1,208,800   1,424,200 

Vandenberg North Detention Basin, Collection & Outfall 10227  808,700   10,466,300   11,275,000  
CC Regional Flood Control  808,700   10,466,300   11,275,000 

Total:  5,493,100   14,128,000   17,487,600   1,427,300   13,103,000   51,639,000.00 
Parks & Recreation 
Aliante Golf Club Capital Improvements 10354  60,000   100,000   200,000   360,000  

Tax Override - Parks  60,000   100,000   200,000   360,000 
Aviary Park Fencing and Lighting Improvements 10367  37,000   37,000  

Park District Fund  37,000   37,000 
Cheyenne Sports Complex Irrigation Replacement Project 10377  654,000   250,000   904,000  

Tax Override - Parks  654,000   250,000   904,000 
Craig Ranch Regional Park Phase 3 Master Plan 10359  155,000   155,000  

Craig Ranch Fund  155,000   155,000 
Craig Ranch Regional Park, Phase II 10294  1,913,000   1,913,000  

Bureau of Land Mgmt.  1,913,000   1,913,000 
Eldorado Park Playground Replacement Project 10378  111,000   111,000  

Park District Fund  111,000   111,000 
Kiel Ranch Historic Park – Phase 1 10350  1,438,000   10,000   1,448,000  

Bureau of Land Mgmt.  929,738   929,738 
Park District Fund - FB  100,000   100,000 

Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2018 10 
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Projects & Funding By Category Capital Improvement Plan 

Department Project # FY 2015-16  Total FY 2017-18 FY 2016-17 FY 2014-15 FY 2013-14 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant  12,971   12,971 
Kiel Ranch Fund  282,291   282,291 
Park District Fund  113,000   10,000   123,000 

Kiel Ranch Park - Phase 2 Development 10351  261,700   120,000   381,700  
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  261,700   120,000   381,700 

Las Vegas Wash Main Branch Pedestrian Bridges 10319  257,619   257,619  
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  257,619   257,619 

Las Vegas Wash Trail - Civic Center Drive to Las Vegas Blvd. 10322  132,900   132,900  
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  132,900   132,900 

Las Vegas Wash Trail and Trailhead, BLM Round 6 10199  514,830   514,830  
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  514,830   514,830 

Las Vegas Wash Trails I-15 Pedestrian Bridge 10275  6,715,800   6,715,800  
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  6,715,800   6,715,800 

Park Conversion Project (Commerce & Carey) - Phase I 10334  1,182,000   1,182,000  
General Obligation Bond - FB  1,182,000   1,182,000 

Trail Signage Project 10353  205,000   205,000  
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  205,000   205,000 

Tropical Breeze Community Park Soccer Field Fencing 10368  181,000   181,000  
Park District Fund - FB  181,000   181,000 

Upper Las Vegas Wash Trails Pedestrian Bridge over Losee Road 10333 
Bureau of Land Mgmt.  57,000   57,000 

Total:  13,815,849   440,000   100,000   200,000   0   14,555,849.00 
Public Safety: Fire 
Apparatus - Engine Replacement Unit 1072 22010  737,000   737,000  

Tax Override-Fire  737,000   737,000 
Apparatus - Engine Replacement Unit 939 22024  669,000   669,000  

Tax Override-Fire  669,000   669,000 
Apparatus - Engine Replacement Unit 992 22012  702,000   702,000  

Tax Override-Fire  702,000   702,000 
Apparatus - Rescue Replacement Unit 903 22015  322,000   322,000  

Tax Override Fire-FB  322,000   322,000 
Apparatus - Rescue Replacement Unit 957 22016  338,000   338,000  

Tax Override-Fire  338,000   338,000 
Apparatus - Truck Replacement Unit 1008 22017  1,213,000   1,213,000  

Tax Override-Fire  1,213,000   1,213,000 
Fire - Cardiac Monitor Defibrillator Replacement 22018  510,000   510,000  

Tax Override-Fire  510,000   510,000 
Fire - Communication Replacement 22019  110,000   116,000   121,000   127,000   134,000   608,000  

Tax Override-Fire  110,000   116,000   121,000   127,000   134,000   608,000 
Fire Station 51 Remodel 22028  915,000   915,000  

Tax Override Fire-FB  915,000   915,000 
Firefighter - Hydraulic Rescue Tools - Extrication 22021  36,500   38,000   40,000   42,000   44,000   200,500  

Tax Override-Fire  36,500   38,000   40,000   42,000   44,000   200,500 
Firefighter - SCBA Replacement 22022  100,000   105,000   110,000   116,000   350,000   781,000  

Tax Override-Fire  100,000   105,000   110,000   116,000   350,000   781,000 
Firefighter - Turnout Replacement 22023  122,000   128,000   134,000   141,000   148,000   673,000  

Tax Override-Fire  122,000   128,000   134,000   141,000   148,000   673,000 
Total:  2,784,500   2,640,000   1,142,000   426,000   676,000   7,668,500.00 

Public Safety: Police 
Communications 911 Dispatch Facility 26009  106,000   4,510,000   4,616,000  

General Obligation Bond - Future  106,000   4,510,000   4,616,000 
CSI and Evidence/Property Vault Facility 26008  4,110,000   215,000   2,215,000   6,540,000  

General Obligation Bond - Future  4,110,000   215,000   2,215,000   6,540,000 
Detention Center A, B and F Dorm Demolition 26011  33,000   356,000   389,000  

General Obligation Bond - FB  33,000   356,000   389,000 
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NV Dept of 
Transportation

67%

Redevelopment 
Fund 221-FB

23%

Redevelopment 
Fund 222-FB

7%

Tax Override-
Streets

3%

Downtown Redevelopment
FY 20134-2018 Revenues by Source

Downtown Redevelopment

FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18    TotalProject #

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

Capital Improvement Plan
Category

Downtown Redevelopment

20002 350,000 350,000 350,000  350,000 1,750,000 350,000 Commercial Upgrade Program

20015 1,313,000 287,000 10,551,300 12,151,300Las Vegas Boulevard North Corridor Improvements

20003 650,000 650,000 650,000  650,000 3,250,000 650,000 Redevelopment Area Property Acquisition Program

Total 2,313,000 1,287,000 11,551,300 1,000,000  1,000,000 17,151,300

NV Dept of Transportation 1,200,000 250,000 10,000,000  0 11,450,0000

Redevelopment Fund 221-FB 863,000 787,000 750,000  750,000 3,900,000 750,000

Redevelopment Fund 222-FB 250,000 250,000 250,000  250,000 1,250,000 250,000

Tax Override-Streets 0 0 551,300  0 551,3000

Total 2,313,000 1,287,000 11,551,300 1,000,000  1,000,000 17,151,300

21Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2018
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PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Downtown Redevelopment

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Commercial Upgrade Program

This is a matching program for commercial property 

owners that is utilized for the upgrading of commercial 

building facades and exteriors throughout the 

Redevelopment Areas.  By assisting with the exterior 

rehabilitations of commercial businesses, the 

Commercial Rehabilitation Program helps promote the 

City's goal of creating a more attractive and vital 

greater downtown area.

$1,750,000 

$0 

$0 

1, 2

Redevelopment Areas

Redevelopment Agency

Project #: 20002

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Cost Participation  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  1,750,000 

 350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  1,750,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Redevelopment Fund 221-FB  275,000  275,000  275,000  275,000  275,000  1,375,000 

Redevelopment Fund 222-FB  75,000  75,000  75,000  75,000  75,000  375,000 

Total  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  1,750,000 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Downtown Redevelopment

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Las Vegas Boulevard North Corridor Improvements

The Downtown Master Plan/Investment Strategy 

recommended upgraded streetscape, roads, and other 

public improvements be installed between Lake Mead 

Ave. and Carey Ave. Improvements will consist of 

constructing shared bus/bicycle lanes, modified 

median landscaping, traffic signal improvements, 

landscape buffers between the street and sidewalk, 

new sidewalks, enhanced crosswalks and streetlights 

to make the roadway multi modal and pedestrian 

friendly.  Construction Funding has not been 

established yet.

$12,401,300 

$250,000 

$0 

1

Lake Mead to Carey Ave.

Redevelopment Agency

Project #: 20015

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  50,000  24,000  25,000  99,000 

Construction / Maint.  10,000,000  10,000,000 

Construction Management  526,300  526,300 

Design  1,263,000  1,263,000 

Land Acquisition  263,000  263,000 

 1,313,000  287,000  10,551,300  0  0  12,151,300 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

NV Dept of Transportation  1,200,000  250,000  10,000,000  11,450,000 

Redevelopment Fund 221-FB  113,000  37,000  150,000 

Tax Override-Streets  551,300  551,300 

Total  1,313,000  287,000  10,551,300  0  0  12,151,300 
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FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Downtown Redevelopment

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Redevelopment Area Property Acquisition Program

This program consists of acquiring properties that are 

offered for sale at, or near, their current market values 

which are located within targeted areas within the 

boundaries of the Redevelopment Areas.  Properties 

located along the south side of Lake Mead Boulevard 

located between I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard, Lake 

Mead Island properties, and properties located on the 

north side of Lake Mead Boulevard between I-15 and 

Las Vegas Boulevard will be given high priority.  

Acquisition of properties located on or around areas 

designated for future development will likely ensure 

that less development obstacles are present in the 

future and help ensure a more attractive and vital 

downtown area.

$3,250,000 

$0 

$0 

1, 2

Lake Mead Blvd.

Redevelopment Agency

Project #: 20003

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Land Acquisition  650,000  650,000  650,000  650,000  650,000  3,250,000 

 650,000  650,000  650,000  650,000  650,000  3,250,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Redevelopment Fund 221-FB  475,000  475,000  475,000  475,000  475,000  2,375,000 

Redevelopment Fund 222-FB  175,000  175,000  175,000  175,000  175,000  875,000 

Total  650,000  650,000  650,000  650,000  650,000  3,250,000 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Parks & Recreation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Las Vegas Wash Main Branch Pedestrian Bridges

This project involves the design and construction of 

pedestrian bridges along the Las Vegas Main Branch 

Trail over Las Vegas Boulevard and Cheyenne 

Avenue.  It also includes a pedestrian bridge over the 

Cheyenne Peaking Basin opposite Civic Center Drive.  

This project is bundled with the Las Vegas Wash 

Channel Lining Project (Project # 10271) and Las 

Vegas Wash Trails Project (Project # 10322).  The 

bridges will make the pedestrian crossings much 

safer for trail users.

$6,898,950 

$6,641,331 

$20,000 

1

Las Vegas Wash at Las Vegas Blvd., Cheyenne Ave. 

and Cheyenne Peaking Basin

Parks and Recreation

Project #: 10319

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  5,000  5,000 

Construction / Maint.  237,400  237,400 

Construction Management  15,219  15,219 

 257,619  0  0  0  0  257,619 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Bureau of Land Mgmt.  257,619  257,619 

Total  257,619  0  0  0  0  257,619 

Maintenance Budget Impact FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

O&M Maintenance/Power  20,000  20,600  21,200  21,900  22,500  106,200 

Total  20,000  20,600  21,200  21,900  22,500  106,200 
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FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Parks & Recreation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Las Vegas Wash Trail - Civic Center Drive to Las Vegas Blvd.

This project involves design and construction of trail 

improvements following the main Las Vegas Wash 

from Civic Center Drive to Las Vegas Blvd. and 

includes  trail lighting, benches and other landscape 

amenities.  The project is bundled with the Las Vegas 

Wash Main Branch Channel Lining Project between 

the Cheyenne Peaking Basin and Las Vegas Blvd. 

(Project # 10271) and Las Vegas Blvd. & Cheyenne 

Ave. Pedestrian Bridges (Project # 10319).

$1,500,000 

$1,367,100 

$9,000 

1

Along the Las Vegas Wash, between Cheyenne Ave. 

and Las Vegas Blvd.

Parks and Recreation

Project #: 10322

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  5,000  5,000 

Construction / Maint.  100,000  100,000 

Construction Management  20,000  20,000 

Design  7,900  7,900 

 132,900  0  0  0  0  132,900 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Bureau of Land Mgmt.  132,900  132,900 

Total  132,900  0  0  0  0  132,900 

Maintenance Budget Impact FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

O&M Maintenance/Power  9,000  9,500  9,900  10,400  38,800 

Total  9,000  9,500  9,900  10,400  0  38,800 
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Public Safety: Police

FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18    TotalProject #

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

Capital Improvement Plan
Category

Public Safety: Police

26009 106,000 4,616,0004,510,000 Communications 911 Dispatch Facility

26008 4,110,000  2,215,000 6,540,000 215,000 CSI and Evidence/Property Vault Facility

26011 33,000 356,000 389,000Detention Center A, B and F Dorm Demolition

26012 40,000 380,000 420,000Detention Center Administration Facility Demolition

26010 2,500,0002,500,000 Police Dispatch Radio Console Replacement

10215 62,000 1,133,0001,071,000 Range Improvements, Phase I

Total 73,000 736,000 4,278,000 8,296,000  2,215,000 15,598,000

General Obligation Bond - FB 73,000 736,000 0  0 809,0000

General Obligation Bond - Future 0 0 4,278,000 8,296,000 14,789,000 2,215,000

Total 73,000 736,000 4,278,000 8,296,000  2,215,000 15,598,000

73Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2018



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-11

FINAL REPORT
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Public Safety: Police

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Communications 911 Dispatch Facility

This project will relocate the Police Departments 911 

Communications Dispatch Center from it's current 

location at Police Headquarters on Lake Mead Ave. to 

begin the processs of relocating all of Police 

Headquarters.  Based on a recent feasibility study, it 

is proposed to use the old City Hall for the Dispatch 

Center.  Scope includes Tenant improvements and 

new communication equipment.

$4,616,000 

$0 

$60,000 

1

Old City Hall

Police

Project #: 26009

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  6,000  30,000  36,000 

Construction / Maint.  250,000  250,000 

Construction Management  10,000  10,000 

Design  100,000  100,000 

Fees  20,000  20,000 

Furniture/Fixtures/Equip  4,200,000  4,200,000 

 0  0  106,000  4,510,000  0  4,616,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

General Obligation Bond - Future  106,000  4,510,000  4,616,000 

Total  0  0  106,000  4,510,000  0  4,616,000 

Maintenance Budget Impact FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

O & M Janitorial  50,000  50,000 

O&M Maintenance/Power  60,000  60,000  120,000 

Total  0  0  0  60,000  110,000  170,000 
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FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Public Safety: Police

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Detention Center A, B and F Dorm Demolition

Demolish the vacant A, B and F Dorms located in the 

detention center.  These facilities are temporary 

structures (trailers) and are no longer used.  Facilities 

do not meet current standards and would require 

millions of dollars to bring up to the standards to 

house inmates.

$389,000 

$0 

$0 

2200 Constitution Way

Police

Project #: 26011

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  3,000  3,000  6,000 

Construction / Maint.  303,000  303,000 

Construction Management  40,000  40,000 

Design  30,000  10,000  40,000 

 33,000  356,000  0  0  0  389,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

General Obligation Bond - FB  33,000  356,000  389,000 

Total  33,000  356,000  0  0  0  389,000 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Public Safety: Police

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Detention Center Administration Facility Demolition

This project involves demolition of approximately 

19,000 square feet of the old Administration Facility 

located inside the Detention Center and replacing with 

a parking lot.  The facility is old and would require 

excessive funding to restore for usability by City 

Employees.

$420,000 

$0 

$0 

2200 Constitution Way

Police

Project #: 26012

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  5,000  5,000 

Construction / Maint.  335,000  335,000 

Construction Management  35,000  35,000 

Design  35,000  35,000 

Fees  10,000  10,000 

 40,000  380,000  0  0  0  420,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

General Obligation Bond - FB  40,000  380,000  420,000 

Total  40,000  380,000  0  0  0  420,000 
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FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Public Safety: Police

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Police Dispatch Radio Console Replacement

This project is to replace the existing Motorola radio 

consoles that are used in the Police Department 's 911 

Dispatch Center.  The City of North las Vegas utilizes 

the southern Nevada Area Communication Council 

(SNACC) radio system as our primary radio 

communications network.  As a result, North Las 

Vegas must keep our equipment current so that the 

SNACC Radio System can be maintained for optimum 

performance for all first responders in the Las Vegas 

Valley.  Our current equipment will no longer be 

manufactured as of the third quarter of 2014.  The 

vendor will no longer support this equipment beyond 

the first quarter of 2017.  As a result, North Las Vegas 

must be prepared to replace our radio equipment 

during the calendar year of 2016.  Failure to complete 

this upgrade will result in the North Las Vegas 

Dispatch Center from having operational radio 

consoles.  This project is based on a one for one 

replacement of current capabilities and requirements 

and includes the two radio consoles at the Detention 

Center.  Project location will either be at the existing 

Police Dispatch Center or the proposed new center 

located at the old City Hall.

$2,500,000 

$0 

$0 

1

Either PD Headquarters at Lake Mead and Bruce or 

the Old City Hall if Dispatch is relocated in the future.

Police

Project #: 26010

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Equipment  2,500,000  2,500,000 

 0  0  0  2,500,000  0  2,500,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

General Obligation Bond - Future  2,500,000  2,500,000 

Total  0  0  0  2,500,000  0  2,500,000 
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Transportation

FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18    TotalProject #

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

Capital Improvement Plan
Category

Transportation

10246 1,147,300 1,147,30022nd Year Traffic Capacity & Safety Improvements

10287 350,000 350,000 350,000  350,000 1,750,000 350,000 ADA Accessibility Improvements

10264 1,183,000 1,183,000Allen Lane Improvements

10338 75,000 75,000Ann Road Improvements

10370 2,830,000 2,830,000Carey Ave. Resurfacing (Revere to I-15 Bridge)

10332 898,410 898,410Carey/Revere Traffic Signal

10329 210,000 210,000Centennial Parkway Improvements (Camino Eldorado to Lamb)

10341 204,500 2,394,105 2,598,605Cheyenne / Civic Center Dr. Intersection Improvements

10266 71,400 526,000 597,400Cheyenne / MLK Intersection Improvements

10299 53,000 255,800 308,800Cheyenne Ave at Commerce Street Intersection Improvements

10293 388,000 388,000Commerce Street Improvements (Cheyenne Ave. to Colton)

10237 496,300 496,300Craig Road Landscaping, Phase III

10280 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000  1,000,000 5,000,0001,000,000 Major Street Rehabilitation

10179D 20,050,000 6,425,000 26,475,000N. 5th Street Super Arterial, Phase 1D

10380 210,500 10,000 10,000 1,809,5001,579,000 N. 5th Street Traffic Signals

10379 368,000 157,900 10,000  3,157,000 3,702,900 10,000 N. 5th Street/Cheyenne Ave. Intersection Improvements

10365 670,000 670,000Nellis Industrial Park Street Light Wiring Project

10360 1,280,000 626,000 1,906,000Sawtooth Road Improvement Project

10363 441,000 441,000SB 137 Bus Turnouts

10339 58,000 4,215,000 1,605,000 5,878,000Simmons Street Improvements, Phase III

10381 526,000 526,000Traffic Signal Video Detection Upgrades

Total 32,510,410 15,959,805 2,975,000 2,939,000  4,507,000 58,891,215

Comm. Dev. Block Grant 350,000 350,000 350,000  350,000 1,750,000 350,000

Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax FB 55,100 140,605 0  0 195,7050

NV Dept of Transportation 24,218,510 9,277,700 0 1,500,000 37,996,210 3,000,000

Regional Transportation Comm.  5,237,900  5,162,300  1,605,000  0  12,005,200  0 

Tax Override Streets - FB 802,000 29,200 20,000  89,000 1,097,200 157,000
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FINAL REPORT
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1%

Transportation
FY 2014-2018 Sources of Revenue

Transportation

FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18    TotalProject #

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

Capital Improvement Plan
Category

Tax Override-Streets 1,300,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 5,300,000 1,000,000

Traffic Cost Participation Agreements 546,900 0 0  0 546,9000

Total 32,510,410 15,959,805 2,975,000 2,939,000  4,507,000 58,891,215
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-15

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

22nd Year Traffic Capacity & Safety Improvements

This project includes design and construction of traffic 

signals as part of the annual Traffic Capacity and 

Safety Improvements Project, funded by the Regional 

Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) 

and developer cost participation.  Signals currently 

under design include the Tropical/Losee, Ann/Tropical 

and N. 5th St./Centennial intersections and 

Decatur/Elkhorn intersections.

$1,172,300 

$25,000 

$0 

1, 2, 3, 4

Public Works

Project #: 10246

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  10,000  10,000 

Construction / Maint.  997,300  997,300 

Construction Management  100,000  100,000 

Design  40,000  40,000 

 1,147,300  0  0  0  0  1,147,300 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Regional Transportation Comm.  600,400  600,400 

Traffic Cost Participation Agreements  546,900  546,900 

Total  1,147,300  0  0  0  0  1,147,300 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

ADA Accessibility Improvements

This project involves the replacement of sidewalk and 

sidewalk ramps, curb, safety lighting, drainage, road 

reconstruction, pedestrian crossings, and other 

improvements in various locations around the City.  

These improvements will provide increased 

accessibility and mobility, and enhance public safety 

within HUD-designated, CDBG-eligible census tracts 

and neighborhoods.

$1,750,000 

$0 

$0 

1, 2, 3, 4

Public Works

Project #: 10287

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  5,000  5,000  5,000  5,000  5,000  25,000 

Construction / Maint.  280,000  280,000  280,000  280,000  280,000  1,400,000 

Construction Management  30,000  30,000  30,000  30,000  30,000  150,000 

Design  35,000  35,000  35,000  35,000  35,000  175,000 

 350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  1,750,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Comm. Dev. Block Grant  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  1,750,000 

Total  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  350,000  1,750,000 
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-16

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Major Street Rehabilitation

This project consists of the design and construction of 

pavement maintenance strategies for aging arterials , 

collectors, and local streets.  The streets in this 

program have been identified through the City 's 

Pavement Information Management System (PIMS) 

as being in need of rehabilitation.  The method of 

rehabilitation for individual streets vary from asphalt 

overlay to complete removal and replacement.  This 

will include addressing ADA compliance for these 

streets as well.  The streets proposed by remediation 

are shown by fiscal year on Exhibit 2.  The asphalt is 

in very poor condition.  These streets are not normally 

eligible for Regional Transportation Commission or 

County Development Block Grant funding.  This is part 

of an annual program to maintain North Las Vegas' 

infrastructure asset.  These improvements will include 

a crack-sealing program in the amount of $100,000 

annually.

$5,000,000 

$0 

$0 

1, 2, 3, 4

Public Works

Project #: 10280

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Construction / Maint.  850,000  850,000  850,000  850,000  850,000  4,250,000 

Construction Management  60,000  60,000  60,000  60,000  60,000  300,000 

Design  90,000  90,000  90,000  90,000  90,000  450,000 

 1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  5,000,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Tax Override-Streets  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  5,000,000 

Total  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  1,000,000  5,000,000 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

N. 5th Street Super Arterial, Phase 1D

This project consists of the design, property 

acquisition and relocation, and construction of a grade 

separation over I-15 consisting of six limited-access 

travel lanes and localized drainage improvements.  

Additional improvements include curb and gutter, 

sidewalks, streetlights, dedicated transit lanes for a 

proposed transit corridor and bicycle paths.  North 5th 

Street is shown as an arterial on the Master Plan of 

Streets and Highways.  It is being proposed as an 

8-lane super arterial.  A feasibility and preliminary 

engineering report, prepared by the Regional 

Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada, was 

prepared in FY 04/05.  This route will provide a high 

volume connection from Owens Avenue to Cheyenne 

Avenue.  The need for north-south routes such as this 

was identified in the "I-15 Northeast Corridor Study."

$33,525,000 

$7,050,000 

$0 

2

Public Works

Project #: 10179D

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Construction / Maint.  18,000,000  6,000,000  24,000,000 

Construction Management  2,000,000  400,000  2,400,000 

Engineering Admin.  50,000  25,000  75,000 

 20,050,000  6,425,000  0  0  0  26,475,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

NV Dept of Transportation  19,047,500  6,103,700  25,151,200 

Regional Transportation Comm.  1,002,500  321,300  1,323,800 

Total  20,050,000  6,425,000  0  0  0  26,475,000 
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-17

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

N. 5th Street Traffic Signals

This project involves the design and construction of 

signalized intersections along N. 5th Street at Ann 

Rd., Lone Mountain Rd. and at Gowan Rd.

$1,809,500 

$0 

$0 

1, 4

N. 5th Street at Ann Rd., Lone Mountain Rd. and 

Gowan Rd.

Public Works

Project #: 10380

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  10,500  10,000  10,000  9,000  39,500 

Construction / Maint.  1,450,000  1,450,000 

Construction Management  120,000  120,000 

Design  200,000  200,000 

 210,500  10,000  10,000  1,579,000  0  1,809,500 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

NV Dept of Transportation  200,000  1,500,000  1,700,000 

Tax Override Streets - FB  10,500  10,000  10,000  79,000  109,500 

Total  210,500  10,000  10,000  1,579,000  0  1,809,500 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

N. 5th Street/Cheyenne Ave. Intersection Improvements

The project involves design and construction to add 

dual left turn lanes on N. 5th Street and dedicated 

right turn lanes on Cheyenne Ave.

$3,702,900 

$0 

$0 

1, 4

N. 5th Street and Cheyenne Ave.

Public Works

Project #: 10379

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  18,000  7,900  10,000  10,000  7,000  52,900 

Construction / Maint.  3,000,000  3,000,000 

Construction Management  150,000  150,000 

Design  350,000  350,000 

Land Acquisition  150,000  150,000 

 368,000  157,900  10,000  10,000  3,157,000  3,702,900 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

NV Dept of Transportation  350,000  150,000  3,000,000  3,500,000 

Tax Override Streets - FB  18,000  7,900  10,000  10,000  157,000  202,900 

Total  368,000  157,900  10,000  10,000  3,157,000  3,702,900 
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-18

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

SB 137 Bus Turnouts

Senate Bill 137 was passed during the 2011 

legislative session requiring 3 bus turnouts be 

constructed in North Las Vegas.  Construction must 

be completed by December 31, 2014.  This project 

consists of design and construction of 3 turnouts.  

Target locations include the northeast corner of Ann 

Road and Simmons Street, northwest corner of 

westbound Lake Mead and N. 5th Street and 

southeast corner of eastbound Lake Mead and N. 5th 

Street.

$559,000 

$118,000 

$0 

1, 2, 3

Lake Mead & N. 5th St.; Ann & Simmons

Public Works

Project #: 10363

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  1,000  1,000 

Construction / Maint.  370,000  370,000 

Construction Management  40,000  40,000 

Design  30,000  30,000 

 441,000  0  0  0  0  441,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Regional Transportation Comm.  441,000  441,000 

Total  441,000  0  0  0  0  441,000 
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Transportation

Description:

Project Cost:

O&M Impact:

Ward:

Location:

Department:

Previous Cost:

Traffic Signal Video Detection Upgrades

The project involves upgrading the video detection 

devices on signalized intersections along Craig Rd. 

between Decatur Blvd. and Walnut Rd., Cheyenne 

Ave. between Decatur Blvd. and Civic Center Drive and 

Las Vegas Blvd. between Tonopah Ave. and Evans 

Ave.

$531,000 

$5,000 

$0 

1, 2, 3, 4

Craig Rd., Cheyenn Ave., Las Vegas Blvd. Corridors

Public Works

Project #: 10381

Expenditures FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

Administration  5,000  5,000 

Construction / Maint.  471,000  471,000 

Construction Management  40,000  40,000 

Design  10,000  10,000 

 526,000  0  0  0  0  526,000 Total

Funding Sources FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 5 Year Total

NV Dept of Transportation  500,000  500,000 

Tax Override Streets - FB  26,000  26,000 

Total  526,000  0  0  0  0  526,000 
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-19

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: This project consists of the construction of storm drains and drop 

inlets.  Several residences on Harewood Avenue are impacted by 

local storm water runoff which concentrates at the intersection of 

Brooks Avenue and Harewood Avenue.  Construction of storm 

drains and drop inlets will correct localized flooding and reduce 

pavement deterioration caused by the local runoff.

Project Cost: $164,600 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Civic Center Dr. to Harewood Ave.

Department: Public Works

Project #: FCFY-129Brooks Avenue Storm Drain

Description: This project consists of the design, right-of-way acquisition, and 

construction of bus turnouts on high volume traffic corridors 

throughout the City.  Bus turnouts will decrease travel times and 

reduce congestion resulting from regular bus stops in local 

routes.

Project Cost: $2,171,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1, 2, 3

Location: Various Locations

Department: Public Works

Project #: TFY-10172Bus Turnouts
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: The City interacts with citizens through various forms of 

communication.  Tracking the communications (and responses) 

is rapidly outpacing the developed-in-house application, City 

Track.  Additional features have been requested for City Track, 

including automatically generating a work order for 

communicated potholes, etc.  Although the City's particular 

business processes may vary a little from other Cities, there are 

many CRM applications that may be purchased and 

implemented, faster, more efficiently, than the City is able to 

develop one.  This will increase the ability to respond to citizen 

needs, cut the time for the response by automating the work 

orders and redirecting e-mail, and enable the City to track the 

items and responses.

Project Cost: $1,000,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1, 2, 3, 4

Location: Citywide

Department: Information Technology

Project #: ITFY-034Citizen Relationship Management (CRM)

Description: A variety of projects have been identified that are necessary to 

maintain and improve the City Hall building and other City 

Campus buildings and grounds.  These projects address 

concerns such as the health, safety, appearance, comfort, 

equipment, and supplies needed in the near future.  This will 

provide increased quality of health and safety throughout the 

buildings for employees and customers.

Project Cost: $1,745,800 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: City Hall Campus

Department: General Services

Project #: MFFY-10253City Hall Campus Maintenance & Remodel Program
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-20

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: The project involves the design and construction activities based 

on a detailed analysis and evaluation of the existing City Hall 

Building at 2200 Civic Center Drive to convert its use to serve as 

police headquarters.  The 28,000 +/- square foot facility will be 

evaluated for structural, mechanical, environmental suitability, 

and a feasibility study will be developed that incorporates space 

needs, remodeling and relocation expenses as a part of a 

separate project.  This project involves the conversion and 

expansion to a 90,000 square foot facility to meet the space 

needs of the Police Department.

Project Cost: $83,920,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: City Hall Campus

Department: Police

Project #: PDFY-10023

0

City Hall Conversion to Police HQ Building

Description: This Capital Improvement Project will provide material and 

professional services to improve the City's fiber optic 

infrastructure.  As North Las Vegas grows and facilities are 

added, network connectivity via fiber becomes critical to providing 

citizens with the services they need.  A means to fund this 

additional fiber is needed.  These funds will be used to 

accommodate unplanned needs, gaps in existing fiber, and 

replacement of Freeway Arterial System Transportation (FAST) 

fiber.  Where necessary conduit placement will be done, but this 

will be incorporated into other Engineering and Utilities projects 

to minimize cost and street repair.

Project Cost: $740,400 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1, 2, 3, 4

Location: Citywide

Department: Information Technology

Project #: ITFY-100140City Network Infrastructure

174Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2018

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: In order to accommodate foot travel between the new City Hall 

and the Justice Campus, the construction of a pedestrian 

concourse should be built.  Funding for the improvements will be 

initiated subsequent to the construction of the new City Hall.

Project Cost: $200,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Parcels located on each side of Civic Center on Las Vegas Blvd.

Department: Redevelopment Agency

Project #: RFY-20008Concourse Connecting City Hall and Justice Facility

Description: New redevelopment projects in downtown will necessitate 

enlarging the capacity of some of the utilities.  Agency funds will 

be used to assist in the financing of some of the required utility 

upgrades.

Project Cost: $2,000,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1, 2

Location: General Downtown Area

Department: Redevelopment Agency

Project #: RFY-20009Construction of Utility Upgrades
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-21

FINAL REPORT

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: This project consists of the design, right-of-way acquisition, and 

construction activities necessary to widen Las Vegas Blvd. to six 

travel lanes with traffic control devices, and localized drainage .  

Additional improvements may include emergency breakdown 

lanes, curb and gutter, sidewalks, streetlights, utility relocations, 

dual left turn lanes, dedicated high occupancy vehicle lanes, and 

traffic signal modifications.  The I-15 Northeast Corridor Study 

identified the need for additional capacity along this corridor .  

This is a joint project with the City of Las Vegas and Clark 

County.

Project Cost: $25,000,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Bonanza Rd. to Craig Rd.

Department: Public Works

Project #: TFY-158Las Vegas Boulevard Widening

Description: This project consists of the construction of approximately 1 mile 

of triple - 12' x 10' reinforced concrete box culverts and 1/2 mile of 

96" storm sewer within the Decatur Boulevard alignment within 

the City of Las Vegas.  This project is identified in the 2002 Clark 

County Regional Flood Control District Master Plan Update as 

Facility Numbers LVMD 2324 and LVDE 0000.  This project will 

provide for the safe conveyance of flood water in a manner that 

will protect a portion of the Northern Beltway while diverting the 

runoff into the Western Tributary to the Las Vegas Wash.

Project Cost: $19,367,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 3

Location: Within Decatur Blvd.

Department: Public Works

Project #: FCFY-126Las Vegas Wash - Decatur
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Description: Pursuant to the Downtown Master Plan/Investment Strategy, 

McDaniel Street should be developed into an intimate mixed-use 

district with ground floor retail and an upper floor residential 

component.

Project Cost: $630,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 2

Location: Lake Mead Blvd. to Civic Center Dr.

Department: Redevelopment Agency

Project #: RFY-20014McDaniel Street Improvements

Description: Replacement of Mobile Computer Terminals (MCT's) in 18 Fire 

apparatus vehicles.  The existing MCT's would have been 

purchased five years prior and require a staggered replacement 

due to wear and tear of existing equipment and public safety 

communication enhancements.  Recommend replacement of all 

MCT's between FY 19 and FY 20.

Project Cost: $540,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: N/A

Location:

Department: Fire

Project #: FFY-102300Mobile Computer Terminal Replacement - Apparatus
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C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: This project consists of the construction of a lighted basketball 

court and installation of landscape improvements in the park  and 

installation of decorative rocks and shrubs in the median of Scott 

robinson blvd. to reduce water consumption.

Project Cost: $500,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 3

Location: Scott Robinson Blvd. and Lone Mountain Rd.

Department: Parks and Recreation

Project #: PRFY-10080

0

Monte Vista Park Renovations, Ph. II

Description: In order to accommodate the planned development along Las 

Vegas Blvd., several public improvements must be made.

Project Cost: $5,627,500 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Owens Ave. to Lake Mead Blvd.

Department: Redevelopment Agency

Project #: RFY-100990N. Las Vegas Blvd., Phase II - Owens Ave. to Lake Mead

213Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2018

C I T Y   O F   N O R T H   L A S   V E G A S

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: This project includes the installation of approximately 4,400 lineal 

feet of 8-inch diameter sewer main and a 400 gallon per minute 

lift station.  Municipal sewer service does not currently exist 

within the area generally bounded by Novak Street, Interstate 15, 

Marion Drive and Smiley Road.  Existing developed properties 

currently utilize septic systems.  This project will make public 

sewer available for undeveloped properties and will allow existing 

properties to abandon their private septic systems and connect 

to municipal sewer thereby becoming a customer to the City of 

North Las Vegas.

Project Cost: $1,150,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 2

Location: Novak St./I-15/Marion Dr./Smiley Rd.

Department: Utilities

Project #: SFY-101390North Central Sewer Main Extension and Lift Station, Phase II

Description: The needs of North Vista Hospital require that the facilities 

located at Lake Mead and McDaniel Street be expanded.

Project Cost: $1,000,000 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Southwest Corner of Lake Mead and McDaniel Street

Department: Redevelopment Agency

Project #: RFY-100940North Vista Hospital Expansion
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PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS Future Years

Description: This project consists of the acquisition of land, design, and 

construction of a 21,500 square foot Community Police facility 

and 10,000 square feet for a Training Area.  The demand that the 

City's unprecedented growth has placed on resources exceeds 

the ability of the current downtown facility to meet the operational 

needs of the police department.  The cost to renovate the current 

facility to meet those needs exceeds the cost of a new facility .  

This facility will serve as an area command to service the 

downtown area.

Project Cost: $18,370,516 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Downtown Area TBD

Department: Police

Project #: PDFY-10206Police Precinct - South Area Command

Description: This project consists of the design and construction of a new 

40,000 sf recreation center on an existing 40 acre park to be 

located in Park District 6.  Facilities may include, but are not 

limited to, future recreation center, youth baseball / softball 

complex, soccer / hockey fields, basketball courts, volleyball 

courts, tennis courts, multi-user courts, swimming pool, active 

play areas for two age levels, restroom buildings, a concession 

plaza, drinking fountains, ramadas, picnic tables, benches, site 

lighting, parking and signage.  Remaining areas may be 

developed for passive activities and open space.  The City 's 

population will be greatly served with the addition of another 

recreation center and community park.  This project is consistent 

with the Parks Master Plan.

Project Cost: $50,969,300 O&M 

Impact:

$0 

Ward: 1

Location: Park District 6

Department: Parks and Recreation

Project #: PRFY-125Recreation Center Complex - P.D. 6
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City of North Las Vegas Parks, Trails, and Amenities
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City of  North Las Vegas Public Works
Transportation Service Division

School walking route map
Dear Parents, Guardians, and Students:

This map indicates traffic control devices, such as stop signs, speed limit signs, school zones, traffic
signals, and crosswalks, within the walking area of your school. Please use this map to select a safe
route to school for your child/children.

Please review the selected route with your child/children. Become familiar with the route by walking
the route together. It is suggested that you instruct your child/children on the appropriate conduct at
intersections and at traffic control devices, such as traffic signals, stop signs, and crosswalks. The
location of each traffic control device is indicated by a symbol on the map. Please instruct your child/
children to use a designated school crossing whenever possible, whether or not it requires a longer walk.

The locations of adult school crossing guards are determined by the North Las Vegas Police
Department based on traffic conditions (phone number 633-9111).

legend
Traffic Signal

Stop Sign

Yield Sign

School Crossing Sign

Advance School Zone Sign

School Location

End School Zone

Crosswalk

Speed Limit 30

Speed Limit 35

Speed Limit 40

Speed Limit 45

School Zone Flasher
(15 MPH when flashing)

School Crossing Zone Flasher
(25 MPH when flashing)

15 MPH School Zone

25 MPH School Crossing Zone

La Ciudad del Publico del Norte de Las Vegas Trabaja
La Division del Servicio del Transporte

Estimados Padres, Tutores y Estudiantes:

Este mapa indica las señales de transito, tales como de alto, de limite de velocidad, de semáforos, y
paso de peatones dentro del area de asistencia a la escuela. Por favor utilize el mapa para
establecer una ruta a la escuela que propicie la seguridad de sus hijos.

Por favor familiarize a su hijo/hijos con una ruta. Pueden caminar esa ruta juntos para conocerla
mejor. Se sugiere que enseñe a su hijo/hijos lo que deben hacer al cruzar las intersecciones, como
respetar los señales de transito, tales como de alto, y paso de peatones. Las installaciones de
señales de transito estan indicadas con un simbolo en el mapa. Por favor enseñe a su hijo/hijos a
utilizar el paso para peatones, aúnque esto requiera caminar una distancia mas larga.

Las localidades de guardias adultos para cruces escolares son determinadas por el Departamento de
Policia del Norte de Las Vegas en base a las condiciones de tráfico (telefono 633-9111).

CLAVES
Semáforo

Señal De Alto

Señal Para Ceder El Paso

Señal De Cruce Escolar

Señal Escolar Avanzada

Locación De Escuela

Termina Zona Escolar

Locación De Paso De Peatones

Limite De Velocidad 30

Limite De Velocidad 35

Limite De Velocidad 40

Limite De Velocidad 45

Zona Escolar Con Luz Intermitente
(15 MPH Cuando Esta Prendida)

Zona De Cruce Escolar Con Luz Intermitente
(25 MPH Cuando Esta Prendida)

15 MPH Zona Escolar

25 MPH Zona De Cruce Escolar

Eduque andar mapa de ruta
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This site plan is presented solely for the purpose of identifying the approximate location
and size of the building, and intended for use as a reference only. 

LAS VEGAS OFFICE: 702.642.8645
TOLL FREE: 800.641.5263

CORPORATE OFFICE: 713.866.6000 
www.weingarten.com

College Park Center
North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030
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S H O P P I N G  C E N T E R

N o r t h  L a s  V e g a s  B o u l e v a r d  &  H a m i l t o n  S t r e e t ,  N o r t h  L a s  V e g a s ,  N e v a d a

BLDG. A
La Curacao
100,000 SF

BLDG. B 
Indoor Marketplace

70,280 SF

BLDG. F 
Major Anchor

70,000 SF

BLDG. G 
Junior Anchor
28,000 SF
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Turning Movement Volumes, Lane Configurations,
Level-of-Service Analysis, Queue Analysis
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-
15 Southbound Ramps

46.9 D 33.3 C - - 7.1 A 35.2 D

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-
15 Northbound Ramps

26.7 C 12.6 B 22.3 C - - 19.5 B

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Las Vegas Boulevard

40.0 D 18.3 B 39.8 D 23.8 C 29.9 C

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Civic Center Drive

69.3 E 49.6 D 76.3 E 49.4 D 62.2 E

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Belmont Street

22.6 C 42.3 D 56.4 E 43.3 D 33.4 C

Civic Center Drive & 
Carey Avenue

41.3 D 35.6 D 8.3 A 24.2 C 24.5 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Carey Avenue

52.8 D 69.0 E 9.6 A 18.5 B 24.7 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Civic Center Drive

37.0 D 20.9 C 24.5 C 31.6 C 27.8 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Tonopah Avenue

36.9 D 67.8 E 11.7 B 1.9 A 13.5 B

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Owens Avenue

31.9 C 55.6 E 26.8 C 36.9 D 37.0 D

Main Street & Owens 
Avenue

65.5 E 26.4 C 25.8 C 23.1 C 36.3 D

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA EXISTING CONDITIONS SYNCHRO ANALYSIS

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

Cross Streets
Eastbound 
Approach

Westbound 
Approach

Northbound 
Approach

Southbound 
Approach

Intersection

PM Peak 
Hour
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Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Southbound Ramps

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 150 41 - - 18

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Northbound Ramps

2 260 92 - - - - - - 3 350 130 2 510 121 - - 522 - - - - - -

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las Vegas 
Boulevard

2 250 228 - - - 2 225 78 - - - 1 310 147 - - - 1 180 79 1 150 194

Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

2 220 89 - - - 2 225 194 - - - 1 200 566 - - 297 1 185 348 1 130 35

Lake Mead Boulevard & Belmont 
Street

1 90 122 - - - 1 105 70 - - - 1 85 68 - - - - - 227 1 70 54

Civic Center Drive & Carey Avenue 1 280 142 1 275 50 1 200 35 1 235 56 2 155 105 1 230 1 1 110 39 1 230 28

Las Vegas Boulevard & Carey Avenue 1 185 110 - - 25 1 85 124 - - - 1 135 55 1 140 8 1 175 34 1 170 14

Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

1 135 123 1 125 66 1 200 71 1 150 2 2 330 123 1 170 0 2 210 158 1 225 2

Las Vegas Boulevard & Tonopah 
Avenue

- - - - - - - - - - - - 1 105 57 - - - 1 130 45 1 135 0

Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens 
Avenue

1 85 48 - - - 1 195 100 - - - 1 250 146 - - - 1 145 101 - - -

Main Street & Owens Avenue 1 160 88 - - - 1 125 77 - - - 1 205 133 - - - 1 250 44 - - -

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

RIGHT-TURN BAYSLEFT-TURN BAYS

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA EXISTING CONDITIONS INTERSECTION QUEUE LENGTHS

CROSS STREETS

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

RIGHT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYSLEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

SOUTHBOUND

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

LEFT-TURN BAYS
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Southbound Ramps

47.3 D 31.5 C - - 7.2 A 34.5 C

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Northbound Ramps

31.7 C 11.4 B 22.2 C - - 20.1 C

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las 
Vegas Boulevard

39.6 D 20.0 B 43.6 D 24.6 C 30.9 C

Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic 
Center Drive

41.2 D 21.7 C 56.7 E 46.8 D 40.9 D

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Belmont Street

25.2 C 43.7 D 54.5 D 43.2 D 35.1 D

Civic Center Drive & Carey 
Avenue

41.3 D 38.2 D 10.0 B 24.2 C 25.4 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & Carey 
Avenue

47.7 D 68.2 E 10.0 A 19.0 B 24.4 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic 
Center Drive

38.4 D 21.1 C 20.1 C 30.9 C 26.9 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Tonopah Avenue

36.3 D 66.8 E 11.1 B 1.9 A 13.1 B

Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens 
Avenue

31.6 C 55.5 E 26.5 C 37.6 D 37.0 D

Main Street & Owens Avenue 65.8 E 26.8 C 25.7 C 22.9 C 36.4 D

PM Peak 
Hour

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA EXISTING CONDITIONS SYNCHRO ANALYSIS - MITIGATED

Cross Streets
Eastbound 
Approach

Westbound 
Approach

Northbound 
Approach

Southbound 
Approach

Intersection
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Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Southbound Ramps

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 150 40 - - 20

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Northbound Ramps

2 260 99 - - - - - - 3 350 93 2 510 146 - - 563 - - - - - -

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las Vegas 
Boulevard

2 250 224 - - - 2 225 90 - - - 1 310 146 - - - 1 180 79 1 305 130

Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic 
Center Drive

2 220 85 - - - 2 225 151 - - - 2 400 237 - - 286 2 300 163 1 130 43

Lake Mead Boulevard & Belmont 
Street

1 150 132 - - - 1 105 69 - - - 1 85 67 - - - - - 227 1 70 54

Civic Center Drive & Carey Avenue 1 280 142 1 275 50 1 200 35 1 235 56 2 155 108 1 230 2 1 110 39 1 230 28

Las Vegas Boulevard & Carey 
Avenue

1 185 103 - - 25 1 150 122 - - - 1 135 54 1 140 12 1 175 33 1 170 15

Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

1 135 123 1 125 67 1 200 79 1 150 2 2 330 122 1 170 0 2 210 154 1 225 2

Las Vegas Boulevard & Tonopah 
Avenue

- - - - - - - - - - - - 1 105 57 - - - 1 130 40 1 135 0

Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens 
Avenue

1 85 48 - - - 1 195 100 - - - 1 250 145 - - - 1 145 101 - - -

Main Street & Owens Avenue 1 160 88 - - - 1 125 77 - - - 1 205 133 - - - 1 250 44 - - -

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA EXISTING CONDITIONS INTERSECTION QUEUE LENGTHS - MITIGATED

CROSS STREETS

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND
LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-
15 Southbound Ramps

38.9 D 37.0 D - - 12.8 B 34.7 C

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-
15 Northbound Ramps

32.0 C 17.7 B 25.8 C - - 23.7 C

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Las Vegas Boulevard

41.2 D 34.5 C 50.0 D 28.0 C 37.8 D

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Civic Center Drive

102.2 F 104.1 F 176.7 F 52.9 D 116.3 F

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Belmont Street

25.3 C 43.8 D 63.0 E 42.9 D 36.0 D

Civic Center Drive & 
Carey Avenue

34.6 C 30.6 C 17.7 B 31.2 C 27.5 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Carey Avenue

81.4 F 73.2 E 71.6 E 22.1 C 57.6 E

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Civic Center Drive

42.8 D 21.3 C 43.3 D 34.0 C 34.5 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Tonopah Avenue

37.8 D 69.6 E 13.0 B 2.4 A 14.0 B

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Owens Avenue

33.4 C 61.2 E 50.6 D 61.8 E 52.2 D

Main Street & Owens 
Avenue

62.9 E 23.3 C 34.1 C 34.9 C 37.4 D

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA 2030 CONDITIONS SYNCHRO ANALYSIS

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

Cross Streets
Eastbound 
Approach

Westbound 
Approach

Northbound 
Approach

Southbound 
Approach

Intersection

PM Peak 
Hour
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Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Southbound Ramps

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 150 47 - - 72

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Northbound Ramps

2 260 107 - - - - - - 3 350 360 2 510 228 - - 539 - - - - - -

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las Vegas 
Boulevard

2 250 301 - - - 2 225 76 - - - 1 310 257 - - - 1 180 79 1 150 372

Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

2 220 101 - - - 2 225 295 - - - 1 200 993 - - 431 1 185 365 1 130 33

Lake Mead Boulevard & Belmont 
Street

1 90 133 - - - 1 105 95 - - - 1 85 95 - - - - - 243 1 70 58

Civic Center Drive & Carey Avenue 1 280 269 1 275 62 1 200 31 1 235 7 2 155 298 1 230 0 1 110 27 1 230 55

Las Vegas Boulevard & Carey Avenue 1 185 293 - - 45 1 85 133 - - - 1 135 341 1 140 2 1 175 42 1 170 12

Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

1 135 141 1 125 110 1 200 103 1 150 3 2 330 188 1 170 12 2 210 158 1 225 4

Las Vegas Boulevard & Tonopah 
Avenue

- - - - - - - - - - - - 1 105 63 - - - 1 130 0 1 135 0

Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens 
Avenue

1 85 109 - - - 1 195 111 - - - 1 250 347 - - - 1 145 149 - - -

Main Street & Owens Avenue 1 160 90 - - - 1 125 125 - - - 1 205 180 - - - 1 250 78 - - -

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)
No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

RIGHT-TURN BAYSLEFT-TURN BAYS

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA 2030 CONDITIONS INTERSECTION QUEUE LENGTHS

CROSS STREETS

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND

Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

RIGHT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYSLEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS

No. of 
Lanes

Queue 
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(ft)
No. of 
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SOUTHBOUND

No. of 
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Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

LEFT-TURN BAYS
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2030 - Mitigated
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-
15 Southbound Ramps

39.9 D 41.0 D - - 13.2 B 37.3 D

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-
15 Northbound Ramps

29.9 C 9.5 A 31.5 C - - 21.9 C

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Las Vegas Boulevard

44.3 D 38.4 D 51.9 D 35.8 D 41.9 D

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Civic Center Drive

91.4 F 35.6 D 70.3 E 67.2 E 66.2 E

Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Belmont Street

27.2 C 46.0 D 57.5 E 44.1 D 37.6 D

Civic Center Drive & 
Carey Avenue

32.1 C 45.6 D 15.4 B 34.4 C 28.6 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Carey Avenue

47.9 D 67.5 E 35.9 D 35.2 D 41.9 D

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Civic Center Drive

48.0 D 21.1 C 20.5 C 32.0 C 29.4 C

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Tonopah Avenue

36.1 D 68.7 E 11.7 B 2.3 A 13.2 B

Las Vegas Boulevard & 
Owens Avenue

37.7 D 65.0 E 38.2 D 44.0 D 43.8 D

Main Street & Owens 
Avenue

63.6 E 21.6 C 34.1 C 34.8 C 37.0 D

PM Peak 
Hour

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN STUDY AREA 2030 CONDITIONS SYNCHRO ANALYSIS - MITIGATED

Cross Streets
Eastbound 
Approach

Westbound 
Approach

Northbound 
Approach

Southbound 
Approach

Intersection
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Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Queue 
Length (ft)

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Southbound Ramps

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 150 46 - - 79

Lake	Mead	Boulevard	&	I-15	
Northbound Ramps

2 260 107 - - - - - - 3 350 198 2 510 258 - - 585 - - - - - -

Lake Mead Boulevard & Las Vegas 
Boulevard

2 350 320 - - - 2 225 94 - - - 1 310 258 - - - 1 180 77 1 400 381

Lake Mead Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

2 220 90 - - - 2 300 224 - - - 2 400 385 - - 394 2 300 172 1 130 36

Lake Mead Boulevard & Belmont 
Street

1 150 133 - - - 1 105 80 - - - 1 85 80 - - - - - 246 1 70 59

Civic Center Drive & Carey Avenue 1 280 257 1 275 59 1 200 40 1 235 13 2 180 295 1 230 2 1 110 27 1 230 59

Las Vegas Boulevard & Carey Avenue 1 300 219 - - 43 1 150 120 - - - 1 250 200 1 140 39 1 175 41 1 170 63

Las Vegas Boulevard & Civic Center 
Drive

2 120 72 1 125 124 1 200 97 1 150 4 2 330 166 1 170 1 2 210 157 1 225 3

Las Vegas Boulevard & Tonopah 
Avenue

- - - - - - - - - - - - 1 105 63 - - - 1 130 41 1 135 0

Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens 
Avenue

1 85 109 - - - 1 195 116 - - - 2 250 159 - - - 1 150 150 - - -

Main Street & Owens Avenue 1 160 90 - - - 1 125 137 - - - 1 205 180 - - - 1 250 78 - - -

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2014
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No. of 
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Queue 
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Queue 
Storage 

(ft)

NORTH LAS VEGAS DOWNTOWN AREA STUDY 2030 CONDITIONS INTERSECTION QUEUE LENGTHS - MITIGATED

CROSS STREETS

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND

LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS LEFT-TURN BAYS RIGHT-TURN BAYS
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Vehicle crash information was obtained from the NDOT for the North Las Vegas Major 
Downtown Study Area. The data includes all crashes, injuries, and fatalities from 2008 
through 2011. The type of crashes that occurred and their contributing factors along 
North 5th Street, Las Vegas Boulevard, Civic Center Drive, Lake Mead Boulevard and 
corresponding intersections are described in the following pages. 

North Las Vegas Downtown Study Area 

There were a total of 2,044 crashes along the North Las Vegas Downtown Study Area 
corridors which resulted in 1,028 injuries and four fatalities. Out of the 2,044 crashes 
that occurred during the three year period, 809 were angle collisions (40 percent) and 
746	were	rear-angle	collisions	(37	percent).	A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	
in	Table	H-1	and	Figure	H-1.	

Table H-1: North Las Vegas Downtown Study Area Crash Type 

Type of Crash Total 
Crashes 

Percent of 
Crashes 

Total 
Injuries 

Total 
Fatalities 

Angle Collision 809 39.58% 467 2
Rear-end Collision 746 36.50% 427 1
Non-Collision 228 11.15% 79 1
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 107 5.23% 20 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 91 4.45% 23 0
Backing Collision 28 1.37% 3 0
Head-on Collision 20 0.98% 7 0
Unknown 12 0.59% 2 0
Rear-to-rear Collision 3 0.15% 0 0
Total 2,044 100.00% 1,028 4

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012 

The most noteworthy contributing factor out of the 2,044 total crashes include 320 
failures	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(16	percent),	264	other	improper	driving	
accidents (13 percent), and 254 following too closely accidents (12 percent). A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-2.	

Table H-2: North Las Vegas Downtown Study Area Contributing Factor 

Contributing Factor Total 
Crashes 

Percent of 
Crashes 

Total 
Injuries 

Total 
Fatalities 

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 320 15.66% 214 1
Other Improper Driving 264 12.92% 157 0
Followed too Closely 254 12.43% 98 0
Unknown 253 12.38% 116 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 229 11.20% 94 0
Unsafe Lane Change 176 8.61% 61 0
Hit and Run 139 6.80% 44 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road 
Markings 

92 4.50% 85 1

Driving too Fast for Conditions 84 4.11% 61 0
Made an Improper Turn 80 3.91% 28 0
No Improper Driving 31 1.52% 13 0
Unsafe Backing 27 1.32% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 23 1.13% 5 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 17 0.83% 23 2
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, 
Careless, Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 

13 0.64% 12 0

Improper Crossing 13 0.64% 10 0
Object Avoidance 12 0.59% 4 0
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Ran Off Road 12 0.59% 3 0
Wrong Side or Wrong Way 3 0.15% 0 0
Over-correcting/Over-steering 2 0.10% 0 0
Total 2,044 100.00% 1,028 4

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012 

The most noteworthy number of crashes took place along Lake Mead Boulevard which 
included 1,112 total crashes resulting in 502 injuries and three fatalities along the 
corridor. A summary of the total number of crashes, injuries and fatalities along the 
study	area	for	ten	major	corridors	is	shown	in	Figure	H-2.	

H. Belmont Street & Webb Avenue 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Belmont Street & Webb Avenue during the three year period.  Out of 
these	two	crashes,	one	was	a	head-on-collision	and	the	other	was	a	non-collision.	

Both accidents at this location resulted from the contributing factor of failure to keep 
in proper lane. 

H. Belmont Street & Reynolds Avenue 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Belmont Street and Reynolds Avenue during the three year period.  The 
single	crash	at	this	location	was	a	head-on	collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was a hit and run. 

H. Belmont Street & Wright Avenue 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Belmont Street and Wright Avenue during the three year period.  The 
single crash at this location was an angle collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location resulted from unsafe 
backing. 

H. Belmont Street & Lake Mead Boulevard  

There were a total of 34 crashes at the intersection/interchange of Belmont Street 
and Lake Mead Boulevard, resulting in 15 injuries.  Out of these 34 crashes, 15 were 
angle	collisions	(44	percent).		A	summary	of	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-3.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 15 44.12% 3 0
Rear-end Collision 13 38.24% 11 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 3 8.82% 0 0
Non-Collision 2 5.88% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 2.94% 0 0
T ota l 34 100.00% 15 0

Table H-3: Belmont Street & Lake Mead Boulevard Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	10	failure	 to	yield	 right-of-way	accidents	 (29	percent).	 	A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-4.	

H. Belmont Street & Dillon Avenue 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Belmont Street and Dillon Avenue during the three year period.  The 
single	crash	at	this	location	was	a	non-collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was a hit and run. 

H. Belmont Street & Judson Avenue 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Belmont Street and Judson Avenue during the three year period. Out of 
these	three	crashes,	two	were	rear-end	collisions	and	one	angle	collision.	

The contributing factors at this location include driving too fast for conditions, a hit 
and run, and an unsafe backing accident. 

H. Belmont Street & Carey Avenue 

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 10 29.41% 3 0
Followed too Closely 6 17.65% 1 0
Hit and Run 5 14.71% 4 0
Other Improper Driving 3 8.82% 4 0
Improper Crossing 2 5.88% 1 0
Unknown 2 5.88% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 2 5.88% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 2.94% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 2.94% 0 0
Object Avoidance 1 2.94% 0 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 1 2.94% 1 0

T ota l 34 100.00% 15 0

Table H-4: Belmont Street & Lake Mead Boulevard Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

There were a total of fourteen crashes at the intersection of Belmont Street and Carey 
Avenue, resulting in four injuries and zero fatalities.  Out of the fourteen crashes, six 
were	 non-collisions	 (43	 percent)	 and	 four	 were	 angle	 collisions	 (29	 percent).	 	 A	
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-5.	

The most common contributing factors at this location include four failures to 
maintain	 lane	 accidents	 (29	 percent)	 and	 three	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 (21	
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-6.	

H. Carey Avenue & North 5th Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & North 5th Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these	two	crashes,	one	was	an	angle	collision	and	the	other	was	a	rear-end	collision.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Cra she s

Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T otal 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Non-Collision 6 42.86% 2 0
Angle Collision 4 28.57% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 14.29% 1 0
Backing Collision 1 7.14% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 1 7.14% 0 0
T ota l 14 100.00% 4 0

Table H-5: Belmont Street & Carey Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 4 28.57% 1 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 21.43% 2 0
Hit and Run 2 14.29% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 7.14% 0 0
Improper Crossing 1 7.14% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 7.14% 0 0
No Improper Driving 1 7.14% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 7.14% 0 0
T ota l 14 100.00% 4 0

Table H-6: Belmont Street & Carey Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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Both accidents at this location resulted from the contributing factors of failure to yield 
right-of-way	and	an	other	improper	driving	accident.	

H. Carey Avenue & Donna Street 

There were a total of ten crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Donna Street during the three year period. Out of the 
ten crashes,  seven were angle collisions (70 percent).   A summary of  the crashes by 
type	is	shown	in	Table	H-7.	

The	most	notable	contributing	factor	at	this	location	was	three	failures	to	yield	right-
of-way	 accidents	 (30	 percent).	 A	 summary	 of	 the	 crashes	 by	 contributing	 factor	 is	
shown	in	Table	H-8.	

H. Carey Avenue & Bruce Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Bruce Street during the three year period. Both 
collisions at this intersection were angle collisions. 

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 7 70.00% 3 0
Rear-end Collision 2 20.00% 0 0
Backing Collision 1 10.00% 0 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 3 0

Table H-7: Carey Avenue & Donna Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 30.00% 0 0
Followed too Closely 2 20.00% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 2 20.00% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 10.00% 0 0
Unknown 1 10.00% 3 0
Unsafe Backing 1 10.00% 0 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 3 0

Table H-8: Carey Avenue & Donna Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The	 contributing	 factors	 at	 this	 location	 include	 failure	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 and	
following too closely. 

H. Carey Avenue & Hamilton Street 

There	were	a	total	of	twenty-eight	crashes	resulting	in	five	injuries	and	zero	fatalities	
at the intersection of Carey Avenue & Hamilton Street during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	 twenty-eight	crashes,	the	most	significant	was	 fourteen	angle	collisions	
(50	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-9.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being seven failed to maintain lane accidents (25 percent) and followed too 
closely accidents (22 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is 
shown	in	Table	H-10.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 14 50.00% 2 0
Rear-end Collision 8 28.57% 2 0
Non-Collision 2 7.14% 1 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 2 7.14% 0 0
Rear-to-rear Collision 1 3.57% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 3.57% 0 0
T ota l 28 100.00% 5 0

Table H-9: Carey Avenue & Hamilton Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Carey Avenue & Civic Center Drive 

There were a total of 20 crashes resulting in 17 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Civic Center Drive during the three year period.  Out of 
these	20	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	11	rear-end	collisions	(55	percent)	and	6	
angle	collisions	(30	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-
11.

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 5 unknown accidents (25 percent).  A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-12.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 7 25.00% 1 0
Followed too Closely 6 21.43% 2 0
Unknown 5 17.86% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 10.71% 0 0
Hit and Run 3 10.71% 0 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 3.57% 2 0

Made an Improper Turn 1 3.57% 0 0
No Improper Driving 1 3.57% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 3.57% 0 0
T ota l 28 100.00% 5 0

Table H-10: Carey Avenue & Hamilton Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Type of Crash Total 
Crashes

Percent of 
Crashes

Total 
Injuries

Total 
Fatalities

Rear-end Collision 11 55.00% 9 0
Angle Collision 6 30.00% 7 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 10.00% 1 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 5.00% 0 0
Total 20 100.00% 17 0

Table H-11: Carey Avenue & Civic Center Drive Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Carey Avenue & Las Vegas Boulevard 

There were a total of 29 crashes at the intersection Carey Avenue & Las Vegas 
Boulevard, resulting in 13 injuries and zero fatalities.  Out of the 29 crashes, 14 were 
rear-end	collisions	(48	percent)	and	12	were	angle	collisions	(41	percent).		A	summary	
of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-13.	

The most common contributing factors at this location include seven failures to yield 
right-of-way	 accidents	 (24	 percent)	 and	 seven	 following	 too	 closely	 accidents	 (24	
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-14.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Unknown 5 25.00% 5 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 3 15.00% 3 0

Other Improper Driving 3 15.00% 2 0
Unsafe Lane Change 3 15.00% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 5.00% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 5.00% 1 0
Followed too Closely 1 5.00% 0 0
Hit and Run 1 5.00% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 5.00% 0 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 1 5.00% 6 0

T ota l 20 100.00% 17 0

Table H-12: Carey Avenue & Civic Center Drive Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Cra she s

Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T otal 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 14 48.28% 5 0
Angle Collision 12 41.38% 5 0
Non-Collision 2 6.90% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 3.45% 2 0
T ota l 29 100.00% 13 0

Table H-13: Carey Avenue & Las Vegas Boulevard Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Carey Avenue & Carroll Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in no injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Carroll Street during the three year period. Out of 
these	two	crashes,	one	was	an	angle	collision	and	the	other	was	a	rear-end	collision.	

The	 contributing	 factors	 at	 this	 location	 include	 failure	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 and	
unknown.

H. Carey Avenue & Webster Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Webster Street during the three year period. Out of 
these	 four	 crashes,	 two	 were	 angle	 collisions	 and	 the	 other	 two	 were	 rear-end	
collisions. 

The contributing factors at this location include three unknown accidents (75 percent) 
and	one	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accident	(25	percent).	

H. Carey Avenue & Daley Street  

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Daley Street during the three year period.  The single 
crash at this location was an angle collision.   

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 7 24.14% 6 0
Followed too Closely 7 24.14% 1 0
Unknown 4 13.79% 2 0
Hit and Run 3 10.34% 2 0
Other Improper Driving 2 6.90% 1 0
Unsafe Backing 2 6.90% 0 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 3.45% 0 0
No Improper Driving 1 3.45% 0 0
Ran Off Road 1 3.45% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 3.45% 1 0
T ota l 29 100.00% 13 0

Table H-14: Carey Avenue & Las Vegas Boulevard Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was due to operating 
vehicle in erratic, reckless, careless, negligent, or aggressive manner accident. 

H. Carey Avenue & McCarran Street 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & McCarran Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these three crashes, two were angle collisions and the other was an unknown collision. 

The contributing factors at this location include one disregarded traffic signs, signals, 
road markings, a hit and run and one unknown accident. 

H. Carey Avenue & Bassler Street 

There were a total of five crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Bassler Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these five crashes, the most significant was three angle collisions (60 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-15.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	three	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(60	percent).		A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-16.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 60.00% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 20.00% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 1 0

Table H-15: Carey Avenue & Bassler Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 60.00% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 20.00% 0 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 1 0

Table H-16: Carey Avenue & Bassler Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Carey Avenue & Crawford Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Crawford Street during the three year period. Out of 
these four crashes, three were angle collisions and one unknown collision. 

The contributing factors at this location include three other improper driving accidents 
(75 percent) and one unknown accident (25 percent). 

H. Carey Avenue & Ellis Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Ellis Street during the three year period. Out of these 
four	crashes,	two	were	angle	collisions	and	the	other	two	were	rear-end	collisions.	

The contributing factors at this location include three unknown accidents (75 percent) 
and	one	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accident	(25	percent).	

H. Carey Avenue & Statz Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Statz Street during the three year period. There were 
four  separate  crash  types  for  the  four  accidents  at  this  location.  A  summary  of  the  
crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-17.	

A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-18.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 0 0

Table H-17: Carey Avenue & Statz Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Carey Avenue & Kenneth Road  

There were a total of eight crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Kenneth Road during the three year period.  Out of 
these eight crashes, the most significant were three angle collisions (38 percent) and 
two	rear-end	collisions	(25	percent). 	 	A	summary	of 	the	crashes	by	type	is 	shown	in	
Table	H-19.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being three failure to maintain lane accidents (38 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-20.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Failed to Maintain Lane 1 25.00% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 25.00% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 25.00% 0 0
Wrong Side of Wrong Way 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 0 0

Table H-18: Carey Avenue & Statz Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Cra she s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 3 37.50% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 2 25.00% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 12.50% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 12.50% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 12.50% 0 0
T ota l 8 100.00% 2 0

Table H-19: Carey Avenue & Kenneth Road Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Carey Avenue & Pecos Road  

There were a total of 36 crashes resulting in 16 injuries and one fatality at the 
intersection of Carey Avenue & Pecos Road during the three year period.  Out of these 
36	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	16	angle	collisions	(50	percent)	and	eleven	rear-
end	collisions	(31	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-21.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being eight disregarded traffic signs, signals, road markings accidents (22 
percent)  and  six  followed  too  closely  accidents  (17  percent).   A  summary  of  the  
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-22.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 3 37.50% 1 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 12.50% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 12.50% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 12.50% 0 0
Improper Crossing 1 12.50% 0 0
Unknown 1 12.50% 1 0
T ota l 8 100.00% 2 0

Table H-20: Carey Avenue & Kenneth Road Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Cra she s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 18 50.00% 10 0
Rear-end Collision 11 30.56% 4 1
Non-Collision 3 8.33% 2 0
Backing Collision 1 2.78% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 2.78% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 2.78% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 2.78% 0 0
T ota l 36 100.00% 16 1

Table H-21: Carey Avenue & Pecos Road Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Civic Center Drive & Owens Avenue 

There were a total of 82 crashes resulting in 60 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Owens Avenue during the three year period.  Out 
of these 82 crashes, the most significant were 39 angle collisions (48 percent) and 34 
rear-end	collisions	(42	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	
H-23.

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 8 22.22% 6 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 6 16.67% 4 0
Unknown 6 16.67% 2 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 3 8.33% 0 0
Followed too Closely 3 8.33% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 2 5.56% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 2 5.56% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 2 5.56% 1 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 2.78% 0 1
Hit and Run 1 2.78% 0 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 1 2.78% 2 0

Unsafe Backing 1 2.78% 0 0
T ota l 36 100.00% 16 1

Table H-22: Carey Avenue & Pecos Road Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 39 47.56% 33 0
Rear-end Collision 34 41.46% 25 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 6 7.32% 2 0
Backing Collision 1 1.22% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 1.22% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 1.22% 0 0
T ota l 82 100.00% 60 0

Table H-23: Civic Center Drive and Owens Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	seven	failures	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(20	percent).		A	summary	
of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-24.	

H. Civic Center Drive & Webb Avenue  

There were a total of ten crashes resulting in nine injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Webb Avenue during the three year period.  Out of 
these ten crashes, the most significant was six angle collisions (60 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-25.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 five	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 (50	 percent)	 and	 two	 followed	 too	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 16 19.51% 15 0
Unknown 12 14.63% 13 0
Other Improper Driving 10 12.20% 2 0
Unsafe Lane Change 10 12.20% 8 0
Hit and Run 9 10.98% 5 0
Followed too Closely 8 9.76% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 5 6.10% 6 0
Made an Improper Turn 5 6.10% 3 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 3 3.66% 3 0

Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 2 2.44% 1 0

Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 1.22% 3 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 1.22% 0 0
T ota l 82 100.00% 60 0

Table H-24: Civic Center Drive and Owens Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 6 60.00% 6 0
Rear-end Collision 3 30.00% 3 0
Non-Collision 1 10.00% 0 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 9 0

Table H-25: Civic Center Drive and Webb Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

closely accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is 
shown	in	Table	H-26.	

H. Civic Center Drive & Stanley Avenue  

There were a total of eleven crashes resulting in six injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Stanley Avenue during the three year period.  Out 
of these eleven crashes, the most significant was five angle collisions (44 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-27.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 three	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 (27	 percent).	 A	 summary	 of	 the	
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-28.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 5 50.00% 6 0
Followed too Closely 2 20.00% 2 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 10.00% 0 0

Failed to Maintain Lane 1 10.00% 0 0
Unknown 1 10.00% 1 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 9 0

Table H-26: Civic Center Drive and Webb Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 5 45.45% 4 0
Rear-end Collision 4 36.36% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 9.09% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 9.09% 1 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 6 0

Table H-27: Civic Center Drive and Stanley Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Civic Center Drive & Reynolds Avenue  

There were a total of six crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Reynolds Avenue during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	six	crashes,	the	most	significant	was	two	rear-end	collisions	(33	percent).		
A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-29.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being two other improper driving accidents (33 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-30.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 27.27% 4 0
Followed too Closely 2 18.18% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 2 18.18% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 9.09% 0 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 9.09% 0 0
Hit and Run 1 9.09% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 9.09% 0 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 6 0

Table H-28: Civic Center Drive and Stanley Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 2 33.33% 0 0
Angle Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 0 0

Table H-29: Civic Center Drive and Reynolds Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Civic Center Drive & Taylor Avenue  

There were a total of six crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Taylor Avenue during the three year period.  Out 
of these six crashes, the most significant was three angle collisions (50 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-31.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 three	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 (50	 percent).	 A	 summary	 of	 the	
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-32.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Other Improper Driving 2 33.33% 0 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 16.67% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 16.67% 0 0
Hit and Run 1 16.67% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 0 0

Table H-30: Civic Center Drive and Reynolds Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 50.00% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 16.67% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 1 16.67% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 3 0

Table H-31: Civic Center Drive and Taylor Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Civic Center Drive & Tonopah Avenue 

There were a total of 23 crashes resulting in 12 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Tonopah Avenue during the three year period.  
Out of these 23 crashes, the most significant were 12 angle collisions (52 percent) and 
eight	rear-end	collisions	(34	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	
Table	H-33.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 five	 failure	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 accidents	 (22	 percent)	 and	 five	
unknown accidents (22 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is 
shown	in	Table	H-34.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 50.00% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 16.67% 1 0
Hit and Run 1 16.67% 0 0
Unknown 1 16.67% 1 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 3 0

Table H-32: Civic Center Drive and Taylor Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Cra she s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 12 52.17% 9 0
Rear-end Collision 8 34.78% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 2 8.70% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 4.35% 1 0
T ota l 23 100.00% 12 0

Table H-33: Civic Center Drive and Tonopah Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Civic Center Drive & Perliter Avenue  

There were a total of six crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Perliter Avenue during the three year period.  Out 
of	these	six	crashes,	the	most	significant	was	four	rear-end	collisions	(66	percent).		A	
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-35.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(67	percent).		A	summary	of	the	
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-36.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 5 21.74% 3 0
Unknown 5 21.74% 2 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 3 13.04% 3 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 2 8.70% 1 0
Followed too Closely 2 8.70% 0 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 4.35% 1 0
Hit and Run 1 4.35% 0 0
Improper Crossing 1 4.35% 1 0
Mechanical Defects 1 4.35% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 4.35% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 4.35% 0 0
T ota l 23 100.00% 12 0

Table H-34: Civic Center Drive and Tonopah Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 4 66.67% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 1 16.67% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 2 0

Table H-35: Civic Center Drive and Perliter Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Civic Center Drive & Flower Avenue 

There were a total of eight crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Flower Avenue during the three year period.  Out 
of these eight crashes, the most significant were five angle collisions (63 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-37.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	two	failure	 to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	 (25	percent)	and	 two	other	
improper driving accidents (25 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing 
factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-38.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 4 66.67% 1 0
Followed too Closely 1 16.67% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 2 0

Table H-36: Civic Center Drive and Perliter Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 5 62.50% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 3 37.50% 1 0
T ota l 8 100.00% 2 0

Table H-37: Civic Center Drive and Flower Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Civic Center Drive & Hickey Avenue 

There were a total of 22 crashes resulting in 11 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Hickey Avenue during the three year period.  Out 
of these 22 crashes, the most significant were 17 angle collisions (77 percent) and 3 
rear-end	collisions	(14	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	
H-39.

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	fifteen	failures	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(68	percent).		A	summary	
of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-40.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 2 25.00% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 2 25.00% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 12.50% 0 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 12.50% 0 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 12.50% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 12.50% 0 0
T ota l 8 100.00% 2 0

Table H-38: Civic Center Drive and Flower Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 17 77.27% 8 0
Rear-end Collision 3 13.64% 2 0
Non-Collision 1 4.55% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 4.55% 0 0
T ota l 22 100.00% 11 0

Table H-39: Civic Center Drive and Hickey Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Civic Center Drive & Lake Mead Boulevard 

There were a total of 91 crashes resulting in 38 injuries and one fatality at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Lake Mead Boulevard during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	91	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	52	rear-end	collisions	(57	percent)	
and 25 angle collisions (27 percent).  A summary of the crashes by type is shown in 
Table	H-41.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 18 followed too closely accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-42.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 15 68.18% 7 0
Followed too Closely 2 9.09% 1 0
Hit and Run 1 4.55% 1 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 4.55% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 4.55% 1 0
Unknown 1 4.55% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 4.55% 0 0
T ota l 22 100.00% 11 0

Table H-40: Civic Center Drive and Hickey Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 52 57.14% 21 0
Angle Collision 25 27.47% 16 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 6 6.59% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 5 5.49% 0 0
Non-Collision 2 2.20% 1 1
Unknown 1 1.10% 0 0
T ota l 91 100.00% 38 1

Table H-41: Civic Center Drive and Lake Mead Boulevard Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Civic Center Drive & Constitution Way 

There were a total of 23 crashes resulting in 11 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Constitution Way during the three year period.  
Out of these 23 crashes, the most significant were 14 angle collisions (61 percent) and 
7	rear-end	collisions	(30	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	
H-43.

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 five	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 accidents	 (22	 percent)	 and	 five	
followed too closely accidents (22 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing 
factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-44.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T otal 

Crashe s
Pe rce nt  of  
Cra shes

T otal 
Injurie s

T otal 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 18 19.78% 5 0
Unknown 18 19.78% 12 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 13 14.29% 6 0
Other Improper Driving 12 13.19% 4 0
Hit and Run 7 7.69% 2 0
Unsafe Lane Change 6 6.59% 0 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 5 5.49% 2 1

Failed to Maintain Lane 4 4.40% 3 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 3 3.30% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 2 2.20% 2 0
No Improper Driving 2 2.20% 2 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 1.10% 0 0
T ota l 91 100.00% 38 1

Table H-42: Civic Center Drive and Lake Mead Boulevard Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 14 60.87% 7 0
Rear-end Collision 7 30.43% 4 0
Non-Collision 1 4.35% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 4.35% 0 0
T ota l 23 100.00% 11 0

Table H-43: Civic Center Drive and Constitution Way Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Civic Center Drive & McDaniel Street 

There were a total of 26 crashes resulting in 20 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & McDaniel Street during the three year period.  Out 
of	these	26	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	16	rear-end	collisions	(62	percent)	and	6	
angle	collisions	(23	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-
45.

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 14 followed too closely accidents (54 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-46.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 5 21.74% 5 0
Followed too Closely 5 21.74% 5 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 4 17.39% 1 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 2 8.70% 0 0

Other Improper Driving 2 8.70% 0 0
Unknown 2 8.70% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 4.35% 0 0
Hit and Run 1 4.35% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 4.35% 0 0
T ota l 23 100.00% 11 0

Table H-44: Civic Center Drive and Constitution Way Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 16 61.54% 9 0
Angle Collision 6 23.08% 6 0
Backing Collision 1 3.85% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 3.85% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 3.85% 2 0
Unknown 1 3.85% 1 0
T ota l 26 100.00% 20 0

Table H-45: Civic Center Drive and McDaniel Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Civic Center Drive & Las Vegas Boulevard 

There were a total of 63 crashes resulting in 29 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Civic Center Drive & Las Vegas Boulevard during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	63	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	25	rear-end	collisions	(40	percent)	
and 24 angle collisions (38 percent).  A summary of the crashes by type is shown in 
Table	H-47.	

Type of Crash Total 
Crashes

Percent of 
Crashes

Total 
Injuries

Total 
Fatalities

Rear-end Collision 25 39.68% 8 0
Angle Collision 24 38.10% 18 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 7 11.11% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 5 7.94% 0 0
Backing Collision 1 1.59% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 1.59% 1 0
Total 63 100.00% 29 0

Table H-47: Civic Center Drive and Las Vegas Boulevard Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 10 other improper driving accidents (16 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-48.	

Contributing Fa ctor T otal 
Crashe s

Pe rce nt  of  
Cra shes

T otal 
Injurie s

T otal 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 14 53.85% 10 0
Made an Improper Turn 3 11.54% 2 0
Other Improper Driving 2 7.69% 2 0
Unknown 2 7.69% 2 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 3.85% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 3.85% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 3.85% 2 0
Hit and Run 1 3.85% 1 0
Unsafe Backing 1 3.85% 0 0
T ota l 26 100.00% 20 0

Table H-46: Civic Center Drive and McDaniel Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Losee Road 

There were a total of 46 crashes resulting in 17 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Losee Road during the three year period.  Out 
of these 46 crashes, the most significant were 19 angle collisions (41 percent) and 14 
rear-end	collisions	(30	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	
H-49.

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Other Improper Driving 10 15.87% 4 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 9 14.29% 10 0
Hit and Run 8 12.70% 1 0
Unknown 8 12.70% 2 0
Unsafe Lane Change 6 9.52% 0 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 4 6.35% 5 0

Failed to Maintain Lane 4 6.35% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 4 6.35% 4 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 3 4.76% 1 0
Followed too Closely 3 4.76% 1 0
Improper Crossing 1 1.59% 1 0
No Improper Driving 1 1.59% 0 0
Ran Off Road 1 1.59% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 1.59% 0 0
T ota l 63 100.00% 29 0

Table H-48: Civic Center Drive and Las Vegas Boulevard Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 9 failed to maintain lane accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-50.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & I-15 

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Cra she s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 19 41.30% 3 0
Rear-end Collision 14 30.43% 11 0
Non-Collision 7 15.22% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 2 4.35% 1 0
Backing Collision 1 2.17% 0 0
Rear-to-rear Collision 1 2.17% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 2.17% 0 0
Unknown 1 2.17% 0 0
T ota l 46 100.00% 17 0

Table H-49: Lake Mead Boulevard and Losee Road Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 9 19.57% 5 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 7 15.22% 2 0
Followed too Closely 7 15.22% 3 0
Hit and Run 5 10.87% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 5 10.87% 2 0
Other Improper Driving 4 8.70% 2 0
Unknown 3 6.52% 2 0
Made an Improper Turn 2 4.35% 1 0
Unsafe Backing 2 4.35% 0 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 2.17% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 2.17% 0 0
T ota l 46 100.00% 17 0

Table H-50: Lake Mead Boulevard and Losee Road Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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There were a total of 472 crashes at the intersection/interchange of Lake Mead 
Boulevard	&	I-15,	resulting	in	172	injuries.		Out	of	these	472	crashes,	167	were	rear-
end	collisions	(36	percent).		A	summary	of	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-51.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 105 other improper driving accidents (22 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-52.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 167 35.38% 85 0
Non-Collision 135 28.60% 26 0
Angle Collision 105 22.25% 46 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 47 9.96% 13 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 13 2.75% 2 0
Backing Collision 2 0.42% 0 0
Unknown 2 0.42% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 0.21% 0 0
T ota l 472 100.00% 172 0

Table H-51: Lake Mead Boulevard and I-15 Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Yale Street 

There were a total of 29 crashes resulting in eight injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Yale Street during the three year period.  Out 
of these 29 crashes, the most significant were 21 angle collisions (72 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-53.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rce nt of 
Cra she s

T otal 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Other Improper Driving 105 22.25% 54 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 99 20.97% 34 0
Unsafe Lane Change 57 12.08% 23 0
Unknown 55 11.65% 8 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 39 8.26% 21 0
Hit and Run 35 7.42% 11 0
Followed too Closely 20 4.24% 3 0
Mechanical Defects 14 2.97% 1 0
No Improper Driving 13 2.75% 2 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 12 2.54% 9 0

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 8 1.69% 4 0
Ran Off Road 4 0.85% 0 0
Object Avoidance 3 0.64% 0 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 3 0.64% 0 0

Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 2 0.42% 2 0
Over-correcting/Over-steering 1 0.21% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 0.21% 0 0
Wrong Side or Wrong Way 1 0.21% 0 0
T ota l 472 100.00% 172 0

Table H-52: Lake Mead Boulevard and I-15 Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being twelve followed too closely accidents (41 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-54.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Harvard Street 

There were a total of eleven crashes resulting in fourteen injuries and zero fatalities 
at the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Harvard Street during the three year 
period.  Out of these eleven crashes, the most significant were nine angle collisions 
(82	percent).	A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-55.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 21 72.41% 8 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 3 10.34% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 2 6.90% 0 0
Backing Collision 1 3.45% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 3.45% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 3.45% 0 0
T ota l 29 100.00% 8 0

Table H-53: Lake Mead Boulevard and Yale Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Unsafe Lane Change 12 41.38% 5 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 5 17.24% 3 0
Made an Improper Turn 5 17.24% 0 0
Followed too Closely 2 6.90% 0 0
Unknown 2 6.90% 0 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 3.45% 0 0

Hit and Run 1 3.45% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 3.45% 0 0
T ota l 29 100.00% 8 0

Table H-54: Lake Mead Boulevard and Yale Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being three made improper turn accidents (33 percent) and three unsafe lane 
change accidents (33 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is 
shown	in	Table	H-56.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & North 5th Street 

There were a total of 33 crashes resulting in 12 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & North 5th Street during the three year period.  
Out of these 33 crashes, the most significant were 16 angle collisions (48 percent) and 
15	 rear-end	 collisions	 (45	 percent).	 	 A	 summary	 of	 the	 crashes	 by	 type	 is	 shown	 in	
Table	H-57.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 9 81.82% 14 0
Rear-end Collision 1 9.09% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 9.09% 0 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 14 0

Table H-55: Lake Mead Boulevard and Harvard Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Made an Improper Turn 3 27.27% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 3 27.27% 4 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 2 18.18% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 9.09% 5 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 9.09% 4 0
Followed too Closely 1 9.09% 0 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 14 0

Table H-56: Lake Mead Boulevard and Harvard Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being five made an improper turn accidents (15 percent), five other improper 
driving accidents (15 percent) and unsafe lane change accidents (15 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-58.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Glider Street 

There were a total of thirteen crashes at the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & 
Glider Street, resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities.  Out of the thirteen 
crashes,	four	were	angle	collisions	(31	percent)	and	three	were	rear-end	collisions	(23	
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-59.	

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Cra she s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 16 48.48% 4 0
Rear-end Collision 15 45.45% 8 0
Non-Collision 1 3.03% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 3.03% 0 0
T ota l 33 100.00% 12 0

Table H-57: Lake Mead Boulevard and North 5th Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Made an Improper Turn 5 15.15% 2 0
Other Improper Driving 5 15.15% 6 0
Unsafe Lane Change 5 15.15% 0 0
Followed too Closely 4 12.12% 0 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 3 9.09% 2 0
Unknown 3 9.09% 1 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 2 6.06% 0 0
Hit and Run 2 6.06% 1 0
No Improper Driving 2 6.06% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 3.03% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 1 3.03% 0 0
T ota l 33 100.00% 12 0

Table H-58: Lake Mead Boulevard and North 5th Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The most common contributing factors at this location include six made an improper 
turn accidents (46 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is shown 
in	Table	H-60.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & White Street 

There were a total of 36 crashes resulting in 12 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & White Street during the three year period.  Out 
of these 36 crashes, the most significant were 20 angle collisions. A summary of the 
crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-61.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Cra she s

Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T otal 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 4 30.77% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 3 23.08% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 3 23.08% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 15.38% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 7.69% 0 0
T ota l 13 100.00% 3 0

Table H-59: Lake Mead Boulevard and Glider Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Made an Improper Turn 6 46.15% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 2 15.38% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 2 15.38% 2 0
Unsafe Lane Change 2 15.38% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 7.69% 0 0
T ota l 13 100.00% 3 0

Table H-60: Lake Mead Boulevard and Glider Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being twelve made an improper turn accidents  (33 percent).   A summary of  
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-62.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Las Vegas Boulevard 

There were a total of 78 crashes resulting in 46 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Las Vegas Boulevard during the three year 
period.		Out	of	these	78	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	36	rear-end	collisions	(46	
percent)  and  23  angle  collisions  (29  percent).   A  summary  of  the  crashes  by  type  is  
shown	in	Table	H-63.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 20 55.56% 11 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 7 19.44% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 5 13.89% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 3 8.33% 0 0
Backing Collision 1 2.78% 1 0
T ota l 36 100.00% 12 0

Table H-61: Lake Mead Boulevard and White Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T otal 
Crashe s

Pe rce nt  of  
Cra shes

T otal 
Injurie s

T otal 
Fa ta lities

Made an Improper Turn 12 33.33% 5 0
Unsafe Lane Change 10 27.78% 1 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 5 13.89% 4 0
Unknown 3 8.33% 1 0
Followed too Closely 2 5.56% 0 0
Hit and Run 2 5.56% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 2 5.56% 0 0
T ota l 36 100.00% 12 0

Table H-62: Lake Mead Boulevard and White Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 18 unknown accidents (23 percent).  A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-64.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 36 46.15% 28 0
Angle Collision 23 29.49% 11 0
Non-Collision 7 8.97% 4 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 5 6.41% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 4 5.13% 1 0
Backing Collision 2 2.56% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 1.28% 2 0
T ota l 78 100.00% 46 0

Table H-63: Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T otal 

Cra she s
Pe rce nt  of  
Cra shes

T otal 
Injurie s

T otal 
Fa ta lities

Unknown 18 23.08% 9 0
Followed too Closely 14 17.95% 7 0
Other Improper Driving 10 12.82% 6 0
Unsafe Lane Change 8 10.26% 1 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 7 8.97% 8 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 6 7.69% 3 0
Hit and Run 5 6.41% 1 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road 
Markings 2 2.56% 3 0

Driving too Fast for Conditions 2 2.56% 4 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 1.28% 2 0
Improper Crossing 1 1.28% 1 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 1.28% 0 0
Ran Off Road 1 1.28% 1 0
Unsafe Backing 1 1.28% 0 0
Wrong Side or Wrong Way 1 1.28% 0 0
T ota l 78 100.00% 46 0

Table H-64: Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Hoover Street 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Hoover Street during the three year period. Out 
of	 these	 three	crashes,	one	was	 a	 rear-end	 collision,	 one	 an	angle	collision	 and	 the	
other a sideswipe, overtaking collision. 

The	contributing	factors	at	this	location	include	failure	to	yield-right-of-way,	a	hit	and	
run, and an unsafe lane change accident. 

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Jefferson Street  

There were a total of two crashes resulting in five injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Jefferson Street during the three year period.  
All	collisions	at	this	intersection	were	rear-end	collisions.	

Both accidents at this location resulted from the contributing factor of following too 
closely. 

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Bruce Street 

There were a total of 42 crashes resulting in 23 injuries and one fatality at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Bruce Street during the three year period.  Out 
of these 42 crashes, the most significant were 20 angle collisions (48 percent) and 
fourteen	rear-end	collisions	(33	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	
in	Table	H-65.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 twelve	 failed	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 (29	 percent)	 and	 nine	 unknown	

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Cra she s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 20 47.62% 14 1
Rear-end Collision 14 33.33% 6 0
Non-Collision 3 7.14% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 2 4.76% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 2.38% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 2.38% 1 0
Unknown 1 2.38% 0 0
T ota l 42 100.00% 23 1

Table H-65: Lake Mead Boulevard and Bruce Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

accidents (21 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is shown in 
Table	H-66.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & McDaniel Street  

There  were  a  total  of  38  crashes  at  the  intersection  of  Lake  Mead  Boulevard  &  
McDaniel Street, resulting in 11 injuries and zero fatalities.  Out of the 38 crashes, 18 
were	 angle	 collisions	 (47	 percent)	 and	 14	 were	 rear-end	 collisions	 (37	 percent).	 	 A	
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-67.	

The most common contributing factors at this location include 15 failures to yield 
right-of-way	 accidents	 (39	 percent)	 and	 eight	 following	 too	 closely	 accidents	 (21	
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-68.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 12 28.57% 9 1
Unknown 9 21.43% 2 0
Followed too Closely 7 16.67% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 6 14.29% 7 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 2 4.76% 4 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 2 4.76% 0 0
Hit and Run 2 4.76% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 2 4.76% 0 0
T ota l 42 100.00% 23 1

Table H-66: Lake Mead Boulevard and Bruce Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Cra she s

Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T otal 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 18 47.37% 7 0
Rear-end Collision 14 36.84% 3 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 4 10.53% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 2.63% 1 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 2.63% 0 0
T ota l 38 100.00% 11 0

Table H-67 Lake Mead Boulevard and McDaniel Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Carroll Street  

There were a total of seven crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at 
the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Carroll Street during the three year period.  
Out	 of	 these	 seven	 crashes,	 the	 most	 significant	 were	 four	 rear-end	 collisions	 (57	
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-69.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being two unknown accidents (29 percent).  A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-70.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 15 39.47% 3 0
Followed too Closely 8 21.05% 2 0
No Improper Driving 3 7.89% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 3 7.89% 3 0
Unsafe Lane Change 3 7.89% 0 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 2.63% 2 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 2.63% 0 0
Hit and Run 1 2.63% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 2.63% 0 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 1 2.63% 0 0

Unknown 1 2.63% 0 0
T ota l 38 100.00% 11 0

Table H-68: Lake Mead Boulevard and McDaniel Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 4 57.14% 3 0
Angle Collision 3 42.86% 0 0
T ota l 7 100.00% 3 0

Table H-69: Lake Mead Boulevard and Carroll Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Webster Street 

There were a total of twelve crashes resulting in six injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Webster Street during the three year period.  
Out of these twelve crashes, the most significant were eight angle collisions (67 
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-71.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	eight	failures	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(67	percent).		A	summary	
of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-72.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Unknown 2 28.57% 0 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 14.29% 3 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 14.29% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 14.29% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 14.29% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 14.29% 0 0
T ota l 7 100.00% 3 0

Table H-70: Lake Mead Boulevard and Carroll Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 8 66.67% 4 0
Rear-end Collision 2 16.67% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 16.67% 1 0
T ota l 12 100.00% 6 0

Table H-71: Lake Mead Boulevard and Webster Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Daley Street 

There were a total of six crashes resulting in fifteen injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Daley Street t during the three year period.  
Out of these six crashes, the most significant was four angle collisions (67 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-73.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents. A summary of 
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-74.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 8 66.67% 5 0
Followed too Closely 2 16.67% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 8.33% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 8.33% 0 0
T ota l 12 100.00% 6 0

Table H-72: Lake Mead Boulevard and Webster Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 4 66.67% 11 0
Non-Collision 1 16.67% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 1 16.67% 3 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 15 0

Table H-73: Lake Mead Boulevard and Daley Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & McCarran Street 

There were a total of ten crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & McCarran Street during the three year period.  
Out of these ten crashes, the most significant were four angle collisions (40 percent) 
and	three	rear-end	collisions	(30	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	
in	Table	H-75.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being two failed  to maintain lane accidents (20 percent) and two followed too 
closely accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is 
shown	in	Table	H-76.	

Contributing Factor Total 
Crashes

Percent of 
Crashes

Total 
Injuries

Total 
Fatalities

Failed to Maintain Lane 1 16.67% 3 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 16.67% 5 0
Followed too Closely 1 16.67% 3 0
Hit and Run 1 16.67% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 16.67% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 16.67% 2 0
Total 6 100.00% 15 0

Table H-74: Lake Mead Boulevard and Daley Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Crash
T ota l 

Crashe s
Perce nt of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Angle Collision 4 40.00% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 3 30.00% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 10.00% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 10.00% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 10.00% 0 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 1 0

Table H-75: Lake Mead Boulevard and McCarran Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-95

FINAL REPORT

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Bassler Street 

There were a total of 23 crashes resulting in 12 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Bassler Street during the three year period.  
Out of these 23 crashes, the most significant were 17 angle collisions (74 percent) and 
five	 rear-end	collisions	 (22	percent).	 	A	summary	of	 the	crashes	by	 type	 is	 shown	in	
Table	H-77.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being eleven followed too closely accidents (48 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-78.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 2 20.00% 1 0
Followed too Closely 2 20.00% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 10.00% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 10.00% 0 0
Object Avoidance 1 10.00% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 10.00% 0 0
Unknown 1 10.00% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 10.00% 0 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 1 0

Table H-76: Lake Mead Boulevard and McCarran Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 17 73.91% 11 0
Angle Collision 5 21.74% 1 0
Backing Collision 1 4.35% 0 0
T ota l 23 100.00% 12 0

Table H-77: Lake Mead Boulevard and Bassler Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Crawford Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Crawford Street during the three year period.  
There  were  three  separate  crash  types  for  the  four  accidents  at  this  location.   A  
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-79.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents. A summary of 
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-80.	

Contributing Fa ctor T otal 
Crashe s

Pe rce nt  of  
Cra shes

T otal 
Injurie s

T otal 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 11 47.83% 5 0
Other Improper Driving 4 17.39% 3 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 13.04% 0 0
Unknown 2 8.70% 2 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 4.35% 0 0

Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 4.35% 2 0
Unsafe Backing 1 4.35% 0 0
T ota l 23 100.00% 12 0

Table H-78: Lake Mead Boulevard and Bassler Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 2 50.00% 1 0
Angle Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 25.00% 1 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 2 0

Table H-79: Lake Mead Boulevard and Crawford Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Ellis Street  

There were a total of three crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Ellis Street during the three year period. Out of 
these three crashes, two were sideswipe, overtaking collisions (67 percent) and one 
rear-end	collision	(33	percent).	

The contributing factors at this location include other improper driving, unknown, and 
unsafe lane change accidents. 

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Statz Street 

There were a total of ten crashes resulting in ten injuries and one fatality at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Statz Street during the three year period.  Out 
of these ten crashes, the most significant were five angle collisions (50 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-81.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	four	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(40	percent).		A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-82.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 25.00% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 25.00% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 25.00% 1 0
Followed too Closely 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 2 0

Table H-80: Lake Mead Boulevard and Crawford Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 5 50.00% 7 1
Rear-end Collision 3 30.00% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 10.00% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 10.00% 2 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 10 1

Table H-81: Lake Mead Boulevard and Statz Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Brand Street 

There were a total of six crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Brand Street during the three year period.  Out 
of these six crashes, the most significant were three angle collisions (50 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-83.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	four	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(33	percent).		A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-84.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 4 40.00% 5 0
Followed too Closely 2 20.00% 1 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 10.00% 3 1
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 10.00% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 10.00% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 10.00% 1 0
T ota l 10 100.00% 10 1

Table H-82: Lake Mead Boulevard and Statz Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 50.00% 2 0
Rear-end Collision 2 33.33% 1 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 3 0

Table H-83: Lake Mead Boulevard and Brand Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Palmer Street 

There were a total of six crashes resulting in seven injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Palmer Street during the three year period.  
Out of these six crashes, the most significant were four angle collisions (67 percent).  
A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-85.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	four	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(67	percent).		A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-86.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 2 33.33% 2 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 16.67% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 16.67% 1 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 16.67% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 3 0

Table H-84: Lake Mead Boulevard and Brand Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 4 66.67% 6 0
Head-on Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 16.67% 1 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 7 0

Table H-85: Lake Mead Boulevard and Palmer Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 4 66.67% 6 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 16.67% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 7 0

Table H-86: Lake Mead Boulevard and Palmer Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Wilkinson Way 

There were a total of eleven crashes resulting in five injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Wilkinson Way during the three year period.  
Out of these eleven crashes, the most significant was five angle collisions (45 
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-87.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 five	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 (45	 percent).	 A	 summary	 of	 the	
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-88.	

H. Lake Mead Boulevard & Pecos Road 

There were a total of 86 crashes at the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard & Pecos 
Road,	resulting	in	60	injuries.		Out	of	these	86	crashes,	44	were	rear-end	collisions	(52	
percent).		A	summary	of	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-89.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 5 45.45% 3 0
Rear-end Collision 3 27.27% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 18.18% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 9.09% 1 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 5 0

Table H-87: Lake Mead Boulevard and Wilkinson Way Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 5 45.45% 3 0
Unsafe Lane Change 2 18.18% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 9.09% 0 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 9.09% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 9.09% 0 0
Unknown 1 9.09% 1 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 5 0

Table H-88: Lake Mead Boulevard and Wilkinson Way Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 17 followed too closely accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-90.	

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rce nt of 
Cra she s

T otal 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 17 19.77% 11 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 13 15.12% 9 0
Other Improper Driving 13 15.12% 14 0
Unknown 10 11.63% 4 0
Hit and Run 8 9.30% 3 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 5 5.81% 5 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 4 4.65% 3 0

Unsafe Lane Change 4 4.65% 3 0
Made an Improper Turn 3 3.49% 1 0
No Improper Driving 3 3.49% 5 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 2 2.33% 0 0
Improper Crossing 2 2.33% 2 0
Ran Off Road 1 1.16% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 1.16% 0 0
T ota l 86 100.00% 60 0

Table H-90: Lake Mead Boulevard and Pecos Road Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 44 51.16% 30 0
Angle Collision 30 34.88% 27 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 5 5.81% 2 0
Backing Collision 3 3.49% 0 0
Non-Collision 3 3.49% 1 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 1.16% 0 0
T ota l 86 100.00% 60 0

Table H-89: Lake Mead Boulevard and Pecos Road Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens Avenue 

There were a total of 38 crashes resulting in 37 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard & Owens Avenue during the three year period.  
Out of these 38 crashes, the most significant was 23 1angle collisions (61 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-91.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 11 disregarded traffic signs, signals, road markings accidents (29 
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-92.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 23 60.53% 23 0
Rear-end Collision 6 15.79% 8 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 3 7.89% 3 0
Backing Collision 2 5.26% 0 0
Head-on Collision 2 5.26% 2 0
Non-Collision 1 2.63% 1 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 2.63% 0 0
T ota l 38 100.00% 37 0

Table H-91: Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road 
Markings 11 28.95% 12 0

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 7 18.42% 8 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 4 10.53% 9 0
Unknown 4 10.53% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 3 7.89% 1 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 2 5.26% 4 0
Other Improper Driving 2 5.26% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 2 5.26% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 2.63% 0 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, 
Careless, Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 1 2.63% 1 0

Ran Off Road 1 2.63% 1 0
T ota l 38 100.00% 37 0

Table H-92: Las Vegas Boulevard and Owens Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Las Vegas Boulevard & North 5th Street/Main Street 

There were a total of 46 crashes resulting in 18 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard & North 5th Street/Main Street during the three 
year period.  Out of these 46 crashes, the most significant was 18 angle collisions (52 
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-93.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 11 unknown accidents (24 percent).  A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-94.	

H. Las Vegas Boulevard & Tonopah Avenue 

There were a total of sixteen crashes resulting in six injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard & Tonopah Avenue during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	sixteen	crashes,	 the	most	significant	were	seven	 rear-end	collisions	 (44	
percent) and four angle collisions (25 percent).  A summary of the crashes by type is 
shown	in	Table	H-95.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 24 52.17% 7 0
Rear-end Collision 12 26.09% 10 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 4 8.70% 0 0
Head-on Collision 2 4.35% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 4.35% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 2.17% 1 0
Unknown 1 2.17% 0 0
T ota l 46 100.00% 18 0

Table H-93: Las Vegas Boulevard and North 5th Street/Main Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 four	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 accidents	 (25	 percent)	 and	 three	
followed too closely accidents (18 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing 
factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-96.	

H. Las Vegas Boulevard & Williams Avenue 

There were a total of eleven crashes resulting in five injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard & Williams Avenue during the three year period.  
Out	 of	 these	 eleven	 crashes,	 the	 most	 significant	 was	 six	 rear-end	 collisions	 (55	
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-97.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 7 43.75% 3 0
Angle Collision 4 25.00% 0 0
Non-Collision 4 25.00% 3 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 6.25% 0 0
T ota l 16 100.00% 6 0

Table H-95: Las Vegas Boulevard and Tonopah Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 4 25.00% 1 0
Followed too Closely 3 18.75% 0 0
Unknown 3 18.75% 3 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 2 12.50% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 2 12.50% 2 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 6.25% 0 0

Unsafe Lane Change 1 6.25% 0 0
T ota l 16 100.00% 6 0

Table H-96: Las Vegas Boulevard and Tonopah Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being three unknown accidents (27 percent). A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-98.	

H. Las Vegas Boulevard & Bruce Street 

There were a total of 27 crashes resulting in 18 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard & Bruce Street during the three year period.  Out 
of	these	27	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	23	rear-end	collisions	(85	percent).	A	
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-99.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 6 54.55% 2 0
Angle Collision 4 36.36% 2 0
Non-Collision 1 9.09% 1 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 5 0

Table H-97: Las Vegas Boulevard and Williams Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Unknown 3 27.27% 1 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 2 18.18% 1 0
Followed too Closely 2 18.18% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 2 18.18% 2 0
Hit and Run 1 9.09% 1 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 9.09% 0 0
T ota l 11 100.00% 5 0

Table H-98: Las Vegas Boulevard and Williams Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 12 followed too closely accidents (44 percent). A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-100.	

H. Las Vegas Boulevard & Hamilton Street 

There were a total of 20 crashes resulting in eight injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Las Vegas Boulevard & Hamilton Street during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	20	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	ten	rear-end	collisions	(50	percent)	
and six angle collisions (30 percent).  A summary of the crashes by type is shown in 
Table	H-101.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 23 85.19% 13 0
Non-Collision 3 11.11% 4 0
Angle Collision 1 3.70% 1 0
T ota l 27 100.00% 18 0

Table H-99: Las Vegas Boulevard and Bruce Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T otal 
Crashe s

Pe rce nt  of  
Cra shes

T otal 
Injurie s

T otal 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 12 44.44% 3 0
Other Improper Driving 5 18.52% 5 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 11.11% 4 0
Hit and Run 3 11.11% 2 0
Unknown 2 7.41% 3 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 3.70% 1 0
No Improper Driving 1 3.70% 0 0
T ota l 27 100.00% 18 0

Table H-100: Las Vegas Boulevard and Bruce Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 seven	 failures	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 accidents	 (35	 percent)	 and	 four	
followed too closely accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing 
factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-102.	

H. Main Street & Owens Avenue 

There were a total of 44 crashes resulting in 33 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Main Street & Owens Avenue during the three year period.  Out of 
these 44 crashes, the most significant was 26 angle collisions (59 percent).  A summary 
of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-103.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 10 50.00% 4 0
Angle Collision 6 30.00% 2 0
Non-Collision 3 15.00% 2 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 5.00% 0 0
T ota l 20 100.00% 8 0

Table H-101: Las Vegas Boulevard and Hamilton Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 7 35.00% 2 0
Followed too Closely 4 20.00% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 4 20.00% 2 0
Unknown 2 10.00% 2 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 5.00% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 1 5.00% 1 0
Object Avoidance 1 5.00% 1 0
T ota l 20 100.00% 8 0

Table H-102: Las Vegas Boulevard and Hamilton Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents.  A summary of 
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-104.	

H. North 5th Street & Judson Avenue 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of North 5th Street & Judson Avenue during the three year period.  Out of 
these	two	crashes,	one	was	an	angle	collision	and	the	other	was	a	non-collision.	

Accidents at this location resulted from the contributing factors of failure to yield 
right-of-way	and	an	unknown	accident.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 26 59.09% 17 0
Rear-end Collision 11 25.00% 11 0
Non-Collision 4 9.09% 4 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 4.55% 1 0
Head-on Collision 1 2.27% 0 0
T ota l 44 100.00% 33 0

Table H-103: Main Street and Owens Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road 
Markings 7 15.91% 14 0

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 7 15.91% 2 0
Unknown 7 15.91% 4 0
Other Improper Driving 5 11.36% 4 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 3 6.82% 0 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 3 6.82% 1 0
Followed too Closely 3 6.82% 2 0
Improper Crossing 3 6.82% 3 0
No Improper Driving 2 4.55% 3 0
Hit and Run 1 2.27% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 1 2.27% 0 0
Object Avoidance 1 2.27% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 2.27% 0 0
T ota l 44 100.00% 33 0

Table H-104: Main Street and Owens Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Owens Avenue & A Street 

There were a total of six crashes resulting in nine injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & A Street during the three year period.  Out of these 
six crashes, the most significant was three angle collisions (50 percent).  A summary of 
the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-105.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 three	 failure	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 accidents	 (33	 percent)	 and	 three	
other improper driving accidents (33 percent).  A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-106.	

H. Owens Avenue & Stocker Street 

There were a total of thirteen crashes resulting in thirteen injuries and zero fatalities 
at the intersection of Owens Avenue & Stocker Street during the three year period.  
Out	of	these	thirteen	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	eight	 rear-end	collisions	(62	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 50.00% 3 0
Rear-end Collision 2 33.33% 6 0
Backing Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 9 0

Table H-105: Owens Avenue and A Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 2 33.33% 3 0
Other Improper Driving 2 33.33% 6 0
Object Avoidance 1 16.67% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 9 0

Table H-106: Owens Avenue and A Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

percent) and 4 angle collisions (31 percent).  A summary of the crashes by type is 
shown	in	Table	H-107.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being three other improper driving accidents (23 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-108.	

H. Owens Avenue & Davis Place  

There were a total of seven crashes resulting in four injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Davis Place during the three year period.  Out of 
these	seven	crashes,	the	most	significant	were	five	rear-end	collisions	(71	percent).	A	
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-109.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 8 61.54% 7 0
Angle Collision 4 30.77% 5 0
Non-Collision 1 7.69% 1 0
T ota l 13 100.00% 13 0

Table H-107: Owens Avenue and Stocker Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Other Improper Driving 3 23.08% 6 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 2 15.38% 2 0
Hit and Run 2 15.38% 1 0
Unknown 2 15.38% 1 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 7.69% 1 0
Followed too Closely 1 7.69% 0 0
Object Avoidance 1 7.69% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 7.69% 1 0
T ota l 13 100.00% 13 0

Table H-108: Owens Avenue and Stocker Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being followed too closely accidents (43 percent).  A summary of the crashes 
by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-110.	

H. Owens Avenue & Woodard Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Woodard Street during the three year period. Out of 
these two crashes, one was an angle collision and the other a sideswipe, overtaking 
collision. 

The contributing factors at this location include failure to maintain lane accident and 
other improper driving accident. 

H. Owens Avenue & Hoover Street 

There were a total of five crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Hoover Street during the three year period.  Out of 

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 5 71.43% 4 0
Angle Collision 1 14.29% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 14.29% 0 0
T ota l 7 100.00% 4 0

Table H-109: Owens Avenue and Davis Place Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 3 42.86% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 2 28.57% 3 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 2 28.57% 0 0
T ota l 7 100.00% 4 0

Table H-110: Owens Avenue and Davis Place Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

these five crashes, the most significant was four angle collisions (80 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-111.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being two failed to maintain lane accidents (40 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-112.	

H. Owens Avenue & Bruce Street 

There were a total of 18 crashes resulting in 11 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Bruce Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these 18 crashes, the most significant were 9 angle collisions (50 percent).  A summary 
of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-113.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 4 80.00% 1 0
Backing Collision 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 1 0

Table H-111: Owens Avenue and Hoover Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 2 40.00% 0 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 20.00% 1 0
Unknown 1 20.00% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 1 0

Table H-112: Owens Avenue and Hoover Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	 being	 6	 failure	 to	 yield	 right-of-way	 accidents	 (33	 percent)	 and	 3	 other	
improper driving accidents (17 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing 
factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-114.	

H. Owens Avenue & McDaniel Street/21st Street 

There were a total of 17 crashes resulting in 20 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & McDaniel Street/21st Street during the three year 
period.  Out of these 17 crashes, the most significant were 13 angle collisions (76 
percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-115.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 9 50.00% 5 0
Rear-end Collision 6 33.33% 6 0
Backing Collision 1 5.56% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 5.56% 0 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 5.56% 0 0
T ota l 18 100.00% 11 0

Table H-113: Owens Avenue and Bruce Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 6 33.33% 6 0
Other Improper Driving 3 16.67% 2 0
Unknown 2 11.11% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 2 11.11% 1 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, 
Road Markings 1 5.56% 0 0

Failed to Maintain Lane 1 5.56% 1 0
Followed too Closely 1 5.56% 1 0
Hit and Run 1 5.56% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 5.56% 0 0
T ota l 18 100.00% 11 0

Table H-114: Owens Avenue and Bruce Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	10	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(59	percent)	and	3	failure	to	
maintain lane accidents (18 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor 
is	shown	in	Table	H-116.	

H. Owens Avenue and 22nd Street  

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue and 22nd Street during the three year period.  The 
single	crash	at	this	location	was	a	non-collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was failure to maintain 
lane accident. 

H. Owens Avenue & 23rd Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & 23rd Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these	two	crashes,	one	was	an	angle	collision	and	the	other	was	a	rear-end	collision.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 13 76.47% 18 0
Rear-end Collision 3 17.65% 2 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 1 5.88% 0 0
T ota l 17 100.00% 20 0

Table H-115: Owens Avenue and McDaniel Street/21st Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 10 58.82% 15 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 3 17.65% 2 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, 
Road Markings 2 11.76% 3 0

Followed too Closely 1 5.88% 0 0
Object Avoidance 1 5.88% 0 0
T ota l 17 100.00% 20 0

Table H-116: Owens Avenue and McDaniel Street/21st Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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Both accidents at this location resulted from the contributing factors of a hot and run 
accident and an unknown accident.  

H. Owens Avenue & Cobb Lane  

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Cobb Lane during the three year period.  The single 
crash	at	this	location	was	a	rear-end	collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was a followed too 
closely accident. 

H. Owens Avenue & Civic Center Drive/ Eastern Avenue  

There were a total of 97 crashes resulting in 66 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Civic Center Drive/ Eastern Avenue during the three 
year period.  Out of these 97 crashes, the most significant were 48 angle collisions (35 
percent)	and	40	rear-end	collisions	(41	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	
shown	in	Table	H-117.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	seven	failures	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(21	percent).		A	summary	
of	the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-118.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 48 49.48% 35 0
Rear-end Collision 40 41.24% 29 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 6 6.19% 2 0
Backing Collision 1 1.03% 0 0
Head-on Collision 1 1.03% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 1.03% 0 0
T ota l 97 100.00% 66 0

Table H-117: Owens Avenue and Civic Center Drive/Eastern Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Owens Avenue & Patricia Street 

There was a total of one crash resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Patricia Street during the three year period.  The 
single crash at this location was an angle collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was an unknown 
accident. 

H. Owens Avenue & Raul Court 

There was a total of one crash resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Raul Court during the three year period.  The single 
crash	at	this	location	was	a	rear-end	collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was an other improper 
driving accident. 

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 20 20.62% 15 0
Hit and Run 13 13.40% 6 0
Unknown 12 12.37% 13 0
Other Improper Driving 11 11.34% 2 0
Followed too Closely 10 10.31% 3 0
Unsafe Lane Change 10 10.31% 8 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 5 5.15% 5 0

Failed to Maintain Lane 5 5.15% 6 0
Made an Improper Turn 5 5.15% 3 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 2 2.06% 1 0

Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 1.03% 3 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 1.03% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 1 1.03% 0 0
Object Avoidance 1 1.03% 1 0
T ota l 97 100.00% 66 0

T a ble  H-118:  Owe ns  Ave nue  a nd  Civic  Cente r  Drive /Ea ste rn  Ave nue  Contributing  Fa ctor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Owens Avenue & Lucilee Street 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Lucilee Street during the three year period.  The 
single crash at this location was an angle collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was a running off the 
road accident. 

H. Owens Avenue & Statz Street 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in four injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Statz Street during the three year period. Out of 
these three crashes, two were angle collisions and one unknown collision. 

The	 contributing	 factors	 at	 this	 location	 include	 two	 failures	 to	 yield-right-of	 way	
accidents (67 percent) and a failed to maintain lane accident (33 percent). 

H. Owens Avenue & Mojave Road 

There were a total of 15 crashes resulting in 13 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Mojave Road during the three year period.  Out of 
these 15 crashes, the most significant was 8 angle collisions (53 percent).  A summary 
of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-119.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 5 failed to maintain lane accidents (33 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-120.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 8 53.33% 5 0
Rear-end Collision 6 40.00% 7 0
Non-Collision 1 6.67% 1 0
T ota l 15 100.00% 13 0

Table H-119: Owens Avenue and Mojave Road Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

H. Owens Avenue & James Street  

There were a total of three crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & James Street during the three year period. Out of 
these	three	crashes,	two	were	angle	collisions	and	head-on	collision.	

The contributing factors at this location include failure to maintain lane, failure to 
yield	right-of-way,	and	a	ran	off	road	accident.	

H. Owens Avenue & Teton Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in five injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Teton Street during the three year period. Out of 
these	 four	 crashes,	 two	 were	 angle	 collisions	 and	 the	 other	 two	 were	 rear-end	
collisions. 

The contributing factors at this location include two failure to maintain lane (50 
percent), 	one 	failure 	to 	yield 	right-of-way 	(25 	percent), 	and 	a 	followed 	too 	closely 	
accident (25 percent). 

H. Owens Avenue & Palmer Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in three injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection Owens Avenue & Palmer Street during the three year period.  Out of these 

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 5 33.33% 2 0
Unknown 3 20.00% 1 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 2 13.33% 1 0
Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road 
Markings 1 6.67% 1 0

Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 6.67% 5 0
Followed too Closely 1 6.67% 1 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 6.67% 1 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 6.67% 1 0
T ota l 15 100.00% 13 0

Table H-120: Owens Avenue and Mojave Road Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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four crashes, the most significant was three angle collisions (75 percent).  A summary 
of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-121.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, there were 
four contributing factors for the four accidents at this location.  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-122.	

H. Owens Avenue & Pecos Road 

There were a total of 66 crashes resulting in 39 injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Owens Avenue & Pecos Road during the three year period.  Out of 
these 66 crashes, the most significant were 39 angle collisions (59 percent) and 22 
rear-end	collisions	(33	percent).		A	summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	
H-123.

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 75.00% 1 0
Rear-end Collision 1 25.00% 2 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 3 0

Table H-121: Owens Avenue and Palmer Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 25.00% 2 0
Failed to Maintain Lane 1 25.00% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 25.00% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 1 25.00% 1 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 3 0

Table H-122: Owens Avenue and Palmer Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being 13 failed to maintain lane accidents (20 percent) and 13 followed too 
closely accidents (20 percent).  A summary of the crashes by contributing factor is 
shown	in	Table	H-124.	

H. Pecos Road & Webb Avenue 

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 39 59.09% 26 0
Rear-end Collision 22 33.33% 12 0
Sideswipe, Overtaking Collision 2 3.03% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 1.52% 0 0
Rear-to-rear Collision 1 1.52% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 1.52% 1 0
T ota l 66 100.00% 39 0

Table H-123: Owens Avenue and Pecos Road Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Cra she s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 13 19.70% 7 0
Followed too Closely 13 19.70% 8 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 11 16.67% 2 0
Unknown 8 12.12% 8 0
Made an Improper Turn 6 9.09% 4 0
Hit and Run 5 7.58% 0 0
Unsafe Lane Change 4 6.06% 4 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 3 4.55% 4 0

Other Improper Driving 2 3.03% 2 0
Operating Vehicle in Erratic, Reckless, Careless, 
Negligent, or Aggressive Manner 1 1.52% 0 0

T ota l 66 100.00% 39 0

Table H-124: Owens Avenue and Pecos Road Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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There were a total of five crashes resulting in four injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Webb Avenue during the three year period.  Out of these 
five crashes, the most significant was three angle collisions (60 percent).  A summary 
of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-125.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	three	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(60	percent).		A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-126.	

H. Pecos Road and Stanley Avenue 

There was a total of one crash resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road and Stanley Avenue during the three year period.  The 
single crash at this location was an angle collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was failure to yield 
right-of-way	accident.	

H. Pecos Road & Taylor Avenue  

There were a total of three crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Taylor Avenue during the three year period. Out of these 
three	crashes,	two	were	angle	collisions	and	one	non-collision.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 60.00% 3 0
Non-Collision 1 20.00% 4 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 4 0

Table H-125: Pecos Road & Webb Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 3 60.00% 3 0
Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 20.00% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 4 0

Table H-126: Pecos Road and Webb Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include driving too fast for conditions, a 
failure to maintain lane and an unsafe lane change accident. 

H. Pecos Road & Tonopah Avenue 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in four injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Tonopah Avenue during the three year period.  All three 
collisions	at	this	intersection	were	rear-end	collisions.	

The contributing factors at this location include two hit and run accidents (67 percent) 
and one followed too closely accident (33 percent). 

H. Pecos Road & Perliter Avenue 

There were a total of five crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Perliter Avenue during the three year period.  Out of 
these	five	crashes,	the	most	significant	was	three	rear-end	collisions	(60	percent).		A	
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-127.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being two unknown accidents (40 percent).  A summary of the crashes by 
contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-128.	

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 3 60.00% 1 0
Angle Collision 2 40.00% 1 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 2 0

Table H-127: Pecos Road and Perliter Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Unknown 2 40.00% 2 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 20.00% 0 0
Followed too Closely 1 20.00% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 20.00% 0 0
T ota l 5 100.00% 2 0

Table H-128: Pecos Road and Perliter Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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H. Pecos Road & Flower Avenue 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Flower Avenue during the three year period. Out of these 
two	crashes,	one	was	an	angle	collision	and	one	a	rear-end	collision.	

The contributing factors at this location include unsafe backing accident and a 
following too closely accident. 

H. Pecos Road & Hickey Avenue 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Hickey Avenue during the three year period. Both of 
these two crashes resulted from angle collisions. 

The contributing factors at this location include a failure to maintain lane accident 
and	a	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accident.	

H. Pecos Road & Emmons Avenue 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection  of  Pecos  Road  &  Emmons  Avenue  during  the  three  year  period.   Out  of  
these	three	crashes,	two	were	rear-end	collisions	and	the	other	an	angle	collision.	

The contributing factors at this location include one unsafe backing, a hit and run and 
one other improper driving accident. 

H. Pecos Road & Twining Avenue 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Twining Avenue during the three year period.  The single 
crash	at	this	location	was	a	rear-end	collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was an unknown 
accident.  

H. Pecos Road & Dillon Avenue 

There were a total of three crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Dillon Avenue during the three year period. Out of these 
three	 crashes,	 two	 were	 rear-end	 collisions	 (67	 percent)	 and	 one	 non-collision	 (33	
percent).

The contributing factors at this location include two followed too closely accidents 
and an unknown accident. 

H. Pecos Road & Judson Avenue 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Judson Avenue during the three year period.  There were 
three separate crash types for the four accidents at this location.  A summary of the 
crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-129.	

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents. A summary of 
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-130.	

H. Pecos Road & Barlett Avenue 

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 2 50.00% 2 0
Angle Collision 1 25.00% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 3 0

Table H-129: Pecos Road and Judson Avenue Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta litie s

Exceeded Authorized Speed Limit 1 25.00% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 25.00% 1 0
Hit and Run 1 25.00% 0 0
Unknown 1 25.00% 2 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 3 0

Table H-130: Pecos Road and Judson Avenue Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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There were a total of three crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Barlett Avenue during the three year period. Out of these 
three	crashes,	two	were	angle	collisions	and	one	non-collision.	

The	 contributing	 factors	 at	 this	 location	 include	 two	 failures	 to	 yield-right-of	 way	
accidents (67 percent) and a failed to maintain lane accident (33 percent). 

H. Pecos Road & Orr Avenue 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Pecos Road & Orr Avenue during the three year period.  The single 
crash at this location was an angle collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location resulted from a 
following too closely accident. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Stocker Street 

There was a total of one crash resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Stocker Street during the three year period. The 
single	crash	at	this	location	was	a	non-collision.			

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location resulted from operating 
vehicle in erratic, reckless, careless, negligent, or aggressive manner. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Roosevelt Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Roosevelt Street during the three year period. Out 
of	these	two	crashes,	one	was	a	head-on-collision	and	the	other	was	an	angle	collision.	

The contributing factors at this location include a failure to maintain lane accident 
and a disregarded traffic signs, signals, road markings accident. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Woodard Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Woodard Street during the three year period. Out of 
these	two	crashes,	one	was	a	rear-end	collision	and	the	other	was	an	angle	collision.	

The contributing factors at this location include a failure to maintain lane accident 
and an other improper driving accident. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Harding Street 

There was a total of one crash resulting in zero injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Harding Street during the three year period.  The 
single crash at this location was an unknown collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was a hit and run. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Hoover Street 

There were a total of two crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Hoover Street during the three year period.  All 
collisions at this intersection were angle collisions. 

Both accidents at this location resulted from the contributing factor of an unknown 
accident. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Bruce Street 

There were a total of seven crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Bruce Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these	 seven	 crashes,	 there	 were	 three	 rear-end	 collisions	 (43	 percent)	 and	 two	
sideswipe, meeting collisions (29 percent).  A summary of the crashes by type is shown 
in	Table	H-131.	
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable being two followed too closely accidents (29 percent).  A summary of the 
crashes by contributing factor is shown in Table H-132. 

 

 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Mc Daniel Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection Tonopah Avenue & Mc Daniel Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these four crashes, the most significant was two angle collisions (50 percent).  A 
summary of the crashes by type is shown in Table H-133. 

T ype  of Crash T ota l 
Crashes

Percent of 
Crashes

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Rear-end Collision 3 42.86% 0 0
Sideswipe, Meeting Collision 2 28.57% 0 0
Angle Collision 1 14.29% 1 0
Non-Collision 1 14.29% 1 0
T ota l 7 100.00% 2 0

Table H-131: Tonopah Avenue and Bruce Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Factor T ota l 
Crashes

Percent of 
Crashes

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Followed too Closely 2 28.57% 0 0

Disregarded Traffic Signs, Signals, Road Markings 1 14.29% 0 0

Improper Crossing 1 14.29% 1 0
Made an Improper Turn 1 14.29% 0 0
Mechanical Defects 1 14.29% 0 0
Unknown 1 14.29% 1 0
T ota l 7 100.00% 2 0

Table H-132: Tonopah Avenue and Bruce Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, there were 
four contributing factors for the four accidents at this location.  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-134.	

H. Tonopah Avenue & Silman Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection Tonopah Avenue & Silman Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these four crashes, the most significant was two angle collisions (50 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-135.	

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 2 50.00% 1 0
Backing Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 1 0

Table H-133: Tonopah Avenue and McDaniel Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

No Improper Driving 1 25.00% 0 0
Other Improper Driving 1 25.00% 0 0
Unknown 1 25.00% 1 0
Unsafe Backing 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 1 0

Table H-134: Tonopah Avenue and McDaniel Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh T ota l 
Crashe s

Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 2 50.00% 0 0
Backing Collision 1 25.00% 0 0
Non-Collision 1 25.00% 1 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 1 0

Table H-135: Tonopah Avenue and Silman Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, there were 
four contributing factors for the four accidents at this location.  A summary of the 
crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-136.	

H. Tonopah Avenue & McCarran Street 

There was a total of one crash resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & McCarran Street during the three year period.  The 
single crash at this location was a backing collision.   

The contributing factor for the single accident at this location was a hit and run. 

H. Tonopah Avenue & Statz Street  

There were a total of six crashes resulting in one injury and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & Statz Street during the three year period.  Out of 
these six crashes, the most significant was three angle collisions (50 percent).  A 
summary	of	the	crashes	by	type	is	shown	in	Table	H-137.	

Contributing Fa ctor T ota l 
Cra she s

Pe rcent of 
Cra she s

T ota l 
Injuries

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Maintain Lane 1 25.00% 0 0
Failed to Yield Right-of-way 1 25.00% 1 0
Other Improper Driving 1 25.00% 0 0
Unsafe Backing 1 25.00% 0 0
T ota l 4 100.00% 1 0

Table H-136: Tonopah Avenue and Silman Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

T ype of Cra sh
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Angle Collision 3 50.00% 1 0
Head-on Collision 2 33.33% 0 0
Rear-end Collision 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 1 0

Table H-137: Tonopah Avenue and Statz Street Crash Type

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012

The contributing factors at this location include a variety of accidents, the most 
notable	being	four	failure	to	yield	right-of-way	accidents	(67	percent).		A	summary	of	
the	crashes	by	contributing	factor	is	shown	in	Table	H-138.	

H. Tonopah Avenue & James Street 

There were a total of four crashes resulting in two injuries and zero fatalities at the 
intersection of Tonopah Avenue & James Street during the three year period. Out of 
these four crashes, two were backing collisions, a non collision and the other an 
unknown collisions. 

The contributing factors at this location include two unknown accidents (50 percent), 
a hit and run (25 percent) and one unsafe backing accident (25 percent). 

Contributing Fa ctor
T ota l 

Crashe s
Pe rcent of 
Crashe s

T ota l 
Injurie s

T ota l 
Fa ta lities

Failed to Yield Right-of-way 4 66.67% 1 0
Driving too Fast for Conditions 1 16.67% 0 0
Hit and Run 1 16.67% 0 0
T ota l 6 100.00% 1 0

Table H-138: Tonopah Avenue and Statz Street Contributing Factor

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division, 2012; Parsons Brinckerhoff, February 2012
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

110 Northbound Civic Center Drive at Owens Avenue 637 Far - Side No Yes Yes No

110 Northbound Civic Center Drive at Tonopah Avenue 639 Far - Side No No No No

110 Northbound
Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead 

Boulevard 
629 Near - Side No Yes Yes No

110 Northbound
Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead 

Boulevard 
632 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-115

FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

110 Northbound Civic Center Drive at Constitution Way 626 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

110 Northbound Civic Center Drive at McDaniel Street 635 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

110 Northbound
Civic Center Drive at Las Vegas 

Boulevard 
630 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

110 Southbound Civic Center Drive at Tonopah Avenue 640 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

110 Southbound
Civic Center Drive at Lake Mead 

Boulevard 
633 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Consider placing  additional 

shelter and bench.

110 Southbound
Civic Center Drive at North Las Vegas 

City 
636 Mid - Block Yes Yes Yes No

110 Southbound
Civic Center Drive at Las Vegas 

Boulevard 
631 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

110 Southbound Civic Center Drive at Carey Avenue 622 Far - Side No No No No
Consider placing shelter and 

bench.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

111 Southbound Pecos Road at Perliter Avenue 2126 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

111 Southbound Pecos Road at Lake Mead Boulevard 2113 Far - Side No Yes Yes No Consider placing shelter.

111 Southbound Pecos Road at Bartlett Avenue 2087 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

111 Southbound Pecos Road at Carey Avenue 2092 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-119

FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

113 Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Owens Avenue 1307 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

113 / MAX Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue 1318 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

113/ MAX Northbound
Las Vegas Boulevard at Lake Mead 

Boulevard 
5052 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

113 Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Silver Nugget 1315 Mid - Block Yes Yes Yes No



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-120
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

113 / MAX Northbound
Las Vegas Boulevard at Civic Center 

Drive 
4280 Near - Side Yes

Yes

2
Yes

No, but BRT 

Only Lane

113 / MAX Northbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Carey Avenue 4281 Near - Side Yes
Yes

2
Yes

No, but BRT 

Only Lane
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

113 / MAX Southbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Tonopah Avenue 4322 Near - Side Yes
Yes

2
Yes

Yes

Doubles as a 

Right-Turn 

Only Lane

113 Southbound
Las Vegas Boulevard at Lake Mead 

Boulevard 
1293 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

MAX Southbound
Las Vegas Boulevard at Lake Mead 

Boulevard 
5051 Near - Side Yes Yes Yes No

113 Southbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Silver Nugget 1314 Mid - Block Yes Yes Yes No
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

113 / MAX Southbound
Las Vegas Boulevard at Civic Center 

Drive 
4297 Far - Side Yes

Yes

2
Yes

No, but BRT 

Only Lane

113 / MAX Southbound Las Vegas Boulevard at Carey Avenue 4296 Far - Side Yes
Yes

2
Yes

No, but BRT 

Only Lane
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Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Pecos Road 2025 Far - Side No Yes Yes No

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at James Street 2021 Far - Side No No No No

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Patricia Street 2023 Far - Side No Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Civic Center Drive 1993 Far - Side Yes No Yes No Consider placing bench.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at McDaniel Street 2014 Near - Side No Yes No No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Bruce Street 1990 Far - Side No No No No

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Hoover Street 2003 Far - Side No No No No

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Las Vegas Boulevard 2005 Far - Side Yes No Yes No Consider placing bench.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

209 Westbound Owens Avenue at Davis Place 1995 Far - Side Yes No Yes No Consider placing bench.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

210 Eastbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at North 5th 

Street
6276 Far - Side No No No No

210 Eastbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas 

Boulevard 
1458 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes Yes

210 Eastbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at N. Vista 

Hospital 
1429 Mid - Block Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at McDaniel Street 1482 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

210 Eastbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center 

Drive 
1435 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes Yes

210 Eastbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at McCarran 

Street 
1441 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Belmont Street 1425 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

210 Eastbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street 1489 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

210 Westbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at North 5th 

Street 
1419 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

210 Westbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at Las Vegas 

Boulevard 
1459 Far - Side No Yes Yes No

Consider placing shelter to the 

existing bench. Additionally, 

consider placing another shelter 

and bench.

Consider possibility of relocating 

transit stop location.

210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Bruce Street 1430 Far - Side No Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

210 Westbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at North Vista 

Hospital 
1462 Mid - Block Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at McDaniel Street 1481 Near - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

210 Westbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at Civic Center 

Drive 
1436 Far - Side No Yes Yes No Consider placing shelter.

210 Westbound
Lake Mead Boulevard at McCarran 

Street 
5375 Far - Side No No No No

210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Belmont Street 1424 Near - Side Yes Yes Yes No
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Palmer Street 1490 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

210 Westbound Lake Mead Boulevard at Pecos Road 1492 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes Yes



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-131

FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

211 Eastbound Carey Avenue at Donna Street 381 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

211 Eastbound Carey Avenue at Bruce Street 370 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes No

Undesirable location within the 

sidewalk. Consider moving 6' 

behind the curb.

211 Eastbound Carey Avenue at Civic Center Drive 372 Far - Side Yes Yes Yes Yes
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FINAL REPORT

Route
Number

Direction Location 
Transit 
Stop ID

Transit Stop 
Orientation

Shelter Bench Trashcan Turnout Picture
Recommended
 Improvements

211 Westbound Carey Avenue at Donna Street 382 Far - Side No No No No No Picture Available

211 Westbound Carey Avenue at Bruce Street 371 Far - Side No No No No No Picture Available

211 Westbound Carey Avenue at Civic Center Drive 373 Far - Side No No No No No Picture Available
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Appendix I

HHOVV, HHNLV, and JFLV
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^

^

^

^

^

^

ITN

8908789143

89166

89131 89085

89086

89149

89084

89115
89130

8908189031

89108

89129

89030

89032

8915689134
89128

89138 8910689144
891108910189107

89145

8914289104
89146

89102
8911789135

89121
89169

89109

89122

89011

8910389147

8911989118 89120

89148
89113 89014

890158912389139 89074

89178
89012

89052

89002
89183

89141

89005
89044

HHOVV and
HHNLV
and JFLVJFLV

and
SNTC

HHOV and
HHNLV

ITN and HHOVV
and HHNLV
and JFLV

ITN and
HHOVV

and HHNLV

ITN
and JFLV
and SNTC

ITN and
ST. Rose

JFLV
and SNTC

ITN
Lend A Hand

and SNTC

Coordinated Transportation Network
As of August 2013

¯

Blind Center of Nevada - Cities served : 
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson - Blind and visually 
impaired

WestCare Nevada  - Cities served :
Las Vegas and Henderson - health and human services in both 
residential and outpatient environments. 

Aid for Aids of Nevada (AFAN) and Opportunity Village  - 
All of Clark County

Veterans Medical Transportation Network (VMTN) operated by
 Southern Nevada Transit Coalition and Nevada Adult
 DayHealthcare Centers - this service is for Veterans and families 
throughout Las Vegas Valley, including Boulder City and Henderson

Legend
HHOV

HHOV and HHNLV

HHOVV and HHNLV and JFLV

ITN

ITN and HHOVV and HHNLV

ITN and HHOVV and HHNLV and JFLV

ITN and JFLV and SNTC

ITN and ST. Rose

JFLV and SNTC

Lend A Hand and SNTC

2013 Expansion Zipcodes

ADA Service Area Boundary

^Main VA Hospital

^ Veterans Clinic

Veterans Medical Transportation Network
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Appendix J

Pedestrian Field Analysis
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FINAL REPORT

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

Las Vegas Boulevard
at Civic Center Drive • Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Varied land uses - Government building on SE corner, commercial retail on SW, NE and NW corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

Las Vegas Boulevard
at City Hall

• Pedestrian crossings on north, west, and east sides. Faded or missing crosswalk markings on east-west bound 

direction side.

 

• Varied land uses - Casino and Hotel on SW corner, commercial retail on NE, and NW corners.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on east-west bound direction side.

• Varied land uses - Government building on the east, vacant land to the north, and casino to the south.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• Future Las Flores Commercial site on vacant lot located on the north side.

Las Vegas Boulevard
at Silver Nugget



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-137

FINAL REPORT

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on north, south, and west sides.

• Varied land uses - Government buildings on SW and SE corners, commercial retail on NW and NE corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

• Pedestrian ramps in poor condition on all four corners.  

Main Street
at Owens Avenue

North 5th Street
 at Carey Avenue • North 5th Street bridge, just north of intersection, is currently under construction.

• Varied land uses - School on SW corner and residential on SE corner.

• Low pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.

• No existing sidewalk on NW and NE corners.

Las Vegas Boulevard
at Owens Avenue

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Varied land uses - Government buildings on SW, cemetery on SE, vacant land on NE, and commercial 

developments on NW corner.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on SE and SW corners.

• Pedestrian ramps in poor condition on SE and SW corners.



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-138

FINAL REPORT

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

Civic Center Drive
at Constitution Way

• Pedestrian crossings on north, west, and east sides. Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all three sides.

• Government buildings on all four corners.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

• Steep slope on SW corner.

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

Civic Center Drive
at Owens Avenue

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Commercial land use on all four corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

• Pedestrian ramps in poor condition on all four corners.
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FINAL REPORT

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Las Vegas Boulevard

• Commercial land use on all four corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No sidewalk on NW corner of intersection, fronting the 7-11 convinient store.

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on south and east sides.

• Varied land uses - Residential land use on east corners, vacant land on SW, and commercial development on 

NW corner.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

• No pedestrian ramp on SW corner.

• No sidewalks on SE and NW corners.

North Lake Mead Boulevard 
at Yale Street
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION

South Lake Mead Boulevard
at Yale Street

• Varied land uses - Residential land use on the south and commercial developments to the north.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on NW and NE corners.

• No sidewalk on NW side of corridor.

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

South Lake Mead Boulevard
at White Street

• Varied land uses - School on SW corner and commercial development on NW and SE corners.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads.

• No pedestrian ramps.

• No sidewalk on SE side of corridor.

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Las Vegas Boulevard

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Commercial land use on all four corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION

Lake Mead Boulevard
at McDaniel Street

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Commercial land use on all four corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Bruce Street

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Varied land uses - Vacant land on SW corner, government building on SE corner, and commercial developments 

on NW and NE corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Civic Center Drive

• Faded or missing crosswalk markings on all four sides.

• Commercial land use on all four corners.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on NW, NE and SE corners.
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

Lake Mead Boulevard
at McCarran Street

• No crosswalk present.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all four corners.

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Bassler Street • Faded or missing crosswalk markings on north-south bound direction side.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Crawford Street • Inadequate sidewalk width clearance. Non-ADA compliant ramp slope.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• Non-ADA compliant.
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study - ADA Assessment
PICTURE

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Statz Street

• Obstructions in the middle of sidewalk could pose harm to bicyclists and force wheelchairs and scooters into the 

dirt or onto the street.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• Non-ADA compliant.

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Palmer Street

• No crosswalk present.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

• No tactile pads on all SW and SE corners.

• Utility poles impede adequate pedestrian width clearance.
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study Pedestrian Crossing Improvements
PICTURE

North Lake Mead Boulevard
at Yale Street

• Recommended pedestrian prohibition at intersection to force pedestrians to use the North 5th Street 

crosswalk.

• Varied land uses - Residential land use on east corners, vacant land on SW, and commercial development on 

NW corner.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

South Lake Mead Boulevard 
at Yale Street

• Recommended placing a "Do Not Cross" sign at this location.

• Varied land uses - Residential land use on the south and commercial developments to the north.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

Lake Mead Boulevard
at McCarran Street

• Recommended HAWK signal location.

• Recommended median island including pedestrian refuge area.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION

Lake Mead Boulevard
at Palmer

• Recommended HAWK signal location.

• Recommended median island including pedestrian refuge area.

• Fatality at this location.

• Varied land uses - Commercial retail on north and residential on south.

• Moderate pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

Las Vegas Boulevard
at Silver Nugget

• Recommended Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon location.

• Varied land uses - Government building on the east, vacant land to the north, and casino to the south.

• High pedestrian use.

• 35 mph posted speed limit.  

City of North Las Vegas Downtown Area Study Pedestrian Crossing Improvements
PICTURE
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Appendix K

Bicycle Compatibility Index
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Existing
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North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 3.2 282 282 71 0 0 0.2 4.52 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 3.5 472 472 71 0 0 0.3 4.93 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 3.2 271 271 71 0 0 0.2 4.49 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 3.3 424 424 71 0 0 0.3 4.92 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 3.2 366 731 71 0 0 0 4.65 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 3.3 370 739 71 0 0 0 4.63 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 3.4 366 731 71 0 0 0 4.59 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 3.4 370 739 71 0 0 0 4.60 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 0 0 3.0 531 1,063 71 0 0 0.4 5.63 F Extremely Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 3.5 590 590 71 0 0 0.4 5.31 F Extremely Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 0 0 3.0 426 852 71 0 0 0.3 5.24 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 3.5 539 539 71 0 0 0.4 5.19 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 0 0 3.2 614 1,228 71 0 0 0.4 5.78 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 0 0 3.7 653 1,306 71 0 0 0.4 5.65 F Extremely Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 0 0 3.4 553 1,106 71 0 0 0.4 5.52 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 0 0 4.0 527 1,053 71 0 0 0.3 5.04 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: EXISTING CONDITIONS

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMinimum range allowed in the BCI regression model
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North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 282 282 71 0 0 0.2 3.06 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 3.5 472 472 71 0 0 0.3 3.46 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.2 271 271 71 0 0 0.2 3.03 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 3.3 424 424 71 0 0 0.3 3.46 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.2 366 731 71 0 0 0 3.18 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.3 370 739 71 0 0 0 3.16 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 366 731 71 0 0 0 3.13 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 370 739 71 0 0 0 3.14 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 1 1.2 3.0 531 1,063 71 0 0 0.4 4.17 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 3.5 590 590 71 0 0 0.4 3.84 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 1 1.2 3.0 426 852 71 0 0 0.3 3.77 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 3.5 539 539 71 0 0 0.4 3.72 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 1 1.2 3.2 614 1,228 71 0 0 0.4 4.31 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 1 1.2 3.7 653 1,306 71 0 0 0.4 4.18 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 1 1.2 3.4 553 1,106 71 0 0 0.4 4.05 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 1 1.2 4.0 527 1,053 71 0 0 0.3 3.57 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE

Minimum range allowed in the BCI regression model * Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-150

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 4.3 282 282 71 0 0 0.2 3.99 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 4.3 472 472 71 0 0 0.3 4.55 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 4.3 271 271 71 0 0 0.2 3.96 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 4.3 424 424 71 0 0 0.3 4.43 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 4.3 366 731 71 0 0 0 4.14 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 4.3 370 739 71 0 0 0 4.15 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 4.3 366 731 71 0 0 0 4.14 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 4.3 370 739 71 0 0 0 4.15 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 0 0 4.3 531 1,063 71 0 0 0.4 5.00 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 4.3 590 590 71 0 0 0.4 4.93 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 0 0 4.3 426 852 71 0 0 0.3 4.61 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 4.3 539 539 71 0 0 0.4 4.81 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 0 0 4.3 614 1,228 71 0 0 0.4 5.23 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 0 0 4.3 653 1,306 71 0 0 0.4 5.34 F Extremely Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 0 0 4.3 553 1,106 71 0 0 0.4 5.06 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 0 0 4.3 527 1,053 71 0 0 0.3 4.89 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH AT LEAST A 14-FEET CURB LANE WIDTH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-151

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 3.2 282 282 56 0 0 0.2 4.19 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 3.5 472 472 56 0 0 0.3 4.60 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 3.2 271 271 56 0 0 0.2 4.16 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 3.3 424 424 56 0 0 0.3 4.59 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 3.2 366 731 56 0 0 0 4.32 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 3.3 370 739 56 0 0 0 4.30 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 3.4 366 731 56 0 0 0 4.26 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 3.4 370 739 56 0 0 0 4.27 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 0 0 3.0 531 1,063 56 0 0 0.4 5.30 F Extremely Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 3.5 590 590 56 0 0 0.4 4.98 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 0 0 3.0 426 852 56 0 0 0.3 4.91 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 3.5 539 539 56 0 0 0.4 4.86 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 0 0 3.2 614 1,228 56 0 0 0.4 5.45 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 0 0 3.7 653 1,306 56 0 0 0.4 5.32 F Extremely Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 0 0 3.4 553 1,106 56 0 0 0.4 5.19 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 0 0 4.0 527 1,053 56 0 0 0.3 4.71 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

Minimum range allowed in the BCI regression model * Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-152

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 282 282 56 0 0 0.2 2.73 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 3.5 472 472 56 0 0 0.3 3.13 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.2 271 271 56 0 0 0.2 2.70 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 3.3 424 424 56 0 0 0.3 3.13 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.2 366 731 56 0 0 0 2.85 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.3 370 739 56 0 0 0 2.83 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 366 731 56 0 0 0 2.80 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 370 739 56 0 0 0 2.81 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 1 1.2 3.0 531 1,063 56 0 0 0.4 3.84 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 3.5 590 590 56 0 0 0.4 3.51 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 1 1.2 3.0 426 852 56 0 0 0.3 3.44 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 3.5 539 539 56 0 0 0.4 3.39 C Moderately High 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 1 1.2 3.2 614 1,228 56 0 0 0.4 3.98 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 1 1.2 3.7 653 1,306 56 0 0 0.4 3.85 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 1 1.2 3.4 553 1,106 56 0 0 0.4 3.72 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 1 1.2 4.0 527 1,053 56 0 0 0.3 3.24 C Moderately High * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE AND MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

Minimum range allowed in the BCI regression model * Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-153

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 282 282 71 0 0 0.2 3.06 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 3.5 472 472 71 0 0 0.3 3.46 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.2 271 271 71 0 0 0.2 3.03 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 3.3 424 424 71 0 0 0.3 3.46 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.2 366 731 71 0 0 0 3.18 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.3 370 739 71 0 0 0 3.16 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 366 731 71 0 0 0 3.13 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 370 739 71 0 0 0 3.14 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 1 1.2 3.0 531 1,063 71 0 0 0.4 4.17 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 3.5 590 590 71 0 0 0.4 3.84 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 1 1.2 3.0 426 852 71 0 0 0.3 3.77 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 3.5 539 539 71 0 0 0.4 3.72 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 1 1.2 3.2 614 1,228 71 0 0 0.4 4.31 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 1 1.2 3.7 653 1,306 71 0 0 0.4 4.18 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 1 1.2 3.4 553 1,106 71 0 0 0.4 4.05 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 1 1.2 4.0 527 1,053 71 0 0 0.3 3.57 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE AND POSTED SPEED LIMIT

Minimum range allowed in the BCI regression model * Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-154

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 4.3 282 282 56 0 0 0.2 3.66 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 4.3 472 472 56 0 0 0.3 4.22 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 4.3 271 271 56 0 0 0.2 3.63 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 4.3 424 424 56 0 0 0.3 4.10 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 4.3 366 731 56 0 0 0 3.81 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 4.3 370 739 56 0 0 0 3.82 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 4.3 366 731 56 0 0 0 3.81 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 4.3 370 739 56 0 0 0 3.82 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 0 0 4.3 531 1,063 56 0 0 0.4 4.67 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 0 0 4.3 590 590 56 0 0 0.4 4.60 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 0 0 4.3 426 852 56 0 0 0.3 4.28 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 0 0 4.3 539 539 56 0 0 0.4 4.48 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 0 0 4.3 614 1,228 56 0 0 0.4 4.90 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 0 0 4.3 653 1,306 56 0 0 0.4 5.01 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 0 0 4.3 553 1,106 56 0 0 0.4 4.73 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 0 0 4.3 527 1,053 56 0 0 0.3 4.56 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-10: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH AT LEAST A 14-FEET CURB LANE WIDTH AND MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-155

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG - no=0,

yes=1)

Roadside Development
(Residential=1,

Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility Level Lowest

R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck
Volume

ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 4.3 282 282 56 0 0 0.2 2.19 B Very High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 16 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 4.3 472 472 56 0 0 0.3 2.75 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 26 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 4.3 271 271 56 0 0 0.2 2.17 B Very High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 15 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 4.3 424 424 56 0 0 0.3 2.63 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 24 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 4.3 366 731 56 0 0 0 2.34 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 4.3 370 739 56 0 0 0 2.35 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 4.3 366 731 56 0 0 0 2.34 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 4.3 370 739 56 0 0 0 2.35 C Moderately High * 60' Gap in Network 0.02 18 0 0 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound 1 1.2 4.3 531 1,063 56 0 0 0.4 3.21 C Moderately High 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 45 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound 1 1.2 4.3 590 590 56 0 0 0.4 3.13 C Moderately High 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 33 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound 1 1.2 4.3 426 852 56 0 0 0.3 2.81 C Moderately High 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 36 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound 1 1.2 4.3 539 539 56 0 0 0.4 3.01 C Moderately High 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound 1 1.2 4.3 614 1,228 56 0 0 0.4 3.44 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 52 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound 1 1.2 4.3 653 1,306 56 0 0 0.4 3.55 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound 1 1.2 4.3 553 1,106 56 0 0 0.4 3.27 C Moderately High 60' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 46 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center Drive
to Pecos - Westbound 1 1.2 4.3 527 1,053 56 0 0 0.3 3.09 C Moderately High * 40' Previously Proposed Bicycle

Route 0.035 44 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-11: EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE, AT LEAST A 14-FEET CURB LANE WIDTH, AND MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROW
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-157

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane
Width (m)
(CLW) -

SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 3.2 580 580 71 0 0 0.2 5.24 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 3.5 540 540 71 0 0 0.3 5.09 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 3.2 500 500 71 0 0 0.2 5.05 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 3.3 510 510 71 0 0 0.3 5.13 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

0 0 3.2 725 1451 71 0 0 0.1 5.75 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 3.3 900 1,800 71 0 0 0.1 6.21 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

0 0 3.4 725 1451 71 0 0 0.1 5.70 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 3.4 900 1,800 71 0 0 0.1 6.19 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

0 0 3.0 633 1,267 71 0 0 0.4 5.92 F Extremely Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 3.5 610 610 71 0 0 0.4 5.36 F Extremely Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

0 0 3.0 507 1,013 71 0 0 0.3 5.46 F Extremely Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 3.5 560 560 71 0 0 0.4 5.24 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

0 0 3.2 660 1,320 71 0 0 0.4 5.91 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

0 0 3.7 687 1,373 71 0 0 0.4 5.74 F Extremely Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

0 0 3.4 697 1,393 71 0 0 0.4 5.92 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

0 0 4.0 557 1,113 71 0 0 0.3 5.12 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: 2030 CONDITIONS

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMinimum and Maximum range allowed in the BCI regression model



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-158

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane
Width (m)
(CLW) -

SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 580 580 71 0 0 0.2 3.77 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

1 1.2 3.5 540 540 71 0 0 0.3 3.62 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.2 500 500 71 0 0 0.2 3.58 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

1 1.2 3.3 510 510 71 0 0 0.3 3.67 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 725 1451 71 0 0 0.1 4.29 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.3 900 1,800 71 0 0 0.1 4.75 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.4 725 1451 71 0 0 0.1 4.23 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 900 1,800 71 0 0 0.1 4.72 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

1 1.2 3.0 633 1,267 71 0 0 0.4 4.45 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

1 1.2 3.5 610 610 71 0 0 0.4 3.89 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

1 1.2 3.0 507 1,013 71 0 0 0.3 4.00 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

1 1.2 3.5 560 560 71 0 0 0.4 3.77 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

1 1.2 3.2 660 1,320 71 0 0 0.4 4.44 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

1 1.2 3.7 687 1,373 71 0 0 0.4 4.27 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

1 1.2 3.4 697 1,393 71 0 0 0.4 4.45 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

1 1.2 4.0 557 1,113 71 0 0 0.3 3.66 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-1: 2030 CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMinimum and Maximum range allowed in the BCI regression model



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-159

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 4.3 580 580 71 0 0 0.2 4.71 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 4.3 540 540 71 0 0 0.3 4.71 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 4.3 500 500 71 0 0 0.2 4.51 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 4.3 510 510 71 0 0 0.3 4.64 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

0 0 4.3 725 1451 71 0 0 0.1 5.24 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 4.3 900 1,800 71 0 0 0.1 5.73 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

0 0 4.3 725 1451 71 0 0 0.1 5.24 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 4.3 900 1,800 71 0 0 0.1 5.73 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

0 0 4.3 633 1,267 71 0 0 0.4 5.29 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 4.3 610 610 71 0 0 0.4 4.98 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

0 0 4.3 507 1,013 71 0 0 0.3 4.83 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 4.3 560 560 71 0 0 0.4 4.86 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

0 0 4.3 660 1,320 71 0 0 0.4 5.36 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

0 0 4.3 687 1,373 71 0 0 0.4 5.44 F Extremely Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

0 0 4.3 697 1,393 71 0 0 0.4 5.46 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

0 0 4.3 557 1,113 71 0 0 0.3 4.97 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-3: 2030 CONDITIONS WITH AT LEAST A 14-FEET CURB LANE WIDTH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMaximum range allowed in the BCI regression model



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-160

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane
Width (m)
(CLW) -

SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 3.2 580 580 56 0 0 0.2 4.91 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 3.5 540 540 56 0 0 0.3 4.76 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 3.2 500 500 56 0 0 0.2 4.72 E Very Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 3.3 510 510 56 0 0 0.3 4.80 E Very Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

0 0 3.2 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 5.42 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 3.3 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 5.88 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

0 0 3.4 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 5.37 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 3.4 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 5.86 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

0 0 3.0 633 1,267 56 0 0 0.4 5.59 F Extremely Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 3.5 610 610 56 0 0 0.4 5.03 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

0 0 3.0 507 1,013 56 0 0 0.3 5.13 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 3.5 560 560 56 0 0 0.4 4.91 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

0 0 3.2 660 1,320 56 0 0 0.4 5.58 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

0 0 3.7 687 1,373 56 0 0 0.4 5.41 F Extremely Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

0 0 3.4 697 1,393 56 0 0 0.4 5.59 F Extremely Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

0 0 4.0 557 1,113 56 0 0 0.3 4.79 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-5: 2030 CONDITIONS WITH MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMinimum and Maximum range allowed in the BCI regression model



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-161

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane
Width (m)
(CLW) -

SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 580 580 56 0 0 0.2 3.44 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

1 1.2 3.5 540 540 56 0 0 0.3 3.29 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.2 500 500 56 0 0 0.2 3.25 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

1 1.2 3.3 510 510 56 0 0 0.3 3.34 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

1 1.2 3.2 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 3.96 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 3.3 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 4.42 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

1 1.2 3.4 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 3.90 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 3.4 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 4.39 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

1 1.2 3.0 633 1,267 56 0 0 0.4 4.12 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

1 1.2 3.5 610 610 56 0 0 0.4 3.56 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

1 1.2 3.0 507 1,013 56 0 0 0.3 3.67 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

1 1.2 3.5 560 560 56 0 0 0.4 3.44 D Moderately Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

1 1.2 3.2 660 1,320 56 0 0 0.4 4.11 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

1 1.2 3.7 687 1,373 56 0 0 0.4 3.94 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

1 1.2 3.4 697 1,393 56 0 0 0.4 4.12 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

1 1.2 4.0 557 1,113 56 0 0 0.3 3.33 C Moderately High * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-6: 2030 CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE AND MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMinimum and Maximum range allowed in the BCI regression model



CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS MAJOR DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR STUDY A-162

FINAL REPORT

North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

0 0 4.3 580 580 56 0 0 0.2 4.38 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 4.3 540 540 56 0 0 0.3 4.38 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

0 0 4.3 500 500 56 0 0 0.2 4.18 D Moderately Low 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 4.3 510 510 56 0 0 0.3 4.31 D Moderately Low 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

0 0 4.3 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 4.91 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 0 0 4.3 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 5.40 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

0 0 4.3 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 4.91 E Very Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 0 0 4.3 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 5.40 F Extremely Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

0 0 4.3 633 1,267 56 0 0 0.4 4.96 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

0 0 4.3 610 610 56 0 0 0.4 4.65 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

0 0 4.3 507 1,013 56 0 0 0.3 4.50 E Very Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

0 0 4.3 560 560 56 0 0 0.4 4.53 E Very Low 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

0 0 4.3 660 1,320 56 0 0 0.4 5.03 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

0 0 4.3 687 1,373 56 0 0 0.4 5.11 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

0 0 4.3 697 1,393 56 0 0 0.4 5.13 E Very Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

0 0 4.3 557 1,113 56 0 0 0.3 4.64 E Very Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-10: 2030 CONDITIONS WITH AT LEAST A 14-FEET CURB LANE WIDTH AND MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMaximum range allowed in the BCI regression model
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North Las Vegas Street Corridor Segment
Bike Lane

(BL - no=0,
yes=1)

Bike Lane
Width (m)

(BLW)

Curb Lane Width
(m) (CLW) -
SMALLEST

Curb Lane Volume
(vph 1 direction)

(CLV)

Other Lane Volume
(Same Direction -

vph) (OLV)

Vehicle Speed
(km/hr) - 85th%

(SPD)

Parking
(PKG -

no=0, yes=1)

Roadside
Development

(Residential=1,
Other=0)

Other
Factors (AF)

Calculated
BCI LOS Compatibility

Level
Lowest
R.O.W. Currently Truck % Truck

Volume
ft frt fp

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Northbound

1 1.2 4.3 580 580 56 0 0 0.2 2.91 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 32 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

1 1.2 4.3 540 540 56 0 0 0.3 2.91 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 30 0.2 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard (Section from Owens Avenue to
Egg is Actually Main Street) - Southbound

1 1.2 4.3 500 500 56 0 0 0.2 2.72 C Moderately High 80' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 28 0.1 0.1 0

Las Vegas Boulevard - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

1 1.2 4.3 510 510 56 0 0 0.3 2.84 C Moderately High 120' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 29 0.2 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Northbound

1 1.2 4.3 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 3.45 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Northbound 1 1.2 4.3 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 3.94 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street  - Egg to Lake Mead North
Boulevard (Ideally) - Southbound

1 1.2 4.3 725 1451 56 0 0 0.1 3.45 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 61 0 0.1 0

North 5th Street - Lake Mead North Boulevard to
Carey Avenue (Ideally) - Southbound 1 1.2 4.3 900 1,800 56 0 0 0.1 3.94 D Moderately Low * 60' Gap in Network 0.035 76 0 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Northbound

1 1.2 4.3 633 1,267 56 0 0 0.4 3.49 D Moderately Low 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 53 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Northbound

1 1.2 4.3 610 610 56 0 0 0.4 3.18 C Moderately High 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 34 0.3 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Owens Avenue to Lake
Mead Boulevard - Southbound

1 1.2 4.3 507 1,013 56 0 0 0.3 3.04 C Moderately High 90' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 43 0.2 0.1 0

Civic Center Drive - Lake Mead Boulevard to
Carey Avenue - Southbound

1 1.2 4.3 560 560 56 0 0 0.4 3.06 C Moderately High 100' Proposed Bicycle Route 0.035 31 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - I-15 to Civic Center
Drive - Eastbound

1 1.2 4.3 660 1,320 56 0 0 0.4 3.57 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 55 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead  Boulevard - Civic Center Drive to
Pecos - Eastbound

1 1.2 4.3 687 1,373 56 0 0 0.4 3.64 D Moderately Low * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 58 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - I-15 to Civic
Center Drive - Westbound

1 1.2 4.3 697 1,393 56 0 0 0.4 3.67 D Moderately Low 60' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 59 0.3 0.1 0

Lake Mead North Boulevard - Civic Center
Drive to Pecos - Westbound

1 1.2 4.3 557 1,113 56 0 0 0.3 3.18 C Moderately High * 40' Previously Proposed
Bicycle Route

0.035 47 0.2 0.1 0

TABLE H-11: 2030 CONDITIONS WITH A BICYCLE LANE, AT LEAST A 14-FEET CURB LANE WIDTH, AND MAXIMUM SPEED OF 35 MPH

* Planned ROW does not reflect actual paved ROWMaximum range allowed in the BCI regression model



June 2014
Final Report

On Behalf of: Prepared by:




