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Executive summary

The communities of southern Nevada continue 

to develop a regional trail system to enhance 

and promote alternative transportation modes 

and healthy lifestyles. As a result of scattered 

development in the southwest part of the 

valley, the associated local street network is 

underutilized and does not provide connectivity 

across major barriers. This network characteristic 

was viewed as an opportunity to develop an 

on-street connection between the Tropicana/

Flamingo Wash Trail in Summerlin and the I-215 

Beltway Trail in Henderson and is the focus of the 

Southwest Beltway Trail Connectivity Study. 

The study commenced in November 2011 when 

a task force of representatives from the Regional 

Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada 

(RTC), Clark County (CC), the City of Henderson 

(COH), and Outside Las Vegas Foundation 

was convened to guide the decision-making 

process. The process included data collection/

validation regarding current conditions, user 

needs, constraints, and opportunities, and 

developing and evaluating alternatives. Ultimately, 

the evaluation led the study team to determine 

the most viable option for providing connectivity 

between existing trails.

Options for establishing off-street connections 

were reviewed, but they did not provide the 

necessary connectivity. The study therefore 

focused on identifying the best on-street 

alignment for a connection between the existing 

trail end points. Key constraints in establishing 

this connection included linear barriers such 

as the freeway network and the Union Pacific 

Railroad (UPRR). 

Regional Complete Streets guidance was used 

for developing connector concepts within existing 

corridors. The adopted Complete Streets goals, 

objectives, and design guidelines offered the 

flexibility to develop connector concepts based 

on land use context, right-of-way availability, 

transportation plans, traffic volumes, and 

other factors. An evaluation of these concepts, 

coupled with the opportunities and constraints 

for allocating right-of-way for all modes of 

transportation, provided the background for 

generating typical on-street connection layouts.

Three principal routes were identified based on 

high-level functionality. Each route provided a 

different benefit for users. One concept sought 

enhanced access to the southwest valley, one 

sought accessibility to employment destinations, 

and one sought potential for accommodating 

commuters and tourists. The evaluation allowed 

various sections of one primary alignment to 

be combined with sections of another primary 

alignment. Ultimately, the combination of these 

sections resulted in 16 alternative alignments that 

were evaluated using criteria developed by the 

study team. 

After scoring and reviewing the alternative 

alignments, it was recommended that a phased 

network approach be pursued to achieve 

connectivity between existing trails that would 

benefit a wide range of users. This network 

phasing may initially provide facilities for 

recreational users and establish a framework 

for future trails, while future phases would likely 

target commuters.
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Continued development of a network of 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities supports the 

regional goal of establishing an alternative 

mode network. This network will serve non-

motorized recreational users and provide an 

alternative transportation option for  

commuters well into the future.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The main chapters of this report are organized 

in the following manner:

•	 Chapter 1 provides a project overview 

including study goals, needs and purpose, 

with a brief outline of the task force and the 

study process.

•	 Chapter 2 provides a summary of the data 

collected and presents opportunities and 

constraints for closing the trail gap.

•	 Chapter 3 focuses on the establishment 

of evaluation criteria and identification of 

alternative  alignments.

•	 Chapter 4 covers application of the 

evaluation criteria on the connector 

alternative alignments.

•	 Chapter 5 presents the selection of the 

preferred alternative.

•	 Chapter 6 summarizes study findings and 

presents conclusions.

Figure 1. Tropicana/Flamingo Wash Trail 
(Next page) 



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 9



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y10



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 11

Chapter 1 
Background

Advocates throughout southern Nevada continue 

striving to achieve a vision of a world-class 

alternative mode network. Such a network is 

essential to promoting and sustaining healthy, 

active lifestyles that improve the quality of life 

for our communities. A comprehensive non-

motorized transportation network provides 

recreational opportunities, access to community 

amenities, exposure to the majestic beauty of the 

Mojave Desert, and enhancement to the region’s 

attractiveness for visitors. Each of these benefits 

of the envisioned network continues to motivate 

local and regional agencies and advocates. 

Ultimately, this non-motorized network for 

travel will play an integral role in reshaping and 

enhancing the future communities of southern 

Nevada, as indicated by this excerpt from the 

Regional Transportation Commission of Southern 

Nevada’s (RTC) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

Element (BPE)(1):

 “…. to provide for a regional alternative 
mode network consisting of paths, enhanced 
sidewalks, bicycle lanes and routes that form an 
interconnected, non-motorized transportation 
system for the Las Vegas Valley. The system 
shall be designed, built and maintained in a 
manner that provides viable and safe alternatives 
to motorized travel, linking the community’s 
residential areas to public facilities and transit to 
areas where residents work, attend school and 
where both residents and visitors recreate and 
shop.” 

 Project Needs

 Study Process

 Report Organization
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1.1. PROJECT NEEDS

Trails provide an essential role in southern 

Nevada’s envisioned non-motorized network. 

Public agencies have worked diligently to 

identify and implement trail projects during the 

region’s expansion over the past two decades. 

For example, Clark County has completed 

approximately 39 miles of multi-use trails and 8 

miles of equestrian trails, with another 20 miles 

under development(2). The County considers the 

Tropicana-Flamingo Wash Trail as the regional 

backbone for the non-motorized network in the 

southwest part of the valley. This trail supports 

23 miles of off-street trails and on-street 

connections between Charleston Boulevard 

and Wigwam Parkway, and Decatur Boulevard 

and the Red Rock detention basin. Also, the 

City of Henderson has developed a 66-mile trail 

system(3). The I-215 Beltway Trail located along 

I-215 from Pecos Road to Warm Springs Road 

connects with existing trail network elements 

throughout Henderson. The Clark County 

Comprehensive Planning Department identified 

an approximately 7-mile gap between the  

end points of the Tropicana–Flamingo  

Wash Trail in Summerlin and the  

I-215 Beltway Trail. This void in the 

comprehensive trail system is known as the 

Southwest Beltway Trail Gap. 

This study included comprehensive evaluation of 

potential opportunities for east/west connections 

between existing trails in the Summerlin and 

Henderson communities, and recommendations 

for future action. The study area initially identified 

three locations where enhanced network 

access could be provided for southwest valley 

communities (see Figure 2):

1. End of the Tropicana/Flamingo Wash Trail (at 

Russell Road/Edmond Street)

2. End of the I-215 Beltway Trail (at Warm 

Springs Road/Paradise Road)

3. End of the connector along Durango Drive  

(at Wigwam Parkway)

Overall study parameters included focusing on 

existing public right-of-way; improving overall 

connectivity with parks, schools, shopping 

centers, transit, and other employment 

destinations; increasing access for local residents 

and established neighborhoods; and exploring 

trail environments within mobility corridors. 

Throughout this document, 
a “connector” refers to the 
infrastructure required to connect 
bicycle and pedestrian modes to 
existing trail end points. 
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1.2. STUDY PROCESS

This study used a process that 
empowered task force members 
to investigate specific issues 
and make recommendations to 
decision-makers. 

The designated task force members recruited for 

this study, listed in Table 1, included individuals 

from local jurisdictions and advocacy groups. 

Atkins provided technical support for the task 

force’s work. The task force convened for four 

meetings between December 2011 and June 

2012 to discuss and validate information, develop 

the evaluation criteria, advise on the development 

of alternatives, assess alternative evaluation 

results, and approve recommendations for a 

trail connection implementation plan. The active 

involvement and participation of task force 

members resulted in the recommendations 

documented in the remainder of this report.

Initial inventory and high-level field data collection 

was undertaken before the first task force 

meeting. At the meeting, the project goals/

Organization
Recruited Task Force 
Members

Designated  Task 
Force Members

Participation  
Level

RTC Project Manager Brij Gulati Engaged

RTC Planning Maria Rodriguez Engaged

RTC Planning Mike Gainor Engaged

RTC PIO Mary Polidoro Informed

RTC Ron Floth Engaged

RTC PIO Jodi Gutstein Engaged

Clark County Comprehensive Planning Scott Hagen Engaged

Clark County Public Works Kathleen Kingston Engaged

Clark County Regional Flood District Kevin Eubanks Informed

City of Henderson Parks and Recreation Patricia Ayala Informed

City of Henderson Parks and Recreation Erin Reiswerg Engaged

Nevada Department of Transportation Tony Letizia Informed

Bureau of Land Management Phil Rhinehart Informed

Outside Las Vegas Foundation Mauricia Baca Informed

Outside Las Vegas Foundation Allan O’Neil Engaged

Safe Routes to School Coordinator Cheryl Wagner Informed

Table 1. Task force members
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desire lines in the area. In a workshop format, 

task force members provided feedback on the 

map information and made recommendations for 

the project team to investigate.

After the second task force meeting, the 

project team developed on-street connection 

alternatives based on information obtained from 

field data collection and task force feedback. 

Alternatives development included identifying 

multiple connector alignments and preparing 

cost estimates. Evaluation criteria for assessing 

the different alignments were identified by the 

project team and circulated to the task force for 

input and approval.

At the third task force meeting, the alternative 

alignments were presented for comment, and 

task force members were asked to rank the 

evaluation criteria in order of relative importance 

using electronic polling. The polling process 

ensured that stakeholder opinions were 

confidential and helped assign “weights” to the 

criteria. Following the meeting, the alternative 

alignments were scored by a diverse group from 

the project team, and the weighting prepared 

by the task force members was applied to each 

alignment. 

The resulting scores indicated the alignment with 

the highest score, which was presented at the 

fourth and final task force meeting. Following 

discussion of the results, a phased delivery 

strategy including the preferred connector 

alignment was selected by the task force.

objectives and initial information collected were 

presented, and task force members were asked 

to provide any additional information that could 

help achieve project goals.

Following the first meeting, the project support 

team investigated current conditions, constraints, 

and opportunities through comprehensive 

document searches and field research. This 

information included trail plans, reports, maps, 

geographic information systems (GIS data), 

current development proposals, land ownership 

issues, adjacent Bureau of Land Management 

(BLM) land, traffic conditions, air quality 

concerns, right-of-way issues, flooding drainage 

facilities, utilities, trail signage, traffic control and 

road crossing signage and markings, and trail 

surface treatments and/or materials. An initial 

inventory of trip-generating community facilities 

and identification of connectivity desire lines was 

undertaken. 

At the second task force meeting, the project 

team presented findings on large maps that 

indicated current pedestrian, bicycle, roadway, 

and transit facilities. Maps were also prepared 

showing utility corridors, points of interest, land 

use, constraints and opportunities for a trail 

connection, and an indication of key connectivity 
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Chapter 2 
Identifying Opportunities  
and Constraints 

Mobility Corridors 
 Opportunities
 Constraints

 Utility Corridors
 Opportunities
 Constraints

Points of Interest and Land Use
 Opportunities
 Constraints

 User Needs

 Connectivity Desire Lines 

This chapter summarizes information gathered 

and validated during user surveys and exploration 

of the area between the Henderson and 

Summerlin area trails. Ultimately, this information 

was used to establish potential connectivity 

desire lines where the connector alternatives 

might be located. The data gathering efforts 

focused on the area bounded by Durango Drive 

in the west, Serene Avenue in the south, Eastern 

Avenue in the east, and Tropicana Avenue in the 

north. The collected data included user needs, 

land use, points of interest, and opportunities and 

constraints that exist along the mobility and utility 

corridors within available right-of-way. 
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2.1. MOBILITY CORRIDORS 

Mobility corridors include 
facilities that provide for the 
safe movement of vehicles, 
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit. 

Generally these corridors have available or 

dedicated right-of-way, which makes them 

attractive in terms of cost for accommodating a 

trail connection. I-15 and I-215—two major area 

freeways—are key components of the roadway 

system in the southwest valley. Interchanges 

with the main arterials are provided at regular 

intervals. Two major mobility corridors, Las 

Vegas Boulevard and Blue Diamond Road, 

carry significantly more vehicles than other area 

corridors. Wide right-of-way and a grid pattern 

on an east-west and north-south orientation 

are typical for corridors in the southwest valley. 

At 1-mile intervals, 100 feet of right-of-way or 

greater has been reserved for major arterials. 

Minor arterials are provided at intervening .5-mile 

marks with 80 feet of right-of-way or greater. 

The majority of the corridors are not fully built 

out in the study area, reflective of the significant 

numbers of undeveloped parcels. Where 

frontages have been developed, the developers 

have generally built out half of the right-of-way 

fronting the adjacent developed parcel.

The study team evaluated corridors that may 

be appropriate for accommodating a connector 

based on the following information:

• Continuity of mobility corridor across  
major barriers

• Vehicular annual average daily traffic (AADT)

• Corridor width

• Number of vehicle travel lanes

• Pedestrian facilities

• Bicycle facilities

• Transit routes

• Right-of-way

The opportunities and constraints for developing 

a connector along the mobility corridors were 

identified in the field, recorded, and mapped 

using GIS. A graphical representation of the 

identified opportunities and constraints along the 

mobility corridors is shown in Maps 1 through 4 

in Appendix A.

2.1.1. OPPORTUNITIES

• Several corridors cross major barriers such 

as I-15, I-215, and the Union Pacific Railroad 

(UPRR). These corridors include Hacienda 

Avenue, Sunset Road, Warm Springs 

Road, and Russell Road in the east-west 

direction, and Dean Martin Drive, Valley 

View Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, and 

Gilespie Street in the north-south direction.

• Typically minor arterials do not provide 

connectivity across major barriers, which 

generally results in low traffic volumes 

and excess roadway capacity. These 

streets provide opportunities for roadway 

reconfiguration and for introducing bicycle 

and pedestrian boulevard concepts. 

Providing continuity across barriers for 

pedestrian and bicycle modes only will 

contribute to maintaining low traffic volumes 

and a pedestrian and bicycle friendly 

environment. The provision of crossings for 

all road users could make reconfiguration 

unworkable, as traffic flows that were 

suppressed could increase once a barrier is 

effectively removed and the street becomes 

attractive as a vehicular through route. 

Examples of this type of opportunity include 
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Lindell Road, Robindale Road, and Torrey 

Pines Drive (see Figure 3).

• Several arterials providing connectivity across 

major barriers that exhibit excess capacity 

or available right-of-way are Valley View 

Boulevard, Dean Martin Drive, Gilespie Street, 

George Crockett Road and Hacienda Avenue 

(see Figure 4). Roadway reconfiguration 

or the application of a “complete street” 

approach along these arterials provides an 

opportunity for accommodating an on-street 

trail connection. 

• Roadway reconfiguration can be seen as an 

opportunity to provide continuous pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities for recreational and/

Figure 3. End of Robindale Road at Las Vegas 
Boulevard

Figure 4. Excess capacity on Hacienda Avenue

Figure 5. Landscaping area on Las Vegas 
Boulevard

or commuter users, segregated from 

motor vehicles, to reduce the impact to 

neighborhoods and create a sense of livable 

space.

• Sufficient space exists in the median of Las 

Vegas Boulevard between Town Square 

and Mandalay Bay to accommodate a trail. 

Previously, the RTC had considered using 

the median to accommodate a bus rapid 

transit (BRT), but ultimately it was not agreed 

to by area stakeholders. A 10-foot wide 

landscaping area adjacent to the sidewalk on 

the west side of Las Vegas Boulevard may 

be used to increase the pedestrian space 

provided by the sidewalk (see Figure 5). 

• Freeway maintenance access road areas 

provide an opportunity to accommodate an 

off-street connector. The maintenance road 

north of I-215 is a possible corridor where 

part of the connector can be accommodated 

to avoid busier roadway segments.

• The RTC Rideshare Program is considering 

the feasibility of accommodating bicycle 

share kiosks at Mandalay Bay and Town 

Square due to the high volume of visitors that 

currently walk or take transit between these 

two locations. 

• Clark county is conducting a study of 

pedestrian level-of-service along Las Vegas 

Boulevard, and the study area includes the 

segment from Mandalay Bay to Russell Road.

• The location of a major transit terminal and 
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Wash Trail and the trail alongside I-215 

between Pecos Road and Warm Springs 

Road.

•	 While other parts of the valley—most 

notably the Summerlin and Henderson 

communities—have extensive networks 

of shared-use trails and marked on-street 

bicycle lanes, the southwest valley around 

the I-15/I-215 interchange is vastly different, 

with very few dedicated facilities for 

bicyclists. Wide curb-side traffic lanes that 

can be shared by bicyclists and vehicles are 

provided along some streets, but there are 

virtually no marked bicycle lanes and the only 

existing trails are the two to be linked by this 

study, which are shared with pedestrians. 

lack any significant pedestrian facilities.

•	 Narrow sidewalks are constrained in many 

places by high residential block walls on one 

side, and by large vehicle volumes and high 

traffic speeds on the other (see Figure 7). As 

a result, conditions along most arterials in the 

study area are unattractive for pedestrians.

•	 There are limited crossing opportunities in 

the area, as crosswalks are generally only 

marked at signalized intersections.

•	 Wide streets result in long crossing distances 

for pedestrians.

•	 Few trails exist in the area. The only trails of 

significance are the two that are to be linked 

as part of this study: the Tropicana/Flamingo 

several important transit routes in the vicinity 

of the study area provide an opportunity to 

improve accessibility for transit.

• Employment centers along Valley View 

Boulevard, Las Vegas Boulevard, Lindell 

Road, and south of McCarran International 

Airport provide opportunities to promote 

walking and biking as an alternative 

transportation mode for commuters

2.1.2. CONSTRAINTS

•	 Any connector alignment must cross the 

following key barriers (see Figure 13):

 - UPRR and Henderson spur

 - I-15

 - I-215

 - SR 160 (Blue Diamond Road)

•	 Sidewalks are generally present only along 

developed frontages (constructed by 

developers when building adjacent residential 

or commercial properties). Sidewalks are 

missing in undeveloped areas or are not 

present in rural neighborhoods, thus creating 

discontinuity (see Figure 6). Generally, areas 

west of I-15 within the study area boundaries Figure 6. Rural neighborhood 

Figure 7. Narrow sidewalk
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Figure 7. Narrow sidewalk

Conditions along many of the streets are 

unattractive and uncomfortable for cyclists, 

as they are forced to share lanes with large 

volumes of motor vehicles often travelling at 

high speeds.

•	 The Nevada Department of Transportation 

(NDOT) and RTC have entered into an 

agreement, which dictates that traffic lanes 

cannot be used to construct bicycle facilities. 

Roadway reconfigurations are therefore not 

feasible on NDOT roadways. 

•	 Several arterials have high levels of AADT 

per lane and a high percentage of truck 

traffic, which makes them unattractive for 

pedestrian or bicycle use. For example, the 

high truck traffic on Russell Road and lack 

of crossing facilities at the current terminus 

of the Tropicana/Flamingo Wash Trail makes 

this location an undesirable connection 

point (see Figure 8). Additionally, there is 

limited available roadway space along Warm 

Springs Road at the current terminus of I-215 

Beltway Trail. 

•	 Right-of-way may need to be established at 

some locations to provide adequate width 

for a connector.

•	 Bus routes in the study area have their 

origins and destinations at the South Strip 

Transit Terminal, and the seven routes that 

use the terminal generally serve areas to 

the north and east. Due to the relatively 

undeveloped character of the rest of the 

study area—and resulting low demand 

potential—there are very few scheduled 

bus services south of I-215 and west of 

I-15. The only two routes that operate in this 

area are Route 201B that follows Rainbow 

Boulevard and serves the Coronado Ranch 

residential area, and Route 217 that operates 

along Warm Springs Road and terminates 

at the Silverton Casino and Lodge on Blue 

Diamond Road.

2.2. UTILITY CORRIDORS

The majority of existing off-street shared-

use trails in the Las Vegas valley follow utility 

and major transportation corridors. These 

include flood channels, as is the case with 

the Tropicana/Flamingo Wash Trail, electrical 

transmission easements (see Figure 9), and 

railroad or freeway alignments (the I-215  

Beltway Trail).

2.2.1. OPPORTUNITIES

• There is available right-of-way along the 

flood channel located on the south side 

of I-215 from the Warm Springs Road 

Figure 8. Russelll Road east of trail terminus

Figure 9. Existing transmission easement
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interchange to the Airport Connector (See 

Figure 10). 

• An easement exists along the transmission 

lines south of Blue Diamond Road. 

2.2.2. CONSTRAINTS

• Corridors and easements are complicated by 

features such as large freeway interchanges 

and flood control basins, which can render 

an alignment unusable. For example, there is 

limited access around the flood control basin 

at Decatur Boulevard and Patrick Lane.

• Complicated ownership issues exist with 

certain right-of-way corridors. It was 

discovered that it is not feasible to establish 

a trail alongside the UPRR within Clark 

County. However, these conditions differ 

within the City of Henderson as the City is the 

underlying fee owner of the alignment.

• Easements may not be available for trails due 

to existing buildings or land owner objections.

2.3. POINTS OF INTEREST AND 
LAND USE 

Commercial and industrial land use is focused 

in the area bounded by Decatur Boulevard to 

the west, I-215 to the south, and McCarran 

International Airport to the east. However, there 

are concentrated areas of commercial/industrial 

development located throughout the study 

area. Retail is also an important trip attractor, 

with major centers located at Town Square (see 

Figure 11) and the Premium Outlet Mall South, 

both located on Las Vegas Boulevard, and a 

large concentration of commercial properties 

along the north side of Blue Diamond Road west 

of I-15. The retail locations also include dining 

and gaming options. The study area is bounded 

on the north by the southern end of “The Strip”, 

which, together with the previously mentioned 

land uses, provides principal employment 

sources for many Las Vegans. 

  

There are few schools or public parks in the study 

area. The Helen Jydstrup Elementary School 

is located just north and west of the Hacienda 

Avenue/Lindell Road intersection. There is a 

cluster of three schools on Eldorado Lane, east of 

Bermuda Road: Louis Wiener Junior Elementary 

School, Charlotte Hill Elementary School, and 

the Omar Haikal Islamic Academy. The only 

public park in the study area is the Western Trails 

Park on Warm Springs Road. This park includes 

an extension of a limited trail system into the 

surrounding neighborhood, primarily for horses. A 

point of interest and land use exhibit is provided 

as Map 5 in Appendix A.

Figure 10. Flood channel along I-215

Figure 11. Major retail destination



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 23

Figure 11. Major retail destination

2.3.1. OPPORTUNITIES

• Connection to surrounding land uses may 

provide an alternative transportation choice 

for residents in the southwestern and 

southern portions of the valley. Schools, 

parks, retail stores, and existing and growing 

employment areas are generally located 

along mobility corridors, where the trail 

connection may be located. 

• Connecting new and emerging areas would 

provide an expanded mode choice. For 

example, a new sports complex is slated 

to be built east of Durango Drive between 

Warm Springs Road and Windmill Lane. This 

complex could be connected via trails to the 

areas east of Durango Drive, allowing better 

access for pedestrians and bicycles from 

surrounding neighborhoods. 

• A connector along existing mobility corridors 

would provide an opportunity to access to a 

significant number of amenities. 

• Large pockets of older single-family homes 

built on large parcels of land provide an open 

rural feel in the neighborhoods, which is 

attractive for trail users.

2.3.2. CONSTRAINTS:

• Distances between residential areas and 

destinations such as employment centers 

or retail stores may be too great for many to 

consider walking or bicycling as an alternate 

mode.

• New residential developments have limited 

access points to the mobility corridors, which 

makes it more difficult for residents to use a 

connector.

2.4. USER NEEDS

To assess the comprehensive needs of trail 

users, in-depth interviews were performed. These 

interviews enabled users to describe their trail 

experiences (see Figure 12), providing valuable 

information for ongoing task force dialogue. 
 

The brief, structured interviews 
were conducted with a broad 
cross-section of existing and 
potential trail users. 

All trail modes of travel, travel purpose, 

demographics of users, and skill levels were 

included. Several issues were identified, 

including:

• Experienced bicyclists agree that they 

would not likely use a mixed-use path. They 

typically operate at higher speeds and with 

different purposes.

• Mixed use paths are disconnected with other 

multi-mode elements.

• Wayfinding is an overall concern.

• Trails could include placards about the local 

Mojave Desert environment to make them 

attractive for local school use.

• The Safe Routes to School program provides 

opportunities for increasing trail use and 

providing minor improvements.

Figure 12. Trail users
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• Trail maintenance for debris is a concern.

• There are mixed opinions on the 

effectiveness of trail markings, with most 

supporting some type of center marking.

• No uniformly recognized concerns about the 

interaction of different users were identified. 

Singular issues included dogs on long 

leashes, blind sharp corners, and objects 

next to the trail.

• Pedestrians often find themselves startled by 

bicyclists.

• Dog walkers pay attention to the area next to 

the trail.

• Pedestrians pointed out that they are regular trail 

users and know many other trail users by sight.

• Accessing trails next to walled communities 

is a challenge.

• Benches for resting and relaxing were 

important for more elderly pedestrians.

• Fitness-minded pedestrians commented that 

trees made jogging more pleasant during 

warmer temperatures.

• Pedestrians and bicyclists approached 

crossing streets differently. Pedestrians 

waited in place for a break in traffic. Bicyclists 

tended to continue moving to negotiate traffic 

conditions. 

Overall, while minor concerns about the different 

trail users were identified, none appeared to 

be elevated to the level of a problem needing a 

solution. The results of the user need assessment 

provided a touchstone when considering 

evaluation criteria and alternatives development.

2.5. CONNECTIVITY DESIRE LINES

An analysis of opportunities and constraints 

within the study area and the identification of user 

needs provided a comprehensive understanding 

of the spatial distribution of pedestrian and 

bicycle users’ desired movements to nearby 

attractions. The land use form within the study 

area is characterized by separation between 

residential and employment/retail uses. The most 

concentrated employment and retail uses can 

be found around Las Vegas Boulevard, which 

dictates desire lines in terms of commuter and 

recreational travel. As indicated in the following 

map (Figure 13), the most critical desire lines 

are east-west connections to the Tropicana/

Flamingo Wash Trail and the I-215 Beltway 

Trail, and southwest-northeast connections 

that link residential areas in the southwest with 

employment areas surrounding the airport.

The opportunities and constraints 
analysis revealed a significant 
lack of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities dedicated to either 
recreational use or as a mode of 
transportation in the residential 
neighborhoods south of I-215 and 
west of I-15. 

The study team and the task force realized 

that the solution to connecting the end points 

of existing trails would not address the lack 

of access to this connector from the southern 

communities. However, the connector would be 

an incentive to further improve the pedestrian 

and bicycle network for increased access to the 

trails. 
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Figure 13. Connectivity desire lines map
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3. Multi Route Review 

 Establishing Evaluation 
Criteria

 Development of Alternatives

The Southwest Beltway Trail Connectivity Study 

team developed a balanced methodological 

approach to decision-making for the task force, 

which helped the RTC and other stakeholders 

prioritize other non-motorized user facilities. 

This chapter summarizes the evaluation criteria 

development process, introduces the selected 

criteria, describes what the criteria represent, and 

provides information on criteria application and 

weighting. This chapter also introduces the trail 

connection alternatives that were developed.

3.1. ESTABLISHING EVALUATION 
CRITERIA

The study support team generated an initial 

set of evaluation criteria for stakeholder 

consideration. To develop the criteria, the team 

performed a general scan of project selection 

criteria employed for similar selection processes 

and considered user needs and project goals/

objectives. Upon incorporating stakeholder 
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comments, the study support team developed 

a set of 14 criteria, separated in three main 

categories:

A. Functionality and benefits

B. Ease of implementation

C. Capital and operational costs

The broad-based evaluation criteria can be used 

by the RTC or other stakeholders in prioritizing 

any pedestrian and bicycle facility. 

To provide an equitable process in 
evaluating alternatives, the relative 
importance, or “weighting,” 
for each of the proposed 
categories and individual criteria 
was established by the task 
force using electronic polling 
technology. 

A summary of the weighted criteria and the 

respective categories is provided in Table 2. 

Based on a scale of 0 through 10, the study 

support team evaluated each alternative against 

the proposed criteria.
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The selected evaluation criteria are listed below, 

and detailed descriptions are provided in 

Appendix B.

A. Trail connection functionality and 
benefits

A.1 Connections to key destinations. This 

criterion measured the connectivity, within close 

walking or biking distance, to schools, shopping 

centers, parks, transit stops, and employment 

destinations. 

A.2 Personal safety and security. This criterion 

evaluated the connector in terms of personal 

safety, favoring routes providing better path 

visibility from surrounding areas and minimizing 

exposure to dark or confined crossings. 

 A.3 Mode interface – route continuity and 

severity of crossings. This criterion considered 

the potential conflict between trail users and 

motor vehicles. Potential conflict could influence 

the number of users and impede the use of a 

connector by less experienced users. 

A.4 Accessibility to amenities. This criterion 

measured connector accessibility to amenities 

such as restrooms, rest areas, and drink and food 

facilities—which commutes more attractive and 

enjoyable for users. 

A.5 Human scale. This criterion judged the level 

of comfort for human activity, which included the 

degree of segregation between vehicular traffic 

and pedestrians and bicycles to minimize the 

exposure of users to busy roadways. The amount 

of space allocated to connector users and the 

use of aesthetic features that separate them from 

the vehicular traffic were directly related to the 

trip comfort and safety.

A.6 Regional importance. This criterion 

assessed how an alternative was integrated with 

the RTC’s Long Range Plan goals and objectives 

and how it connected to potential regional links. 

A.7 Synergies with existing projects or 

programs. This criterion evaluated the degree 

to which an alternative could be partially or 

fully accommodated within an existing project, 

initiative, or program (for example, Complete 

Streets or Safe Routes to School).

A.8 Traffic calming. This criterion evaluated 

the use of physical and non-physical measures 

that slow vehicular traffic to benefit street safety, 

livability, and an enjoyable trail user experience. 

A.9 Directness of route. This criterion 

considered the simplicity and directness of a 

connection from the user’s perspective. 

B. Difficulty in Implementation

B.1 Private property impacts. This evaluation 

criterion accounted for areas where property 

easements or full property acquisitions would 

be required. Where private properties would 

be impacted, the perceived safety and security 

issues among property owners were considered.

B.1 Traffic impacts. Maintaining traffic flow 

along the arterials that accommodate on-street 

trail connection alternatives was evaluated under 

this criterion. Traffic volumes vary significantly 

within the study area, depending on the type of 

the arterial and its continuity. Impact to traffic 

could include a decrease in travel lane widths, 

roadway reconfiguration, or parking removal. 

B.3 Implementation timing. This criterion 

referred to the time required for project 

implementation and phasing.

C. Cost Impact

C.1 Capital and operation cost. This criterion 

referred to the estimated cost for constructing, 

maintaining, and operating connector infrastructure. 

C.2 Right-of-way cost. This criterion referred to 

the cost of securing identified right-of-way needs. 
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3.2. DEVELOPMENT OF 
ALTERNATIVES

Opportunities and constraints discussed in 

Chapter 2 and shown in Figure 13 were used 

to assess alternative alignments connecting 

the two existing trails. Initial opportunities to 

establish a connection along utility corridors, 

railroad alignments, or freeway right-of-way 

identified a lack of usable corridors, land 

owner complications, and large complex layout 

constraints respectively. 

As a result, the study shifted focus to 

investigating connector alignments within existing 

street right-of-way or on-street alignments. This 

approach identified three primary connector 

alignments.

Sight conditions of the existing trail terminus 

were the initial considerations. The terminus of 

the Tropicana/Flamingo Wash Trail (A), located 

at the intersection of Russell Road and Edmond 

Street, offered limited safe opportunities to 

start a connector. A safer starting point for all 

the connector alternatives was identified at the 

intersection of the Tropicana/Flamingo Wash 

Trail with Lindell Road. At the terminus of the 

I-215 Beltway Trail (B), located at the intersection 

of Warm Springs Road and Paradise Road, 

limited available roadway space was a significant 

constraint. Other options were therefore 

considered when generating alternatives to 

connect with the I-215 Beltway Trail.

Regional guidance for developing connector 

concepts for retrofitting into existing corridors 

was identified. 

The adopted Complete Streets 
goals, objectives, and design 
guidelines offer the flexibility 
to develop connector concepts 
based on land use context, right-
of-way availability, transportation 
plans, traffic volumes, and other 
factors. 

An evaluation of these factors, coupled with the 

opportunities and constraints for allocating right-

of-way for all modes of transportation, provided 

the background for generating typical connector 

layout concepts. Specifically, the “Regional 

Complete Streets Study” report (Figures 5-24 

and 5-25) provided substantial guidance in 

generating typical connector layout concepts 

for each type of roadway configuration and 

community context. 

Complete Streets guidelines recommended a 

roadside zone that comfortably accommodates 

pedestrians and creates a feeling of safety. 

Similarly, the guidelines include roadway and 

lane zone dedicated to the safe and comfortable 

use by bicycles, transit, and vehicles. Ultimately, 

the purpose of the connector in this study is to 

connect two existing trail termini. Interestingly, 

the user needs assessment indicated that 

inexperienced bicyclists will not likely use 

the roadway zone or the 14-foot lane that 

experienced bicyclists use extensively. However, 

the user needs assessment also identified 

that inexperienced bicyclists will likely use 

existing trail facilities. It is therefore prudent 

to expect that inexperienced bicyclists will 

make their way to the existing trail termini and 

require conveyance through the connector. 

Figure 14 in this report demonstrates how the 

Complete Streets guidelines were adopted to 

accommodate inexperienced bicyclists with 

connector infrastructure. The figure shows how 
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an 80-foot roadway allocates right-of-way into the 

following: 

Motorized zone with:

• Two 15-foot wide shared travel lanes

• An 11-foot two-way turn lane 

• A low barrier to separate motorized vehicles 
from the non-motorized users zone 

Non-motorized zone with:

• A 12-foot wide shared pedestrian and  
bicycle facility

• Benches, bicycle parking, and other 
furnishings 

• An area suitable for landscaping

• Existing sidewalks

• Drainage facilities

Once a practical application of Complete 

Streets guidance was integrated with connector 

functionality, the assessment turned to alignment 

routing. As mentioned previously, three principal 

routes were identified, based on high-level 

functionality concepts. One concept sought 

amenities, one sought enhanced network 

access to the southwest valley, and one sought 
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Figure 15. Trail connection alternative map
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a utilitarian connection. However, multiple 

alignment opportunities or modifications to 

primary alignments allowed various sections 

of one primary alignment to be combined with 

sections of another primary alignment. Ultimately, 

the combination of these sections resulted in 

a total of 16 alternative alignments that were 

evaluated by the study team. These alignments 

are shown in Figure 15, and the three primary 

alignments are described below. 

Robindale Alternative 

The Robindale alternative envisions the 

development of a bicycle and pedestrian 

boulevard along Lindell Road and Robindale 

Road. This alternative benefits from the 

opportunity to reconfigure the roadways due 

to low traffic volumes and sufficient right-of-

way. The connector under this alternative goes 

partially through rural residential neighborhoods. 

The available right-of-way provides an 

opportunity to configure the on-street connector 

separated from vehicular space—within the right-

of-way—giving the connector a rural feel, which 

makes it attractive for recreational and commuter 

use. In transitioning from these neighborhoods 

to more urbanized areas, the roadway would be 

reconfigured to one lane in each direction and the 

excess space would be allocated to pedestrian 

and bicycles. This boulevard concept would 

reinforce the concept of space and provide an 

opportunity for a more active lifestyle. 

The vicinity of the connector to 
the schools along Robindale Road 
would provide an opportunity for 
children to walk safely to school. 

A major constraint for this alternative is the 

crossing of major barriers such as I-215, I-15, 

UPRR, Las Vegas Boulevard, and Russell Road. 

(see Figure 16).

Figure 16. Bridge structures for pedestrians and bicycles will be provided to cross I-15 and I-215. 
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Additionally, creating wall openings in residential 

neighborhoods to provide accessibility to the 

connector may need to be investigated. This 

alternative is considered very easy to use as it 

provides only one change in direction of travel 

between the two connection points with existing 

trails.

Valley Alternative 

The Valley alternative takes advantage of crossing 

facilities at major barriers and runs along Lindell 

Road, Sunset Road, Valley View Boulevard, Warm 

Springs Road, and Eldorado Lane (see Figure 17). 

The rationale behind this alternative is to 

provide accessibility to employment centers 

along Valley View Boulevard by enhancing the 

pedestrian realm of area neighborhoods. This 

alternative benefits from the opportunity to 

reconfigure roadways due to low traffic volumes 

and sufficient right-of-way. This alternative 

envisions providing incentives for residents to 

use alternative modes of transportation to travel 

to/from work or major shopping destinations 

such as the Premium Outlet Mall South. A major 

constraint of this alternative is the limited space 

for pedestrian and bicycles along Warm Springs 

Road east of Las Vegas Boulevard. The location 

of the transit stop and the high levels of traffic do 

not allow for a reconfiguration of the roadway. 

However, opportunities might exist to negotiate 

with the property owners of the Las Vegas 

Outlet Mall for using their landscaping area to 

accommodate a multi-use connector. 

The Valley alternative is 
considered relatively difficult 
to use, since it requires several 
changes in direction.

Vegas Alternative

The Vegas alternative 
accommodates commuter needs 
and recreational needs of visitors 
who would prefer to walk or bike 
between the Mandalay Bay Resort 
and Town Square. 

This alternative follows Hacienda Avenue, Las 

Vegas Boulevard, Hidden Well Road, Gilespie 

Street, George Crockett Road, and the south 

side of I-215. By providing access to a major 

employment area, this alternative as a commuter 

route may provide incentive for residents to 

use alternative modes of transportation. This 

alternative will also support the RTC’s Bike and 

Ride program and accommodate the need for 

enhancing the safety and convenience of visitors 

to the Las Vegas Welcome Sign and Town 

Square. However, high traffic volumes along 

Las Vegas Boulevard may not be attractive for 

local residents intending to use the connector 

for recreational purposes. This alternative 

benefits from the available right-of-way and 

Figure 17. Existing structure on Valley View 
Boulevard over I-215
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low traffic volumes along Hacienda Avenue, 

Hidden Well Road, Gilespie Street, and George 

Crockett Road. Extensive reconfiguration 

would be required along Hacienda Avenue and 

would impact signalized intersections and a 

large number of business driveways. Several 

opportunities exist for accommodating the 

connector along Las Vegas Boulevard, one that 

uses the median and one that uses the sidewalk 

in the southbound direction (see Figure 18).

The reversal of the existing landscaping with 

the sidewalk space would provide consistency 

with the rest of the cross-section of Las 

Vegas Boulevard north of the study area. 

Implementation of this alternative may be difficult 

and would require coordination with resort 

properties and Clark County. The alternative 

is considered relatively difficult to use, since it 

requires several changes in direction.

Figure 18. Available space on the sidewalk along Las Vegas Boulevard
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4. Evaluation

 Organization of Supporting 
Data

 Evaluation of Alternatives
 Task Force Decision 

Making Process

This chapter summarizes the organization of 

supporting data, the results of alternatives 

evaluation, and the decision-making process 

of the task force in selecting the preferred 

alternative.

4.1.  ORGANIZATION OF 
SUPPORTING DATA

To facilitate the evaluation process, the 

alignments were separated into logical sections. 

Some of the criteria, such as human scale, route 

continuity, and severity of crossings, were scored 

at the section level, with the total score for the 

entire alternative alignment being an average 

of the section scores. Other criteria, which did 

not suit being scored at the section level, such 

as directness of route, were scored at the route 

level or at the entire alternative alignment level. 

For each section or route, the collected data was 

organized in spreadsheets that included:

1. Nearby trip attractors

2. Potential for road reconfiguration

3. Feasibility of locating the connector away 

from the roadway

4. Rural/urban land use split

5. Adjacent traffic conditions

6. Nearby amenities for trail users

7. Project synergies

8. Number of crossings

9. Number	of	changes	in	direction
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10. Connections to a potential regional trail 
network

11. Number of private properties affected

12. Structures and other new construction 
required

13. Construction cost estimate

14. Right-of-way cost estimate

The study support team independently evaluated 

each alternative against the proposed criteria. 

4.2. EVALUATION OF      
ALTERNATIVES

The methodology tool for evaluating alternatives 

helped inform the task force’s decision-making. 

Evaluation results were presented in a tabular 

format, and graphical elements were used 

to compare alternatives scoring within each 

category and each criterion before and after 

the weighting was applied. Table 3 displays the 

overall weighted evaluation results. 
 

An overall assessment of the results indicated 

that all the alternatives were viable and had 

similar utility. The differences in the total overall 

scores were principally due to the following:

• Alternative M (Hacienda Avenue - Valley 

View Boulevard - Robindale Road) had the 

highest score in the functionality and benefits 

category due to its connectivity to major 

employment areas.

• Connections to key destinations were 

considered the most important criteria 

by stakeholders. The difference in scores 

between alignments with many connections 

and those with few connections were 

therefore accentuated.

• Urban areas were perceived by the majority 

of evaluators as safer than rural areas in 

terms of personal security.

• Directness of route was not perceived as an 

important criterion to the evaluators.

• Overall, the major differences between 

alternative alignments were related to 

competing interests of users (commuter 

versus recreational) and connectivity 

benefits.

Assessment results revealed that a “network 

approach” to trail location would better deliver 

the full benefits of multimodal travel envisioned 

by Complete Streets. A network can capture the 

benefits of one route while delivering different 

benefits on a different network route. The project 

also revealed that the evaluation process is a 

replicable tool in considering the movement of 

pedestrian and bicycles within a network.

4.3. TASK FORCE DECISION- 
 MAKING PROCESS 

Evaluation results and the study team’s 

assessment of the results were provided to the 

task force for decision-making. 

The application of evaluation 
criteria is a technique that 
improves the basis for selecting a 
preferred alternative. 

The selection must also take into account the 

subjective nature of the evaluation technique 

and individual judgment of opportunities and 

constraints. 

Upon receiving evaluation results, task force 

members engaged in a lengthy discussion 

regarding each alternative’s advantages and 

A
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Overall Benefits Implementation Implementation
& Benefit

O Hacienda -LVB -Gilespie -Eldorado
P Hacienda -LVB -Gilespie -Robindale

D Hacienda -LVB -Gcrocket -215
M Hacienda -Valley View -Robindale
L Hacienda - Valley View -W.Springs -Eldorado
G Lindell - W.Springs -Eldorado
N Hacienda -Valley View -W.Springs -Robindale
E Lindell -W.Springs -Valley View -Robindale
F Lindell -W.Springs - Gilespie -Robindale
C Lindell - 215 - Valley View - W.Springs - Eldorado
B Lindell-Sunset-Valley Vieew-W.Springs-Eldorado

H Lindell-Sunset-Valley Vieew-Robindale
J Lindell-215-Valley View-Robindale

K Lindell-215-Valley View-W.Springs-Robindale
I Lindell-Sunset-Valley View-W.Springs-Robindale
A Lindell - Robindale

A
lig

nm
en

t
Description

Scores

Capital
Cost

Capital
Cost

Capital
Cost

6.38 2.74 1.85 4.59 $5,399,531 $2,475 $5,402,006
6.29 2.85 1.81 4.66 $5,345,641 $4,399 $5,350,040

6.21 2.66 1.77 4.44 $4,645,751 $5,813 $4,651,564
5.98 2.86 1.89 4.75 $6,460,022 $6,225 $6,466,247
5.95 2.63 1.89 4.51 $6,444,102 $3,769 $6,447,871
5.90 2.64 1.73 4.37 $5,648,876 $5,085 $5,653,961
5.78 2.65 1.85 4.50 $6,390,212 $5,693 $6,395,905
5.77 2.65 1.74 4.40 $5,664,797 $7,541 $5,672,338
5.61 2.54 1.70 4.24 $5,594,987 $7,009 $5,601,995
5.58 2.46 1.60 4.06 $5,270,913 $6,709 $5,277,622
5.58 2.54 1.66 4.20 $5,595,615 $7,320 $5,602,935

5.53 2.66 1.67 4.33 $5,611,535 $9,776 $5,621,312
5.49 2.57 1.61 4.18 $5,286,834 $9,165 $5,295,999

5.35 2.42 1.57 3.99 $5,217,024 $8,633 $5,225,656
5.35 2.47 1.63 4.10 $5,541,725 $9,244 $5,550,969
5.27 2.75 1.55 4.29 $6,363,559 $9,986 $6,373,545

6.38 2.74 1.85 4.59 $5,399,531 $2,475 $5,402,006
6.29 2.85 1.81 4.66 $5,345,641 $4,399 $5,350,040

6.21 2.66 1.77 4.44 $4,645,751 $5,813 $4,651,564
5.98 2.86 1.89 4.75 $6,460,022 $6,225 $6,466,247
5.95 2.63 1.89 4.51 $6,444,102 $3,769 $6,447,871
5.90 2.64 1.73 4.37 $5,648,876 $5,085 $5,653,961
5.78 2.65 1.85 4.50 $6,390,212 $5,693 $6,395,905
5.77 2.65 1.74 4.40 $5,664,797 $7,541 $5,672,338
5.61 2.54 1.70 4.24 $5,594,987 $7,009 $5,601,995
5.58 2.46 1.60 4.06 $5,270,913 $6,709 $5,277,622
5.58 2.54 1.66 4.20 $5,595,615 $7,320 $5,602,935

5.53 2.66 1.67 4.33 $5,611,535 $9,776 $5,621,312
5.49 2.57 1.61 4.18 $5,286,834 $9,165 $5,295,999

5.35 2.42 1.57 3.99 $5,217,024 $8,633 $5,225,656
5.35 2.47 1.63 4.10 $5,541,725 $9,244 $5,550,969
5.27 2.75 1.55 4.29 $6,363,559 $9,986 $6,373,545

Table 3. Overall weighted evaluation results

disadvantages and short- and long-term agency 

goals. All task force members agreed that the 

evaluation results did not significantly distinguish 

a preferred alternative, which added a challenge 

to the decision-making process. The main topics 

of discussion that ultimately led the task force to a 

preferred alternative are summarized below:

• There was not a large enough difference in 

the scores between alternatives to distinguish 

a clear preferred alternative. One reason for 

this is that the alternatives were handpicked 

with the sole purpose of serving pedestrians 

and bicycles. Alternatives considered 

unsuitable for a trail connection were 

dismissed before selecting the 16 alignments 

that were ultimately scored.

• The difference in cost between alternatives 

was minor. It was assumed that roadway 

reconfiguration and restriping of existing 

arterials (of significant length) would require 

a thin pavement overlay (mill and pave), 

increasing the cost of these roadway 

segments and making them comparable 

to the cost of the rural sections that would 

require full-depth trail construction and 

bridges.

• While connectivity to major destinations was 

an important regional goal, such a connector 

would be unlikely to serve local recreational 

users, and as such its character and purpose 

would not necessarily match with the existing 

Tropicana/Flamingo Wash Trail and I-215 

Beltway Trail. Consistency with established 

trails is important in meeting the expectation 

of existing users who are less likely to be 

commuters. Also, the needs assessment 

process indicated that experienced, 

confident bicyclists typically ride in the travel 

lane shared with vehicles, regardless of traffic 

conditions.

• With the activity along Las Vegas Boulevard 

and the land uses along Hacienda Road, 
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it was considered less likely that local 

recreational users would use this type 

of connector. However, the Las Vegas 

Boulevard portion of the connector would be 

attractive to tourists staying on The Strip who 

wished to shop or dine at Town Square.

• Currently, Clark County is conducting a 

pedestrian study along Las Vegas Boulevard 

from Sahara Avenue to Russell Road. 

Considering that a portion of the highest 

scored connector (alternative O) is within 

the limits of this ongoing study, it would be 

reasonable for the County to coordinate 

the results of this study with the ongoing 

pedestrian study.

• The task force agreed with the conclusion 

that the alternative that scored the highest 

does not provide accessibility to the areas 

south of I-215 and is less likely to promote 

recreational use. A network approach to trail 

connectivity would provide an opportunity 

to connect these areas and to deliver the 

benefits of a multimodal network.

• The analysis of unweighted scores revealed 

that the Lindell Road – Robindale Road 

alternative (alternative A) scored the highest 

in the functional and benefits category. 

The main advantages and characteristics 

of this alternative compared to the others 

are directness of route, human scale, low 

traffic, and high regional importance. All 

these characteristics make this alternative 

compatible with the characteristics of the 

existing trail system. 

• The ultimate regional goal is to increase the 

use of bicycles as a mode of transportation. 

However, it is recognized that a shift in the 

mode of travel is a gradual process that will 

initially require providing a safe and pleasant 

trail environment for more inexperienced 

users.

• Based on discussions with the task force, it 

was concluded that a staged network would 

provide the best approach to connect the 

regional trail system network. This approach 

would also allow an opportunity to provide 

for future trail connectivity to the growing 

southwest residential areas of Coronado 

Ranch, Mountains Edge, and Southern 

Highlands. This approach consists of the 

following implementation plan (see Figure 19):

Phase I

• Provide a connector that would follow the 

Lindell Road – Robindale Road alignment. 

This connector targets inexperienced 

and recreational users and introduces an 

opportunity to expand the connectivity to the 

southwest areas.

• Provide a pedestrian and bicycle shared-

use connector along Las Vegas Boulevard 

from Hacienda Avenue to Town Square. 

This effort should be coordinated with the 

recommendations of the ongoing Las Vegas 

Boulevard pedestrian study being conducted 

by Clark County. This connection targets the 

need for improving visitors’ experiences and 

will be a first step towards a pedestrian and 

bicycle commuter route.

Phase II

• Provide a commuter connection route along 

Hacienda Avenue and Hidden Well Road/

Gilespie Street. These connections along 

with the previously constructed Las Vegas 

Boulevard shared-use connector will provide 

connectivity for commuters working at the 

southern end of “The Strip.”
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Figure 19. Recommended trail connections map
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Figure 20. Beginning of connector alignment at Lindell Road

5. Preferred Alternative

The preferred connection of the Tropicana/

Flamingo Wash Trail with the I-215 Beltway Trail 

is 7 miles and begins approximately 1,700 feet 

before the trail reaches it east terminus at Lindell 

Road (see Figure 20). Trail users would turn right 

as soon as they cross Lindell Road and would 

continue south on the connector.  

While pedestrians would continue to use the 

sidewalk, bicycles would use a bi-directional 

facility allocated for their use as a result of a 

roadway reconfiguration. Conceptual design 

elements of the on-street trail connection are 

provided in Appendix C.
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Figure 21. Connector layout at an intersection 

Within 1,250 feet, the connector will cross Russell 

Road. The connector design should include the 

installation of pedestrian crossing devices and 

pavement marking at this location to provide for 

the safety of users (see Figure 21). Intersections 

must be set out carefully to ensure visibility 

between motorists and trail users. Appropriate 

signing and striping should clearly convey priority. 

Pavement coloring may be used as a visual cue to 

trail users and vehicles. The connection between 

the roadway network and the connector must be 

clearly established to ensure that connector users 

can join or leave the connector and complete their 

journey safely.

South of this location, the connector will continue 

as a shared-use path through a rural residential 

neighborhood segregated from the roadway 

(see Figure 22). The connector within the rural 

residential neighborhoods and undeveloped 

areas should be a minimum 12 feet wide.

While the paved roadway discontinues, the 

connector will continue south, and approximately 

1 mile south of Russell Road the users will 

approach the I-215 crossing bridge (see Figure 

16, Chapter 3). A change in connector grade will 

be noticed by the users approaching the bridge. 

To make the crossing more comfortable for the 

users, it is recommended that an 18-foot bridge 

be designed. The feasibility of landscaping or 

other aesthetic features on the bridge can be 

explored to provide a separation from the high-

speed traffic on the freeway. 
 

Just south of the bridge, the connector will pass 

through an industrial area. Within .5-mile from the 

bridge, the connector will reach the intersection 

with Warm Springs Road. The connector design 

should include the installation of pedestrian 

crossing devices and pavement marking at this 

location to enhance the safety of the users. South 

of the intersection, the area along Lindell Road 

transitions from industrial/undeveloped to urban 

residential, with a fully developed roadway. A 

roadway reconfiguration will give the users the 

feeling of entering a boulevard with distinctive 

pedestrian and bicycle space with sitting areas 

and physical separation from the roadway (see 

Figure 23). This concept will also continue along 

the other urban residential areas along Lindell 

Road and Robindale Road.

The boulevard concept proposed in these 

areas intends to replace two traffic lanes with 

a bi-directional meandering 12-foot wide trail 

within a “trail zone.” It is recommended that 

areas on either side of the trail and within the 
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Figure 22. Connector through a rural area  
concept visualization 

Figure 23. Pedestrian and bicycle 
boulevard concept visualization

 This boulevard concept would 
reinforce the concept of space 
and provide an opportunity for  
a more active lifestyle.
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trail zone be landscaped, using decomposed 

granite contained by a tack-on temporary curb 

(for example, Qwick Kurb) and native vegetation. 

Street furniture may be added along the trail 

including benches, trash cans, bicycle racks, 

street art, etc.

It is envisioned that a modified precast concrete 

barrier rail with a textured finish on the trail side 

be provided to physically separate motor vehicles 

from the trail zone. The remaining three traffic 

lanes will be marked as a single lane in each 

direction and a two-way left-turn lane. Sidewalks 

and the curb/gutter pan remain unchanged and 

trail lighting may be added, if appropriate.

The majority of the layout could be provided as 

an interim measure, with the concrete barrier 

rail and bicycle and pedestrian amenities all 

sitting on top of the existing roadway surface. 

This approach will provide for the safe use of the 

roadway space by bicycles and pedestrians at 

minimal cost, and it will allow for a transfer of the 

roadway space to another mode, if needed in the 

future. 

Approximately .5-mile south of Warm Springs 

Road, the connector heads east along  

Robindale Road. Within a mile after turning east 

on Robindale Road, the user will approach the 

UPRR crossing bridge and will continue walking 

in the boulevard for another mile east. 

The extension of the boulevard along Robindale 

Road west of Lindell Road, using a complete 

street concept, provides an opportunity 

to improve the residential feeling of the 

neighborhood; and it provides connectivity to the 

schools along this arterial (see Figure 24). Special 

consideration should be given to the crossing of 

Decatur Boulevard due to high traffic volumes. 

Pedestrian crossing devices or the feasibility of 

installing a traffic signal should be investigated.

West of Arville Street, the connector will transition 

into a rural setting. While Robindale Road does 

not continue east of Dean Martin Drive, the 

connector will continue; within 1 mile from Arville 

Street, it will cross I-15 with a bridge structure 

similar to the one on I-215. Pedestrian and 

bicycle crossing treatments will be provided at 

the intersections of Arville Street, Valley View 

Boulevard, and Dean Martin Drive. As soon as the 

connector crosses I-15, the user will approach 

Las Vegas Boulevard, which is one of the busiest 

arterials in Las Vegas. Pedestrian and bicycle 

crossing devices and markings will be installed at 

this location, and the feasibility of a traffic signal 

should be investigated. From this location, the 

user will have access to variety of restaurants 

and shops located within the Las Vegas Premium 

Outlet Mall South (see Figure 25).

East of Las Vegas Boulevard, the connector 

will continue through a rural residential 

neighborhood. Crossing treatments, with proper 

signage at north-south arterials and driveways, 

including modifying the priority movement 

at Placid Street (See Figure 26), need to be 

considered by designers to provide for the safe 

crossing of pedestrians and bicycles.  

Figure 24. Safer routes to school are needed
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East of Amigo Street, the connector will continue 

for approximately .75-mile in an urban residential 

neighborhood to the connection with the I-215 

Beltway Trail. Roadway reconfiguration would 

require modifications to the four-way stop at the 

intersection with Paradise Road.

Figure 26. Opportunity to modify traffic control  
priority at Placid Street

Figure 25. Las Vegas Premium Outlet Mall south
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Based on discussions with the task force, it was 

concluded that a staged network would provide 

the best approach to connect the regional trail 

system network (see Figure 19). This approach 

would also allow an opportunity to provide for 

future trail connectivity to the growing southwest 

residential areas of Coronado Ranch, Mountains 

Edge, and Southern Highlands. This approach 

6. Conclusions

consists of the following implementation plan:

Phase I

•	 Provide a connector that would follow the 

Lindell Road – Robindale Road alignment. 

This connector targets inexperienced 

and recreational users and introduces an 

opportunity to expand the connectivity to the 
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southwest areas.

•	 Provide a pedestrian and bicycle shared-

use connector along Las Vegas Boulevard 

from Hacienda Avenue to Town Square. 

This effort should be coordinated with the 

recommendations of the ongoing

•	 Las Vegas Boulevard pedestrian study being 

conducted by Clark County. This connection 

targets the need for improving visitors’ 

experiences and will be a first step towards a 

pedestrian and bicycle commuter route.

Phase II

•	 Provide a commuter connection route along 

Hacienda Avenue and Hidden Well Road/

Gilespie Street. These connections along 

with the previously constructed Las Vegas 

Boulevard shared-use connector will provide 

connectivity for commuters working at the 

southern end of “The Strip.”

•	 Further conclusions focused on the task 

force and the evaluation process. Convening 

a task force to explore and assist with 

decision-making for the trail gap issue 

allowed for constructive problem-solving. 

The broad representation of interests within 

the task force ensured that all perspectives 

were considered, and the task force 

structure helped all parties understand their 

roles and responsibilities. When the issue 

under consideration is well defined—in this 

case a gap in the trail system—convening 

and empowering a task force provides a 

transparent and justifiable decision-making 

method.

The evaluation process employed for this study 

potentially provides a “best practice” approach 

for similar alternatives selection processes. 

Appendix B includes specific details for how 

this evaluation was conducted and provides 

substantiation for the best practices approach.

The sequence for the process provided 

independent utility and logical progression. 

Specific steps included identifying and validating 

information, identifying priority values for task 

force members, generating evaluation criteria 

and weightings, developing alternatives with 

the criteria in mind, rigorously applying the 

criteria to the alternatives, and presenting the 

results in a manner suitable for decision-making. 

Additionally, the application of evaluation criteria 

to the alternatives used the independent views of 

a cross-section of individuals. 

The distribution of perspectives provided 

an improved assessment of the overall 

application of criteria to the alternatives. Multiple 

independent views reduced the potential for 

skewed or manipulated results. The approach 

also provided a bridge between seemingly 

unrelated criteria such as dollar amounts for 

costs and a sense of place for human scale or 

sense of directness for connectivity. This tool 

can be replicated as a genuine enhancement of 

alternatives evaluation.
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Appendix A  
Information Maps



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y56



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 57



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y58



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 59



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y60



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 61



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 63

Appendix B. 
Evaluation Criteria

OVERVIEW 

The following criteria categories are proposed 

to evaluate the Southwest trail connection 

alternatives. The evaluation criteria categories 

are based on the overall project goals, input from 

stakeholders and SWTG Task Force. 

The evaluation of alternatives will be performed in 

three categories:

A. Functionality, and benefits

B. Ease of implementation

C. Capital and operational costs

The weighting for each of the proposed 

categories and individual criteria will be 

developed by the task force prior to our 

next meeting upon approval of the individual 

evaluation criteria and their categories, and their 

weights.

TRAIL CONNECTION ALTERNATIVE 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Each alternative will be evaluated against the 

proposed criteria by the consultant support team 

based on a scale of 0 through 10. Individual 

criteria will include:
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A. TRAIL CONNECTION 
FUNCTIONALITY AND BENEFITS

A.1 Connections to key destinations –  

ROUTE LEVEL

The trail connection alternatives will not be 

used by the non-recreational commuters if the 

facility does not provide accessibility or direct 

connections to schools, shopping centers, parks, 

transit stops and employment destinations. The 

trail connection alternatives that provide more 

connections and are located in close walking or 

biking distance from major destination will receive 

higher scores. 

0 = No connections 

1-3 = Low # connections 

4-7 = Medium # connections 

8-10 = High # connections

A.2 Traffic Calming – SECTION LEVEL

This criterion evaluates the use of physical and 

non-physical measures that slow vehicular 

traffic to benefit street safety, livability and an 

enjoyable trail user experience. Alternatives 

that demonstrate use of these measures would 

receive  

higher scores.

0 = No measures 

1-3 = Non physical measures 

4-6 = Road diet 

7-9 = Off street (trail adjacent to road) 

10 = Off street (trail away from road – traffic  

calming not needed) 

A.3 Personal Safety and Security –  

SECTION LEVEL

To account for the personal safety the routes 

providing for the visibility of path (are over-looked) 

and minimize exposure to dark or confined 

crossings will score higher. 

0 = Not overlooked 

1-3 = Low visibility 

4-7 = Medium visibility 

8-10 = High visibility

A.4 Human scale – SECTION LEVEL

This criterion judges the level of comfort for 

human activity which includes the degree 

of segregation between vehicular traffic and 

pedestrian and bicycles to minimize the exposure 

of users to busy roadways. The amount of space 

allocated to trail users and the use of aesthetic 

features that separate them from the vehicular 

traffic is directly related to the trip comfort 

and safety. The alternatives that offer a better 

separation of modes and use aesthetic features 

more effectively to create an inviting pedestrian 

and bicycle environment will receive higher 

scores.  

0 = No separation (between motor vehicles and 

trail) 

1-3 = Limited separation 

4-7 = Adequate separation 

8-10 = Good Separation

A.5 Accessibility to amenities –  

SECTION LEVEL

Some of the alternatives will have better 

accessibility to amenities than others. Amenities 

include restrooms, rest areas, drink and food 

facilities and make the commute more attractive 

and enjoyable for users. Alternatives that provide 

better access to these amenities will score higher.

0 = No amenities 

1-3 = Low # amenities; off route 

4-7 = Medium # amenities; off/on route 

8-10 = High # amenities; on route



S o u t h w e s t  B e l t w a y  T r a i l  C o n n e c t i v i t y 65

A.6 Synergies with existing projects or  

programs – ROUTE LEVEL

Alternatives whose implementation can partially 

or fully be accommodated within an existing 

ongoing project, initiatives or programs (e.g. 

Complete Streets, SRTS) can receive higher 

scores than the alternatives that do not take 

advantage of the funding of existing projects.

0 = does not take advantage 

1-3 = Low synergy 

4-7 = Medium synergy 

8-10 = High synergy 

A.7 Mode interface – route continuity and 

severity of crossings – SECTION LEVEL

This evaluation criterion considers the potential 

conflict between trail users and motor vehicles. 

Potential conflict could influence the number 

of trail users and impede the use of trail by less 

experienced users. The alternatives that avoid or 

minimize conflicts at driveways or intersections by 

providing safer crossing for users will rate higher 

than the ones that expose the users to these 

conflicts. Additionally the alternatives that have 

fewer conflict points with motor vehicles will receive  

higher scores.

0-1 = High frequency of driveways/intersections; 

High Severity of major intersection crossings

2-3 = High Frequency of driveways/intersections; 

Low Severity of major intersection crossings

3-4 = Medium Frequency of driveways/

intersections; High Severity of major intersection 

crossings

5-6 = Medium Frequency of driveways/

intersections; Low Severity of major intersection 

crossings

7-8 = Low Frequency of driveways/intersections; 

High Severity of major intersection crossings

9-10 = Low frequency of driveways/intersections; 

Low Severity of major intersection crossings

A.8 Directness of Route – ROUTE LEVEL

This evaluation criterion considers the simplicity 

and directness of connection from the user’s 

perspective. Alternatives that provide a direct and 

ease of use alignment to get from existing trail in 

Summerlin to the existing trail in Henderson will 

receive better scores.

0-3 = High # changes in direction 

4-7 = Medium # changes in direction 

8-10 = Low # changes in direction

A.9 Regional Importance – ROUTE LEVEL

This evaluation criterion provides an assessment 

of how the alternative is integrated with the 

RTC’s goals and objectives in the Long Range 

Plan. Connections to potential regional links. 

Alternatives that demonstrate a better integration 

will receive higher scores.

0 = No connections 

1-3 = Low # connections 

4-7 = Medium # connections 

8-10 = High # connections  

B. DIFFICULTY IN 
IMPLEMENTATION

B.1 Traffic Impacts – SECTION LEVEL

Maintaining traffic flow along the arterials 

that accommodate on-street trail connection 

alternatives is evaluated under this criterion.  

Traffic volumes vary significantly within the study 

area depending on the type of the arterial and 

its continuity. Impact to traffic may include the 

decrease of travel lane widths, road diets or 

parking removal. 
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0-3 = High impact 

4-7 = Medium impact 

8-10 = Low impact

B.2 Private Property Impacts –  

SECTION LEVEL

This evaluation criterion accounts for lands where 

property easements or full property acquisitions 

would be required. Where private properties 

would be impacted, the perceived safety and 

security issues among property owners were 

considered. Generally, alignments with minimal 

or no private property impacts receive a higher 

score.

0-3 = High impact 

4-7 = Medium impact 

8-10 = Low impact

B.3 Implementation Timing –  

SECTION LEVEL

This criterion refers to the time required for the 

implementation of the project and the phasing of 

the project. Alternatives that can be completed in 

a shorter time period or offer the opportunity to 

be completed in phases will receive better scores. 

For example if parts of the trail alignment have the 

opportunity of using existing facilities until a latter 

phase when additional funding is available, the 

alternative will receive higher scores.

0 = No facility without proposal & major physical  

barrier (e.g. railroad, freeway, flood channel)

1-3 = No existing facility, but no major physical  

barrier that would delay implementation

4-7 = Existing sidewalk for part of section 

8-10 = Existing sidewalk for all of section

C. COST

C.1 Capital and Operation Cost –  

ROUTE LEVEL

0 = No cost 

1-3 = High cost 

4-7 = Medium cost 

8-10 = Low cost

C.2 Right of Way Cost – ROUTE LEVEL

0 = No cost 

1-3 = High cost 

4-7 = Medium cost 

8-10 = Low cost
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Appendix C. 
Concept On-Street Trail Connection Plans
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Appendix C. Concept On-Street Trail Connection Plans
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