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5.5 Planned Circulation
Improvements

5.5.1 Master Plan of Streets
and Highways

The Master Plan of Streets and High-

ways as seen in Map 9, delineates the

planned major street system within the

City of Las Vegas. Major streets and

highways consist of:

= All highways designated as federal
highways.

= All highways designated as state
highways.

= Primary thoroughfares with a 100
foot minimum right-of-way (typi-
cally along section lines).

= Secondary thoroughfares with an
80 foot minimum right-of-way
(typically along quarter-section
lines).

5.5.2 Planned Roadway
Improvements

City Roadway Improvements

The City has developed a ten year list
of projects based upon the continua-
tion of current funding levels. Cur-
rently, the RTC has programmed
funding for approximately ninety-two
road construction projects located
within the Las Vegas metropolitan area
totalling $ 444.9 million. Twenty-one
of these projects, totalling $81 million,
are within the City of Las Vegas. Table
4, Committed Roadway Projects,
shows the projects currently funded
and programmed for funding through
Fiscal Year 1995-96.

Appendix 4 contains a list of projects
that will be submitted for program-
ming to the RTC by the City and are
shown as*‘currently unfunded” on map
10. There are fifty-five projects total-
ling more than $155 million over the
next ten years. Funding for these

projects will have to come from future
County bond issues or additional
sources,

Map 10, Planned Roadway Improve-
ments, presents the committed and
planned projects of the City through
the year 2000, as well as, NDOT's
planned improvements for the same
period.

FPlanned Summerlin Roadway
Improvements

Summerlin plans to implement their
roadway network in five stages: 1995,
2000, 2005, 2010 -2015, and 2020 -
2025. For the purposes of this General
Plan update, only the 1995 and 2000
stages will be addressed,

¢« Stage 1 - 1995 - By 1995,
Summerlin will generate approxi-
mately 40,000 irips. Development
in the southern area of the
Summerlin project should have
started by this date, therefore link-
age of this area with the northern
Town Center arca will be critical.
Town Center Dr. is planned to pro-
vide this north/south link. The
extension and connection of many
east/west arterials (i.e., Charlesion
Blvd., Sahara Ave., TropicanaRd.)
should increase the effectiveness
of the north/south circulation. Map
11 visually represents the planned
roadway network for 1995,

Stage 2 - 2000 - This stage will

involve modifications and additions

to the 1995 network as portrayed in

Map 12. The planned changes to

the 1995 roadway network are:

= One additional east/west arte-
rial is planned to be added and
all east/west arterials are
planned to be operating with six
lanes.

= Town Center Dr. will be im-
proved to a six lane divided
arterial.

- Summerlin Pkwy. will be im-
proved to a full six lanes up to
Town Center Dr.

5.5.3 Planned Transit
Improvements

The County Commission approved the
Congestion Management Plan (CMP),
a transit study done for the RTC. It
outlines the public transportation plan
for meiropolitan Las Vegas. This study
addresses public transportation devel-
opment in the context of an integrated
strategy for improving mobility. It
proposesrecommended actions in four
areas: fixed route transit, demand re-
sponsive transit, transportation demand
management, and high occupancy ve-
hicle.

Senate Bill 112 provides the RTC with
funding to begin implementation of
these strategies in the future, The RTC
will be responsible for implementing
the CMP and supplying the public
transportation services. Through its
planning and policy functions the RTC
will decide which services should be
furnished. Private carriers will be
contracted with for delivery of ser-
vices and RTC will provide subsidies
to carriers that need them. The RTC
will be responsible for operating the
services through the management of
service contracis and will be able 1o
focus attention on mobility issues, not-
withstanding mode or technology. In
addition, the provision of services by
private companies in a competitive
market will provide numerous advan-
tages.

Fixed Route Transit

The Transit Technical Study done for
the RTC thoroughly documents the
need for fixed route transit in the Las
Vegas Valley. The goal is to provide
service which will make major con-
centrations of employment such as
McCarran International Airport,
UNLV, Downtown and the Strip Cor-
ridor accessible to residential areas
throughout the area. Ideally, with this
kind of system, residents will be within
a five to ten minute walk to a transit
stop and service will be available
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every 15 minutes during peak hours.
Utilization of routes on arterials can
substantially reduce congestion in ar-
eas which are experiencing severe
growth, Inaddition, all residents from
the Northwest corridor along U.S. 95
tothe residents of Henderson will have
the opportunity to travel to and from
work via transit on express and main
line routes.

The CMP indicates that a modified
grid network will provide service on
cach major and minor thoroughfares
where demand is high enough to war-
rantit. Map 13, Proposed Fixed Route
Modified Grid System, shows all the
routes of the service area. Included in
the modified grid fixed route service
are four categories of routes:

+ Spine. Along the Maryland Park-
way corridor one north-south route

Table 4

will function as the spine operating
15 minute peak service and 30
minute off-peak service.

Intersecting Routes. Intersecting
the spinal route will be eight east-
west routes offering 30 minute peak
and 60 minute off-peak service.

Parallel Routes. Completing the
grid are four north-south routes
running parallel to the spine which

Project

Funded Roadway Projects City of Las Vegas

Prior
Total Fiscal

Cost Expend.

1980-91

7,000,000

450,000

1991-62 1892-93

Total

$31,042000  $11,556,000

$10444,000  $4,765000

Source: Asgional Transportation Commission

GP.CA Table 4 Comil road;KS;pm/1-6-82
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Las Vegas General Plan

Circulation Element
Map ¥

Master Plan of Streets and Highways
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Map 10

Planned
Roadway Improvements

1990-2000
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Map 11

Planned 1995 Roadway Network
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Map 12

Planned 2000 Roadway Network
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Map 13

Proposed Fixed Route Modified
Grid System
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complete the grid.

+ Radial Routes. Crosstown service
is provided by two radial, inter-
lined routes focused on the Down-
town area,

The current Strip Corridor routes, due
to their success, will not be changed
except, perhaps, for incremental ad-
justments,

The modified grid transit network is
intended to dramatically expand the
capacity of the transit system, The
expanded capacity will be the result of
the increased number of buses in op-
eration, doubled service frequency on
most routes, and the creation of new
capacity for two-way passenger flows
on linear routes which are not workable
on the current loop routes.

Demand Responsive Transii
Providing paratransit service coordi-
nated with fixed route service is the
goal of the Congestion Management
Plan. The plan proposes that fixed route
service include areas of medium and
higher densities and that areas of lower
population density have paratransit
service offered to the public. This does
not necessarily prevent paratransit
service in higher density regions but it
is recommended it be limited to those
persons who are physically unable to
utilize fixed route transit and possibly
the able-bodied elderly.

Map 14 shows the proposed paratransit
system zones, Zones one through four
include most of the medium and high
density areas of the Valley while zones
five through eightinclude the suburban
and rural areas. As fixed route service
is not planned to operate within zones
five through eight, paratransit service
could be attractive to the public.

Transportation Demand Manage-
ment

The focus of the Transporiation De-
mand Management (TDM) program is
to get automobile users to carpool vol-
untarily with friends and neighbors.

The program will establish incentives
for ridesharing and, if successful, in-
crease the longevity of the transporta-
tion system, maintain higher levels of
service and reduce air pollution.

The program elements to be funded
through the RTC and federal sources
include: assisting employers, citizen
groups and other institutions in devel-
oping ridesharing match lists; work-
ing with local government jurisdictions
to adopt guidelines that promote in-
centives for carpools and vanpools;
entering into public-private joint ven-
tures that seek to create innovative
transportation services for major de-
velopments such as park and ride fa-
cilities, vanpools and financial incen-
tives.

The intent of the CMP is to implement
TDM programs at three levels:

« General Commuting Public - It is
planned to serve the general com-
muting public throngh non-em-
ployer based services and market-
ingefforts, Topromote ridesharing
1o the general public, incentives are
markeied 1o expand utilization of
ridesharing information numbers
and to encourage rideshare maich-
ing.

= Individual Employer - This pro-
gram is devised toaid employers in
preparing and implementing in-
house rideshare programs to satisfy
the demand of their employees.
This can be done through the use of
incentive and recognition programs,

« Employment Center - Employees
who work for different employers
but work within the same employ-
ment center are served through a
multi-employer association or
Transporiation Management As-
sociation (TMA). The benefit is
that small employers which would
be unable io support theirown TDM
program can participate in this joint
effort.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Corridor Development

This program recommends both the
retro-fitting of the existing roadways
and the design of future roadways to
efficiently accommodate the use of
carpools, vanpools and public transit
through the use of high occupancy
vehicle corridors. An HOV corridor
study has been recommended to iden-
tify a strategic plan for HOV corridor
development, which would be con-
ducted in conjunction with highway
development efforts.

Circulation
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Definitions

AADT - Annual Average Daily Traf-
fic. The total volume passing a pointor
segmentof highway, in both directions,
for one year, divided by the number of
days in the year.

Arterial - Signalized streets that serve
primarily through-traffic and provide
access to abutting propertics as a sec-
ondary function, having signal spacings
of usually 2 miles or less and turning
movements at intersections that usu-
ally do not exceed 20 percent of total
traffic.

Beltway - A controlled access, high
capacity roadway designed to route
traffic around the metropolitan area.

Capacity - The maximum rate of flow
at which persons or vehicles can be
reasonably expected to traverse a point
or uniform segment of a lane or road-
way during a specified time period
under prevailing roadway, traffic, and
control conditions; usually expressed
as vehicles or persons per hour,

Channelization - The movement of
traffic into specific lanes using various
devices.

Collector - Surface streets providing
access and traffic circulation service
within residential, commercial, and
industrial areas.

Facility - Transportation infrastructure
such as roads, mass transit lines,
bikeways, and sidewalks.

Freeway - A divided highway with
access restricled to interchanges and
with grade-separations at all intersec-
tions,

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Lanes - Roadway travel lanes exclu-
sively reserved for carpools, buses,
and any other vehicles with high oc-
cupancy.

Headways - The time between two
successive buses on a transit route.

Interlining - Bus operation in a man-
ner which maximizes the matching of
bus trips with passenger origin and
destination demands and therefore, al-
ternating routes between one set of
neighborhoods and another. A method
of running buses, from one transfer
point, on separate routes to different
destinations.

Level of Service - A qualitative mea-
sure describing operational conditions
within a traffic stream; generally de-
scribed in terms of such factors as
speed and travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruptions, com-
fort and convenience, and safety.

Modal - The various forms of circu-
lation such as, automobile, bus, bicycle,
walking, etc.

Paratransit - Other forms of transit
rather than buses, light rail, eic. Ex-
amples are taxis, wransit on demand
such as EOB.

Right-of-Way - The publicly-owned
land to be occupied by a roadway,
drainage channel, electrical transmis-
sion lines, pipeline, water main, sani-
tary sewer main, or for another special
use.

V/C ratio - The ratio of demand flow
rate to capacity for a roadway.

VMT - Vehicle miles traveled. A mea-
sure of the amount of usage of asection
of highway; obtained by multiplying
the average daily traffic by the length
in miles.
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Map 14

Proposed Demand Responsive
Service Zones
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209, (Washington D.C.: GPO, 1985), p. 1-3.
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VI. PUBLIC FINANCE

6.1 Background

6.1.1 Purpose and Goal of the
Pul?lic Finance Element

Nevada Revised Statutes (N.R.S.) rec-
ommend that a General Plan for a city
include an Economic Plan to assist in
the allocation and expenditure of pub-
lic funds to provide for an economical
and timely execution of the various
compaonents of the General Plan. The
recommended Economic Plan is in-
corporated into this Public Finance
Element.

Public Finance refers to the long-term
investments made by the city. These
long term asset investments include a
variety of projects including road con-
struction and repavement, fire station
construction and furnishing, and park
development.

The goal of the Public Finance Ele-
ment is to help implement a realistic
and feasible schedule of improvements
needed to meet the City's needs for
both new growth and the replacement
of worn and/or obsolete facilities, This
element affects the existing Capital
Improvement Plan process by devel-
oping priorities and criteria for evalu-
ating spending proposals. The defini-
tion of “capital improvements” used
by the City Finance Departmentis “any
undertaking to construct, renovaie,
improve, equip, furnish or acquire any
building, structure or facility, or any
physical improvement to land, pro-
vided the title will rest with the City of
Las Vegas and the project has an esti-
mated useful life in excess of five years
and an estimated cost of $20,000 or
more.”

Capital budget decisions should be
centralized and based on a variety of
information such as available funds,

Public Finance Vi-1
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land use plans, population projections,
and economic base studies.

Both residential and non-residential
uses depend on local services. The
information gathered from the above
studies is helpful in determining what
type of services and levels need to be
placed in certain areas, now and in the
future.

6.1.2 Overview of the Capital
Improvement Planning
Process

The City of Las Vegas annually pre-
pares a five-year Capital Improvement
Plan (CIP). The current CIP is for the
Fiscal Years 1991-1996. This docu-
ment is a multi-year planning process
that identifies and prioritizes the needs
for a variety of public improvements,
and coordinates their financing and
construction time frames to provide
order and continuity to the repair, re-
placement, construction, or expansion
of the City's capital assets.

Capital projects are grouped into the
following categories:

1. Public Improvement Projects:
These include all types of new
buildings and renovation projects,
non-structural improvements, and
land acquisition.

2. Public Improvements - Original
Furnishing and Equipment: Thesg
include purchases of original furni-
ture and equipment for furnishing
completed public improvement
projects.

3. Major Maintenance and Repair:
Maintenance and repairs consist of
normal upkeep or restoration work
done to keep a building, structure,
or non-structural improvement in
its present condition or state of use-
fulness, to prevent ils deteriora-
tion, or to restore its previous con-
ditions. Major maintenance and
repairs costing inexcess of $20,000

aretobe budgeted as capital projects
under this title.

The capital improvements process be-
gins with a needs assessment survey,
and with each department submitting
its individual project requests. These
requests include information on cost,
time frame, impact on operating bud-
get, and an overall justification for the
project. The Budget Office reviews
each project for completeness and ac-
curacy and identifies available fund-
ing sources. The Budget Office then
compiles a preliminary document and
makes its funding recommendations o

the City Manager.

The projects are reviewed and priori-

ties reexamined by a Capital Projects

Committee headed by the Deputy City
Manager for Community Affairs. The
City Manager either accepts the
Committee’s recommendations or
changes the Budget Office’s funding
or project priorities io fit the view of
what will best meet the needs of the
community. Finally, the plan is sub-
mitted to the City Council for its ac-
ceptance and approval. The entire
process takes about 21 weeks to com-
plete and is repeated yearly.

A more detailed description of the CIP
as a tool to manage growth is found in
the General Plan Appendix Volume,
Section VL

6.1.3 Revenue Sources

Revenues include all monies that are
collected, or received through govern-
mental transfers, by the City. In Ne-
vada, entities are limited as to which
revenue sources can be utilized to fund
capital projects, Ad valorem (property
taxes) funds cannot be used directly
for capital projecis unless legislative
actionor voter approval hastakenplace.
The City depends on several types of
monies to fund long-term projects.
Nearly 20 sources can be identified,
including:

City Bonds: Both voter approved gen-
eral obligation bonds and revenue
bonds are used for major public safety
and sanitation facilities,

Clark County Bonds: Voter approved
general obligation bonds for road con-
struction, These bonds are paid by taxes
levied by Clark County but revenues
aredistributed to other entities through
interlocal agreements.

Regional Transporiation Commission
(RTC): Bond money for street con-
struction with repayment of the debt
paid by gasoline taxes and a 1/4 cent
sales tax levied specifically for trans-
portation projects.

Special Assessment Districts/Contri-
butions: Property owners who benefit
directly from special assessment dis-
tricts pay a prorated share of the project
cost.

Motor Vehicle Related Taxes: This
includes both motor vehicle privilege
tax and motor fuel tax.

Service Fees: Charges to individuals
based on their usage of special services
not funded through operations.

Impact Fees: Fees imposed to pay for
constructing capital improvements to
particular service areas. These feesare
collected by the City and expended
through various funds, suchas the Parks
and Leisure Activities Capital Projects
Fund.

Clark County Regional Flood Control
District(CCRFCD): Votersapproved
a 1/4 cent sales tax to repay bonds
issued to design and construct fiood
projects.

Real Property Transfer Tax (RPTT):
Revenue received on the value of all
real property thatis transferred by deed
10 another person(s).

Room Taxes: Commission monies
returned to the City by the Las Vegas
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Convention and Visitors Authority are
primarily used for recreation projects.
A one percent levy is dedicated to
transportation program projects.

OtherGovernments: Reimbursements
from other governmental entities per
interlocal agreements. An example,
the agreement withNorth Las Vegasto
provide sanitation facilities,

Land Sales: Aone-time sourcereceived
through the sale of City-owned propexty.

Grants: Federal monies received from
Housing and Urban Development/
Community Development Block Grant
or UMTA programs. Some State grants
are also available.

General Funds: The General Fund is
the basic operating fund of the City.
The City attempts to hold transfers o
the capital improvement fund to a
minimum. Monies transferred will not
include property taxes, butrather sales
taxes, license and permit or fines and
forfeits monies.

Fund Balance: Reserve monies ac-
cumulated from prior appropriations
for work-in-progress projects. The limit
for the reserve is 8% of the General Fund,

Donations: Businesses orindividuals
donate to a special funds category 1o
have a project completed, e.g., road
surfacing,

Contributions and bonds make up the
majority of the available funding, about
47%,in 1991-92, Clark County bonds,
service fees, fuel taxes, and the re-
gional flood control and transportation
commission sources provide another
37% in 1991-92. Figures 1 and 2
display the major revenue sources for
fiscal year 1991-1992 and the five year
" CIP period of 1991-1996.

A comparison between the time peri-
odsdisplayed indicates whichrevenues
are most important in FY 91-92 and
which are most important over the en-

Public Finance

tire period of the 91-96 CIP, Notice-
able Bonds replace contributions as
the major source of revenue over time,
but, along with contributions, still ac-
count for 41% of the expected CIP
revenues. Figure 2 indicates that less
than six percent of the projects remain
to be funded through these revenue
sources over the 91-96 period.

6.1.4 Special Revenue Funds

Special Revenue Funds are used o
account for specific revenue sources
that are legally restricted to expendi-
tures for a specified purpose. These
are separate from the capital improve-
ment funds since the monies can be
used for both the operating and capital
budgets of those departments. The

following describes some of these
funds:

+  Multipurpose Fund - to account for
monies received from various
sources and which are to be used
for specific functions.

» Las Vegas Convention and Visi-
tors Authority Fund - to account for
monies received from the Author-
ity, part of which must be used for
recreational purposes.

= Park Construction Program Fund -
to account for monies received by
developers and other builders that
will be used to construct neighbor-
hood parks.

Fual TaxMVPT
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+ City of Las Vegas Downtown Re-
development Agency Fund - to ac-
count for the financial activity of
the Agency which derives its rev-
enue from bond proceeds and prop-
erty taxes and will be used to reha-
bilitate and develop the defined
Redevelopment area.

+ Street Maintenance Fund - 1o ac-
count for monies received from the
City’s portion of the motor vehicle
fuel tax to be used for maintenance
of existing sireets and roadways.

+ Housing and Urban Development
Fund - to account for monies re-
ceived by the City as a grantee
participant in the Federal Commu-
nity Development Block Grant
Program which must be used for
qualifying projects.

GPPF Figure 2 90-05 RovDLMB-1281

= Downtown Development Fund - to
account for monies received from
the Urban Mass Transit Agency,
State of Nevada, and the City of
Las Vegas to be used in a Down-
town Masier Development Plan
which includes a downtown mass
transportation system.

¢ Special Revenue Funds provide
monies that show up in the “Other
Governmenis” and “Grant” cat-
egories sources of revenue. They
are collecied from a wvariety of
SOWICEs.

6.1.5 Expected Revenues

Since the Capital Improvement Plan is
oriented to the future, an essential

component is the forecast of revenues
over a specified period of time. This
forecast is the foundation for spending
policies, and is a crucial step. If rev-
enues are overestimated and projects
are begun a shortfall may result cans-
ing fiscal strain since projects will be
underfunded or unfunded.

Future revenues may be projected by
studying past data on existing revenue
sources. Projections should be made
using current taxation rates and ex-
pected growth of the tax base. In
analyzing past trends, it is improper to
simply extend the rends in total rev-
enue. Rather, the analysis must deter-
mine the effects of natural economic
growihin the iax base and effects of tax
rates, and the impacts of Federal and
State legislation. For example, past
increases in revenue could have been
caused as aresult of tax rates, a change
in the assessment levels, or the enact-
ment of new 1ax laws. A detailed
analysis to determine revenue levels is
essential for an effective capital im-
provement plan o be implemented.

Overall $466,497,155 are expected to
be raised over the next five years from
revenue sources. With the expected
funding level determined, a variety of
projects have been selected 1o be un-
dertaken, roughly equalling the level
of revenues. Table 1 displays the ex-
pecied revenue, by source, over the
five year CIP process.

6.1.6 Expenditures

Once revenues have been forecasted, a
variety of projects can be selected and
funding priorities established. Fore-
casting expenditures require that out-
lays are grouped into categories, sepa-
rating operating expenditures from
capital expenditures and debt service
charges. The Capital Improvement
Plan for the next five years has bud-
geted $466,497,155 for a variety of
functions. Table 2 displaysthe planned
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