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CITY OF SPARKS PLANNING COMMISSION 


NOTICE OF MEETING 


CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 


745 4th STREET, SPARKS, NEVADA 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2019, 6:00 PM 


 


Public Meeting Notice – Meetings are open to the public and notice is given in accordance with NRS 241.020. 


 


Posting – This agenda has been distributed for posting at the following locations three (3) working days before the meeting: 


Sparks City Hall, 431 Prater Way   Alf Sorensen Community Center, 1400 Baring Blvd. 


Sparks Legislative Bldg, 745 4th St.  Sparks Fire Department, 1605 Victorian 


Sparks Recreation Center, 98 Richards Wy  www.cityofsparks.us  www.notice.nv.gov 


 


Supporting Documentation – Documentation supporting agenda items is available on the City’s website at 


www.cityofsparks.us – City Services – Boards and Commissions – Sparks Planning Commission, and will be available at the 


Planning Commission meeting. For further information you may contact Sparks Community Services at (775) 353-2300. 


 


Order of Agenda – Items on the agenda may be taken out of order; the Planning Commission may combine two or more 


agenda items for consideration, may remove an item from the agenda, or may delay discussion relating to an item on the 


agenda at any time per NRS 241.020 (2)(d)(6). 


 


Public Comment – Public comment may address any agenda action item or for general public comment. Each person 


addressing the Planning Commission shall give his/her name, and shall limit the time of their presentation to three (3) 


minutes per NRS 241.020(2)(d)(7). Procedures for a public comment are available upon request. 


 


Restrictions on Public Comments – All public comment remarks shall be addressed to the Planning Commission as a whole 


and not to any member thereof. No person, other than members of the Planning Commission and the person having the 


floor shall be permitted to enter into any discussion. No questions shall be asked of the Planning Commission except 


through the presiding officer. 


 


Disruptive Conduct – Any person who disrupts a meeting to the extent that its orderly conduct is made impractical may be 


removed from the meeting by order of the presiding officer. 


 


Accommodations – The meeting site is accessible to individuals with disabilities. Reasonable efforts to assist and 


accommodate persons with physical disabilities desiring to attend shall be made per NRS 241.020(1). Please call (775) 353-


2350 at least (3) business days before the meeting to make arrangements. 


 


If you have questions, you may find additional information at www.cityofsparks.us or call the Planning Commission 


Secretary at (775) 353-2300.  


 


 


 


 


 


Planning Commissioners: 


Scott Carey, Chair 


Shelley Read, Vice Chair 


David Blaco 


Mary Brock 


James Fewins 


Frank Petersen 


Dian VanderWell 



http://www.cityofsparks.us/

http://www.notice.nv.gov/

http://www.cityofsparks.us/

http://www.cityofsparks.us/
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Sparks Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, February 7, 2019, 6:00 p.m. 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 


2. ROLL CALL 


3. PUBLIC COMMENT - This item is for either public comment on any action item or for general public comment 
and is limited to no more than three (3) minutes for each commentator. 


4. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - Includes taking items out of sequence, deleting items and adding items 
which require action upon a finding that an emergency exists.  (For Possible Action) 


5. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 


• Review and possible approval of the minutes of the January 15, 2019 Planning Commission Study 


Session. (For Possible Action) 


• Review and possible approval of the minutes of the January 17, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting. 


(For Possible Action) 


6. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 


PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 


7. PCN18-0068 - Consideration of and possible action on a request for a Conditional Use Permit to amend 
Special Use Permit SP050011 to allow for the operation of a transportation passenger terminal on a site 2.67 
acres in size located at 1421 Victorian Avenue, Sparks, Nevada, in the MUD (Mixed-Use District – 
Downtown/Victorian Square) zoning district. (For Possible Action) 


 


8. PCN19-0001 - Consideration of and possible action on a request for a Conditional Use permit to allow for 
auto and truck repair (light – smog shop) on a site 0.5 acres in size located at 5245 Vista Boulevard, Sparks, 
Nevada, in the PD (Planned Development – Kiley Ranch South) zoning district. (For Possible Action) 


 


9. PCN18-0070 - Consideration of and possible action on a request for a Conditional Use Permit to allow for 
the establishment of a brewery and tasting room on a site 4.82 acres in size located at 305 E. Glendale 
Avenue, Sparks, Nevada, in the I (Industrial) zoning district. (For Possible Action) 


 


10. PCN18-0069 – Consideration of and possible action on a request to amend a final approved plan (Pioneer 
Meadows Development Standards Handbook) for a site approximately 640 acres in size generally located 
east of Kiley Ranch North Planned Development, west of Wingfield Springs Planned Development and south 
of Stonebrook Planned Development, Sparks, Nevada, in the PD (Planned Development) zoning district. 
(For Possible Action) 


GENERAL BUSINESS 
 


11. PCN04051 – Consideration of and possible action on a request for approval to amend Condition #14 of the 
Miramonte Tentative Map on a site approximately 831 acres in size generally located east of Los Altos 
Parkway between Belmar Drive and Vista Heights Drive, Sparks, Nevada, in the NUD (New Urban District – 
Miramonte Planned Development) zoning district. (For Possible Action) 


 


12. PCN18-0072 - Consideration of and possible action on a request for approval of the Phase 9 Final 
Development Handbook for Kiley Ranch North on a site approximately 29.5 acres in size generally located 
on the northwest corner of Wingfield Hills Road and Kiley Parkway, Sparks, Nevada, in the NUD (New Urban 
District – Kiley Ranch North) zoning district. (For Possible Action) 
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Sparks Planning Commission Meeting 


Thursday, February 7, 2019, 6:00 p.m. 
 


 


13. PUBLIC COMMENT - This is for general public comment limited to items that do not appear on the agenda 
and is limited to no more than three (3) minutes for each commentator. Pursuant to NRS 241.020, no action 
may be taken upon a matter raised under this item until the matter has been specifically included on an 
agenda. 


 


14. COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSIONERS 
 


15. ADJOURNMENT 








 


 


SUGGESTED MOTION 


 


I move to forward a recommendation of approval to City Council to amend 


Condition #14, approving Conditions of Approval 1-27 associated with 


PCN04051, adopting Findings T1 through T12 and the facts supporting these 


Findings as set forth in the staff report. 


 


 


Respectfully Submitted,      


 


 


Karen Melby      Dani Wray 


____________________     ________________________  


Karen Melby, AICP     Dani Wray, AICP 


Development Services Manager   Planner I 
 


 


City of Sparks 
Planning Commission Item 


Meeting Date: February 7, 2019 


 
Subject:  PCN04051 / TM17-0005. Consideration and possible action on a 


request to amend Condition #14 of the Miramonte Tentative Map 


on a site approximately 831 acres in size in the NUD (New Urban 


District – Miramonte Planned Development) zoning district 


generally located east of Los Altos Parkway between Belmar Drive 


and Vista Heights Drive, Sparks, Nevada.  


(FOR POSSSIBLE ACTION) 
  


Petitioner:  Ryder NV Management, LLC 


 
Recommendation: The Community Services Department recommends 


approval of TM17-0005, an amendment of PCN04051, see 


suggested motion below. 


 
Financial Impact: N/A 


 
Business Impact (per NRS Chapter 237): 


    A Business Impact Statement is Attached. 


  X  A Business Impact Statement is Not Required because: 


  X  This is not a rule; 


(Term excludes vehicles by which legislative powers are exercised under NRS Chapters 271, 278, 


278A, and 278B.) 
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PLANNING CASE SUMMARY 
 


 


CASE NUMBER(S): • PCN04051, TM17-0005 


REQUESTED ACTION(S): • Amendment to Condition #14 of 


Miramonte Tentative Map 


 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION: • The Miramonte Tentative Map is a 986-


lot single family residential subdivision 


that was originally approved in 2005, of 


which final maps for 589 lots have been 


recorded.    


 


PROPERTY OWNERS: • Dorothy Lyon Family Trust; MTA 


Development, LLC; Corona Miramonte, 


LLC; Fort Apache, LLC 


APPLICANT: • Ryder NV Management, LLC 


LOCATION: • East of Los Altos Parkway between 


Belmar Drive and Vista Heights Drive 


SITE SIZE: • Approximately 831 acres 


EXISTING ZONING: • NUD (New Urban District – Miramonte 


Planned Development) 


 


EXISTING LAND USE: • Single Family Residential and Vacant 


LAND USE PLAN • IDR (Intermediate Density Residential) 


and OS (Open Space) 


 


PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN • No Change 


WARD INFORMATION: • Ward 3 – Paul Anderson 


APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: • Sparks Municipal Code (SMC) 17.12 


(Preliminary Procedure Tentative Plats) 


and Nevada Revised Statutes 116, 268, 


& 278A 


 


 







 3 


BACKGROUND 


Miramonte is located east of Los Altos Parkway between Belmar Drive and Vista 


Heights Drive (Exhibit 1). 


The Miramonte Planned Development Handbook and the Miramonte Tentative 


Map were approved in 2005 (Exhibit 2).  At the time of the approval of the 


Tentative Map, the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) model called for 


widening the section of Los Altos Parkway from Belmar Drive to Vista Heights 


Drive from two lanes to four lanes when final maps were recorded for 600 units in 


the Miramonte Tentative Map area. Condition #14 of the Miramonte Tentative 


Map required the widening of Los Altos Parkway to address the RTC standard for 


long-range roadway improvements at that time. As of the date of this staff 


report, final maps have been recorded for 589 units. The RTC model, the 2040 


Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), has since changed and no longer requires 


Los Altos Parkway to be widened to four lanes. The applicant is requesting that 


Condition #14 be amended to comply with the current RTC model and 


standards.  


The Miramonte Tentative Map was approved with 27 conditions (Exhibit 2).  


ANALYSIS 


 


The applicant is requesting the amendment of Condition #14 of the Miramonte 


Tentative Map (Exhibit 3). The amendment of Condition #14 will not change the 


number of approved lots in Miramonte, nor will it affect the size, layout, or design 


standards of any of the existing or remaining lots. The requested amendment of 


Condition #14 only affects the offsite improvements that are required on Los 


Altos Parkway.   


A traffic analysis was submitted (Exhibit 4) that evaluated existing traffic and 


estimated future demand based on approved land uses both in the Miramonte 


Planned Development and the other planned developments that access Los 


Altos Parkway. This analysis was performed when the 448-townhome subdivision 


to the south of this project was approved in May of 2017. This traffic analysis 


evaluated all existing and proposed traffic impacts on Los Altos Parkway and 


suggested a mitigation measure that was evaluated by RTC (Exhibit 5) and the 


City of Sparks. The proposed mitigation measure is to extend the westbound left 


turn lane pocket to 400 feet at the intersection of Los Altos Parkway and Vista 


Boulevard. This mitigation measure will allow Los Altos Parkway to operate at 


Level of Service (LOS) D, which is the standard LOS for Los Altos Parkway 


currently required by RTC.  
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The existing Condition #14 reads: 


 


14. ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS ON LOS ALTOS PARKWAY: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL ENTER INTO A CAPITAL CONTRIBUTION FRONT 


ENDING AGREEMENT (CCFEA) FOR THE WIDENING OF LOS ALTOS 


PARKWAY FROM TWO TO FOUR LANES FROM THE INTERSECTION OF VISTA 


BLVD (SOUTH) TO BELMAR DRIVE TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING 


SERVICES MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND THE REGIONAL 


TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (RTC). THE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS ON 


LOS ALTOS PARKWAY SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE FINAL MAP THAT 


YIELDS 600 LOTS AND NO ADDITIONAL FINAL MAP SHALL BE 


RECOMMENDED FOR FINAL APPROVAL UNTIL THE ROADWAY 


IMPROVEMENTS ARE SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLETE. 


 


If approved, the amended Condition #14 would read: 


 


14. ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT ON LOS ALTOS PARKWAY: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CONDITIONS OF THE TRAFFIC 


STUDY, PREPARED BY TRAFFIC WORKS (DATED 9-8-17), TO INCLUDE WITHOUT 


LIMITATION THE LEFT-TURN LENGTHENING IMPROVEMENT AT LOS ALTOS 


PARKWAY (SOUTH)/VISTA BOULEVARD INTERSECTION, EXTENDING THE 


WESTBOUND LEFT TURN POCKET ON LOS ALTOS PARKWAY TO 


ACCOMMODATE 400 +/- FEET OF STORAGE. 


 


This proposed amendment to Condition #14 would have no material effect on 


the tentative map for Miramonte, other than to bring the proposed mitigation 


measure for Los Altos Parkway into compliance with the current RTC model. Staff 


is in support of amending Condition #14 to this effect. All other conditions of 


approval shall remain the same and are included with this approval.   


 


Staff requested comments from public agencies in accordance with NRS 


278.330 to 278.348, inclusive. The responses that were received have been 


incorporated into the findings and/or the proposed conditions of approval for 


this item. Staff confirmed with RTC staff by phone that there have been no 


changes to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for this area since that letter. 


 


A special plan review meeting was held on January 24, 2019 with the 


applicant’s representatives present, as well as staff from engineering and Sparks 


Fire Department, and all parties are in agreement with the proposed change to 


Condition #14. 


 


The four (4) owners of the subject property and their management company 


have provided affidavits in support of the change to Condition #14 (Exhibit 6). 
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It is the opinion of staff that findings T1 through T12 can be made. Staff 


recommends that the Planning Commission make a recommendation of 


approval to the City Council. 


 


Tentative Map Findings 
 


FINDING T1: 


Environmental and health laws and regulations concerning water 
and air pollution, the disposal of solid waste, facilities to supply 


water, community or public sewage disposal and, where applicable, 
individual systems for sewage disposal were considered. 


 
The amendment of Condition #14 will have no impact on the existing 


compliance of the Miramonte Tentative Map regarding environmental health 


laws and water and air pollution, or the supply of water or disposal of sewage 


and solid waste. (Conditions 3 and 4)  


 
 


FINDING T2: 
The availability of water which meets applicable health standards 


and is sufficient in quantity for the reasonably foreseeable needs of 
the subdivision has been considered.  


 
The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance of the 


Miramonte Tentative Map regarding the availability of water because the 


condition pertains to off-site improvements. (Condition 3) 


 


 
FINDING T3: 


The availability and accessibility of utilities has been considered. 
 


The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance of the 


Miramonte Tentative Map regarding the availability and accessibility of utilities. 


 


 
FINDING T4: 


The availability and accessibility of public services such as schools, 
police protection, transportation, recreation and parks has been 


considered. 
 


The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance of the 


Miramonte Tentative Map regarding the availability and accessibility to public 


services. 
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FINDING T5: 
The request conforms to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning 


ordinances. 
 


RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 


The Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies that are relevant to this proposal 


include: 


 


GOAL C1:  Develop a complete, efficient transportation system that gives Sparks 


residents of all ages and visitors access to employment, housing, services and 


recreation throughout urban Washoe County. 


 


Staff believes that the amendment of Condition #14 will meet the goal of 


providing adequate access for residents and visitors and will continue to provide 


an acceptable LOS as identified by RTC. 


 


Policy C1:  Work with the Regional Transportation Commission to add roadway 


capacity as necessary to accommodate Sparks’ growth. 


 


Working in partnership with RTC to assess and develop roadway capacity needs 


for long-term planning achieves a moderated and controlled development of 


roadway infrastructure to meet the future needs of the City. RTC has removed 


the widening of Los Altos Parkway from its list of long-range roadway 


improvements. Amendment of Condition #14 brings street improvement plans 


for this area into conformance with the current RTC modeling. 


 


GOAL MG6:  Promote compact development to reduce the per capita cost of 


providing infrastructure, public facilities and public services. 


 


Staff believes that the amendment of Condition #14 will reduce the per capita 


cost of providing and maintaining infrastructure (Goal MG6) by reducing the 


total number of lanes that need to be constructed and ultimately maintained 


by the City of Sparks.  


 
 


FINDING T6: 
General conformity with the City's master plan of streets and 


highways has been considered. 
 


The amendment of Condition #14 is in compliance with the current RTC model 


and will maintain LOS D. All other streets within the Miramonte Tentative Map will 


remain the same. This amendment does not change the subdivision street 


design or layout (Conditions 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15). 
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FINDING T7: 
The effect of the proposed subdivision on existing public streets and 


the need for new streets or highways to serve the subdivision has 
been considered. 


 
The 2005 RTC model that was in place when this tentative map was originally 


approved required the widening of Los Altos Parkway from two (2) to four (4) 


lanes from Belmar Drive to Vista Boulevard. The Current RTC model no longer 


requires this as a mitigation measure for Los Altos Parkway to operate at the 


acceptable LOS D. The proposed mitigation from the applicant-provided traffic 


analysis is to extend the left turn pocket to 400 feet from the intersection of Los 


Altos Parkway and Vista Boulevard. The City Engineer and RTC staff have 


reviewed this mitigation measure and are in support of the mitigation. 


 


 
FINDING T8: 


The physical characteristics of the land such as floodplain, slope and 
soil has been considered. 


 


The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance of the 


Miramonte Tentative Map regarding floodplain, slope, and soil. There are no 


changes to the subdivision’s number of lots or design. (Conditions 5, 18, and 26) 


 


 
FINDING T9: 


The recommendations and comments of those entities reviewing the 
tentative map pursuant to NRS 278.330 to 278.348, inclusive, have 


been considered. 


 


The City has received a comment letter from RTC, which is attached to 


this staff report (Exhibit 6). RTC’s comments and recommendations 


generally support the amendment of Condition #14 and are discussed 


throughout this staff report and the conditions of approval.  


 


 


FINDING T10: 
The availability and accessibility of fire protection, including, but not 


limited to, the availability and accessibility of water and services for 
the prevention and containment of fires, including fires in wild lands 


has been considered.  
 


The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance of the 


Miramonte Tentative Map regarding fire protection. (Condition 19) 
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FINDING T11: 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, will address 
identified impacts.  


 
This section identifies project specific issues not discussed above such as: 


 


Landscaping: 


The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance 


of the Miramonte Tentative Map regarding landscaping. (Condition 8) 


 


Architecture: 


The amendment of Condition #14 will not impact the existing compliance 


of the Miramonte Tentative Map regarding architecture. (Condition 24) 


 


 


FINDING T12: 
Public notice was given, and a public hearing held as required by the 


Sparks Municipal Code and Nevada Revised Statutes. 


 


Public notice for Tentative Maps is accomplished through the posting of the 


agenda for a public meeting. The Planning Commission agenda was posted on 


January 30, 2019.  The Planning Commission and the City Council meetings 


function as the public meetings for this item. 
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PCN04051/ TM17-0005 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 


 


1. APPROVAL: 


THE DEVELOPMENT IS APPROVED AS SUBMITTED AND CONDITIONED.  ANY 


SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE SHALL BE REVIEWED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 


AND CITY COUNCIL AS AN AMENDMENT TO THIS TENTATIVE MAP. THIS 


APPROVAL IS CONTINGENT UPON THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 


FINDING THE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROJECT 


IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE REGIONAL PLAN AND APPROVING THE 


DEVELOPMENT AS A PROJECT OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE. 


 


 


2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 


THE PROJECT APPROVAL IS LIMITED TO A 986-LOT SINGLE FAMILY 


RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION ON APPROXIMATELY 244 ACRES RANGING IN SIZE 


FROM 6,000 SQUARE FEET MINIMUM TO OVER 10,000 SQUARE FEET. 


 


 


3. WATER RIGHTS: 


THE DEVELOPERS SHALL DEDICATE SUFFICIENT WATER RIGHTS PER S.M.C. 


17.12.075(A)(1) TO ADEQUATELY SERVE THE PROJECT PRIOR TO THE 


ISSUANCE OF A FINAL MAP FOR THE PROJECT.  


 


4. STORM DRAINAGE: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL PROVIDE A FINAL HYDROLOGICAL REPORT FOR THE 


PROJECT IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE CITY’S DRAFT HYDROLOGICAL 


CRITERIA AND DRAINAGE DESIGN MANUAL (HCDDM) FOR REVIEW AND 


APPROVAL BY THE ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY 


DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF A FINAL MAP FOR ANY PORTION 


OF THE PROJECT. EACH SUCCESSIVE PHASE OF THE PROJECT SHALL SUBMIT 


AN UPDATED HYDROLOGICAL REPORT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE 


ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SHOWING THE 


CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF THE DEVELOPED PORTION OF THE PROJECT ALONG 


WITH THE PROPOSED PHASE’S EFFECT ON THE TOTAL DISCHARGE INTO THE 


DRAINAGE SYSTEM. THE STORM WATER AND DRAINAGE PLANS FOR THE 


PHASES OF THE DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE 


ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO THE 


ISSUANCE OF A GRADING PERMIT FOR THE PHASES OF THE PROJECT. 


 


5. GRADING PERMIT: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL SUBMIT A GRADING PLAN FOR ANY PHASE OF THE 


PROJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR 


COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A GRADING 
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PERMIT FOR ANY PHASE OF THE DEVELOPMENT THE DEVELOPER SHALL POST 


A SURETY BOND FOR REGRADING AND RECLAIMATION AS WELL AS PROOF 


OF A STORM WATER DISCHARGE PERMIT FROM THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT 


OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. 


 


6. WASHOE COUNTY DISTRICT HEALTH: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE WASHOE 


COUNTY DISTRICT HEALTH DEPARTMENT (WCDH) TO THE APPROVAL OF THE 


ADMINISTRATOR. 


 


7. ON & OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL INSTALL ANY ON AND OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS 


INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO STREET LIGHTS TO THE APPROVAL OF THE 


ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND THE 


ADMINISTRATOR. 


 


8. LANDSCAPING: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL SUBMIT A LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION PLAN 


FOR THE PROJECT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE COMMUNITY 


DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT. ALL SUCH AREAS SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH 


CITY POLICIES REGARDING SIGHT DISTANCE VISIBILITY AT INTERSECTIONS OF 


PUBLIC STREETS AND PUBLIC STREETS AND PRIVATE DRIVEWAYS. THE 


LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION SHALL BE INSTALLED PER THE APPROVED 


PLANS PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY FOR 


THE FIRST BUILDING. 


 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL UTILIZE THE URBAN/WILDLANDS INTERFACE 


LANDSCAPING PRINCIPLES IN DESIGNING AND MAINTAINING 


LANDSCAPING OF THE INDIVIDUAL LOTS TO THE APPROVAL OF THE FIRE 


DEPARTMENT AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO 


APPROVAL OF A BUILDING PERMIT FOR THE PROJECT. 


 


9. RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATION: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL RESERVE FROM DEVELOPMENT THE ULTIMATE RIGHT-


OF WAY WIDTH FOR ALL PUBLIC STREETS PROPOSED WITHIN THE PROJECT 


WITH THE RECORDATION OF A FINAL MAP FOR THE PROJECT OR ANY 


PORTION OF THE PROJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING 


MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT WITH INPUT FROM THE 


REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION STAFF AND IN ACCORDANCE 


WITH THE REGIONAL ROAD IMPACT FEE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 


 


10.  ROAD SECTIONS: 


 THE DEVELOPER SHALL SUBMIT IMPROVEMENT PLANS WITH ROADWAY 


CROSS-SECTIONS THAT COMPLY WITH THE CITY’S PAVEMENT STANDARDS 
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TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY 


DEVELOPMENT.  THE INSTALLED PAVEMENT SECTIONS SHALL COMPLY WITH 


THE APPROVED IMPROVEMENT PLANS. THE PLANS SHALL ALSO INCLUDE 


ALL NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS TO PROVIDE IRRIGATION TO LANDSCAPE 


MEDIANS AND ISLANDS WITH IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY TO THE APPROVAL OF 


THE ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, THE PARKS 


& RECREATION DIRECTOR AND THE ADMINISTRATOR. 


 


11. STREET IMPROVEMENTS: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL INSTALL FULL-STREET IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE 


PROJECT PER THE APPROVED IMPROVEMENT PLANS, INCLUDING 


LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION IMPROVEMENTS. THE TIMING OF THE INSTALLATION 


SHALL OCCUR AS THE ABUTTING/ADJACENT DEVELOPMENT OF THE 


PROJECT OCCURS TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING MANAGER 


FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT. 


 


12. INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS AT LOS ALTOS PARKWAY AND VISTA HEIGHTS 


DRIVE: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 


ROUNDABOUT AT THE INTERSECTION OF LOS ALTOS PARKWAY AND VISTA 


HEIGHTS DRIVE TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING SERVICES 


MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND THE PUBLIC WORKS 


DIRECTOR. THE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED 


WITH THE FINAL MAP THAT YIELDS 200 LOTS CONNECTED TO VISTA HEIGHTS 


DRIVE AND NO ADDITIONAL FINAL MAP SHALL BE RECOMMENDED FOR 


FINAL APPROVAL UNTLIL THE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS ARE 


SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLETE. 


 


13. INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS AT LOS ALTOS PARKWAY AND BELMAR 


DRIVE: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 


ROUNDABOUT AT THE INTERSECTION OF LOS ALTOS PARKWAY AND BELMAR 


DRIVE TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING SERVICES MANAGER FOR 


COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR. THE 


INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE FINAL 


MAP THAT YIELDS 250 LOTS DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO BELMAR DRIVE AND 


NO ADDITIONAL FINAL MAP SHALL BE RECOMMENDED FOR FINAL 


APPROVAL UNTLIL THE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS ARE SUBSTANTIALLY 


COMPLETE. 


 


14. ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS ON LOS ALTOS PARKWAY: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CONDITIONS OF THE TRAFFIC 


STUDY (DATED 9-8-17) TO INCLUDE WITHOUT LIMITATION THE LEFT-TURN 


LENGTHENING IMPROVEMENT AT LOS ALTOS PARKWAY (SOUTH) / VISTA 
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BOULEVARD INTERSECTION EXTENDING THE WESTBOUND LEFT TURN POCKET 


ON LOS ALTOS PARKWAY TO ACCOMMODATE 400 FEET OF STORAGE. 


 


15. BELMAR DRIVE CONSTRUCTION: 


WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF BELMAR DRIVE INTO THE PROJECT, THE 


DEVELOPER SHALL INSTALL LANDSCAPING AND/OR BERMMING TO 


MITIGATE ANY NOISE AND LIGHT IMPACTS TO THE HOMES WHICH ARE 


ADJACENT TO THE BELMAR DRIVE EXTENSION. THE IMPROVEMENT PLANS 


FOR BELMAR SHALL INCLUDE THE LANDSCAPING IMPROVEMENTS.  THESE 


IMPROVEMENTS ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED TO THE APPROVAL OF THE 


ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND THE 


ADMINISTRATOR. 


 


16. AVIGATION EASEMENT: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL DEMONSTRATE TO THE APPROVAL OF THE 


ADMINISTRATOR THAT AN AVIGATION EASEMENT HAS BEEN GRANTED TO 


AND ACCEPTED BY THE AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY PRIOR 


TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT FOR THE PROJECT. 


 


17. PROJECT CONTACT: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL DESIGNATE TO THE ADMINISTRATOR A PROJECT 


CONTACT PERSON RESPONSIBLE/AUTHORIZED TO CORRECT PROBLEMS 


REGARDING THE PROJECT ON A 24-HOUR/7-DAYS A WEEK BASIS. THE 


DEVELOPER SHALL DESIGNATE THE PROJECT CONTACT PERSON TO THE 


ADMINISTRATOR PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A GRADING PERMIT FOR THE 


PROJECT. 


 


18. ROCKERIES: 


ALL ROCKERIES SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED PER THE 


PERSCRIPTIVE STANDARDS SET FORTH BY THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


DEPARTMENT.  EACH ROCKERY SHALL BE REQUIRED TO BE PERMITTED 


THROUGH THE BUILDING DIVISION OF THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


DEPARTMENT. 


 


19. FIRE DEPARTMENT: 


THE DEVELOPERS SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE FIRE 


DEPARTMENT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE FIRE CHIEF INCLUDING, BUT NOT 


LIMITED TO: LOCATING FIRE HYDRANTS; AND INSTALLING AND MAKE 


OPERATIONAL ALL FIRE HYDRANTS WITHIN THE PROJECT OR PORTION OF 


THE PROJECT PRIOR TO PLACING COMBUSTIBLE MATERIALS ON-SITE. 


 


ALL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION WHICH ARE OUTSIDE 


OF THE ESTABLISHED RESPONSE TIME OF 6 MINUTES, ARE REQUIRED TO 


INSTALL A FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM TO THE APPROVAL OF THE FIRE CHIEF 
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PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY FOR THAT 


STRUCTURE. 


 


THE CUL-DE-SAC BULB SHALL BE A MINIMUM 50-FOOT RADIUS TURN-


AROUND FOR FIRE APPARATUS CLEARANCE AS MEASURED FROM FRONT 


FACE OF CURB TO FRONT FACE OF CURB. 


 


20. MIRAMONTE HANDBOOK: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL STANDARDS, CONDITIONS AND 


REGULATIONS IN THE MIRAMONTE HANDBOOK. 


 


21. PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE: 


THE PROJECT=S INFRASTRUCTURE INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO 


COMMON AREA LANDSCAPING, STREET LIGHTS, AND REVEGETATION OF 


DISTURBED SLOPES, SHALL BE INSTALLED TO THE APPROVAL OF THE 


COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO THE FINAL INSPECTION 


OF ANY INDIVIDUAL SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE FOR EACH PHASE. 


 


22. LOT FIT PLAN: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL PROVIDE A LOT FIT PLAN DEMONSTRATING THAT AT 


LEAST ONE MODEL PLAN WILL FIT ON EACH LOT LOCATED IN THE 


SUBDIVISION TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ADMINISTRATOR PRIOR TO THE 


RECORDATION OF ANY FINAL MAP FOR THE PROJECT. 


 


23. FENCING PLAN: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL PROVIDE A FENCING PLAN, DEMONSTRATING THE 


TYPE AND LOCATION FOR ALL FENCING TO BE UTILIZED IN THE PROJECT TO 


THE APPROVAL OF THE ADMINISTRATOR PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A 


BUILDING PERMIT FOR THE PROJECT. 


 


FENCING ON CORNER LOTS SHALL COMPLY WITH SIGHT VISIBILITY 


STANDARDS TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR 


COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND THE ADMINISTRATOR. 


 


24. ARCHITECTURE/BUILDING ELEVATIONS: 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SUBJECT SITE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE 


ARCHITECTURAL REQUIREMENTS ESTABLISHED WITHIN THE CITY OF SPARKS 


DESIGN STANDARDS MANUAL.  BUILDING ELEVATIONS MUST BE APPROVED 


BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AS A GENERAL BUSINESS ITEM PRIOR TO 


THE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT FOR THE SITE.  THE DEVELOPER SHALL 


ARTICULATE LONG FACADES BY VARYING BUILDING MASS, FORM, TEXTURE, 


AND INTERPLAY OF SOLID AND OPEN AREAS. 
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25. BUILDING DEPARTMENT: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL REQUIREMENTS OF THE BUILDING 


DEPARTMENT, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO DEMONSTRATING THAT NO 


DRIVEWAY EXCEEDS A GRADE OF 12%, TO THE APPROVAL OF THE BUILDING 


OFFICIAL PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING PERMIT FOR THE 


PROJECT. 


 


26. CUT / FILL SLOPES: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL SUBMIT GRADING AND SITE REVEGETATION PLANS 


TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING DIVISION OF THE COMMUNITY 


DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT AND ADMINISTRATOR. THE DEVELOPER SHALL 


GRADE AND REVEGETATE THE PROJECT SITE TO THE SPECIFICATIONS OF THE 


APPROVED PLANS TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEERING DIVISION OF 


THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT AND THE ADMINISTRATOR. 


 


27. TRAFFIC CALMING: 


THE DEVELOPER SHALL INSTALL TWO TRAFFIC CALMING DEVICES ALONG 


THE EXISTING ALIGNMENT OF VISTA HEIGHTS DRIVE TO THE APPROVAL OF 


THE ENGINEERING MANAGER FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, THE PUBLIC 


WORKS DIRECTOR, AND THE FIRE MARSHALL. 
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YOUR QUESTIONS ANSWERED QUICKLY 


Why did you perform this study? 


This Traffic Impact Study evaluates the potential traffic impacts associated with construction of the 
proposed Miramonte Townhome Development.  


What does the project consist of? 


The proposed project consists of up to 448 residential ownership townhome units.  


How much traffic will the project generate? 


The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 2,371 daily trips, 171 AM peak hour trips, and 
206 PM peak hour trips. The ITE trip generation manual does not provide any guidance regarding off-peak 
trip generation. Hence, as a conservative estimate, the AM off-peak trip generation was assumed to be 
the same as trip generation during the AM peak hour. 


Are there any traffic impacts? 


All the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable level of service conditions under the 
“Plus Project” scenario. However, excessive queuing is anticipated to occur at the Los Altos Parkway/Vista 
Boulevard (south) intersection. With the addition of the project traffic and existing lane configurations, 
the average westbound queue length is anticipated to be approximately 725 feet during the AM peak 
hour, which exceeds a reasonable queue length at this location. 


Are any traffic related improvements proposed? 


The following two improvements are recommend to mitigate anticipated queuing issues at the Los Altos 
Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) intersection: 


• Extend the westbound left-turn pocket (on Los Altos Parkway) to 400 feet of striped storage 
length. 


• Optimize the green times allocated to the side street movements (eastbound and westbound).  


No other mitigations are proposed at any other study intersections since the analysis showed that the 
anticipated project traffic does not cause any other significant impacts requiring mitigation. Los Altos 
Parkway south of Belmar Drive (existing two-lane facility) is anticipated to operate at LOS “C” in 2015 and 
in 2035 with the addition of the project traffic. A two-lane facility is shown to provide sufficient capacity 
(LOS “C”) through the year 2035. The project’s contribution of Regional Road Impact Fees will mitigate 
the minor project effects on the overall roadway network. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This report presents the findings of a Traffic Impact Study completed to assess the potential traffic impacts 
on local intersections and roadway segments associated with construction of the Miramonte Townhome 
Development. This traffic impact study has been prepared to document existing traffic conditions, 
quantify traffic volumes generated by the proposed project, identify potential impacts, document 
findings, and make recommendations to mitigate impacts, if any are found. 


 Study Area and Evaluated Scenarios 


The project site is located east of Los Altos Parkway, on the east side of Belmar Drive, in Sparks, NV. The 
study intersections were identified based on scoping conversations with City of Sparks staff. The project 
site location and the study intersections are shown in Figure 1. The following intersections are included 
in this study: 


• Vista Blvd / Los Altos Pkwy (south) 
• Los Altos Pkwy / Belmar Drive 
• Belmar Drive / Project Access Road 
• Los Altos Pkwy / Vista Heights Drive 
• Vista Blvd / Los Altos Pkwy (north) 


The following roadway segments were also analyzed: 


• Los Altos Pkwy (south of Belmar Drive) 
• Los Altos Pkwy (north of Belmar Drive) – Year 2035 only 


This study includes analysis of the both the weekday AM and PM peak hours as these are the periods of 
time in which peak traffic is anticipated to occur. The study also includes analysis of the AM off-peak hour, 
between 9:30 AM and 10:30 AM which occurs after the school peak time period. The evaluated 
development scenarios are:  


• Existing Conditions (no project) 
• Baseline Conditions (existing plus traffic generated by approved but unbuilt lots) 
• Baseline Plus Project Conditions 


Analysis Methodology 


Level of service (LOS) is a term commonly used by transportation practitioners to measure and describe 
the operational characteristics of intersections, roadway segments, and other facilities.  This term equates 
seconds of delay per vehicle at intersections to letter grades “A” through “F” with “A” representing 
optimum conditions and “F” representing breakdown or over capacity flows.  The complete methodology 
is established in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 2010, published by the Transportation Research 
Board. 
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Signalized and Un-signalized Intersections 


Table 1 presents the delay thresholds for each level of service grade at un-signalized and signalized 
intersections. 


Table 1: Level of Service Definition for Intersections 


 
Level of 
Service 


 
Brief Description 


Un-signalized 
Intersections 


(average delay/vehicle 
in seconds) 


Signalized 
Intersections 


(average delay/vehicle 
in seconds) 


A Free flow conditions. < 10 < 10 
B Stable conditions with some 


affect from other vehicles. 
10 to 15 10 to 20 


C Stable conditions with 
significant affect from other 
vehicles. 


15 to 25 20 to 35 


D High density traffic conditions 
still with stable flow. 


25 to 35 35 to 55 


E At or near capacity flows. 35 to 50 55 to 80 
F Over capacity conditions. >  50 > 80 


Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (2010), Chapters 16 and 17 


Level of service calculations were performed for the study intersections using the Synchro 9 software 
suite, with analysis and results reported in accordance with HCM methodology. 
 
Roadway Segments 


Table 2 shows the level of service thresholds for roadway segments as established in the Washoe County 
2035 Regional Transportation Plan (2035 RTP). The daily traffic volumes were compared to the daily 
volume thresholds shown in Table 2 to determine roadway segment level of service.    


Level of Service Policy 


The 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (2035 RTP) establishes level of service criteria for regional roadway 
facilities within Washoe County, the City of Reno, and the City of Sparks.  The current Level of Service 
policy is: 


• “All regional roadway facilities projected to carry less than 27,000 ADT at the latest RTP horizon – 
LOS D or better.” 


• “All regional roadway facilities projected to carry 27,000 ADT or more at the latest RTP horizon – 
LOS E or better.” 


• “All intersections shall be designed to provide a level of service consistent with maintaining the 
policy level of service of the intersecting roadways”. 
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According to the Nevada Department of Transportation’s 2014 AADT data, the average daily volumes on 
the study roadways are less than 27,000 ADT. Hence, the level of service threshold specific to the study 
roadways and intersections is LOS “D”. 


Table 2:  Average Daily Traffic LOS Thresholds by Facility Type for Roadway Planning 


Facility Type Maximum Service Flow Rate (daily for given service level) 


Number of 
Lanes LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 


Freeway 
4 ≤ 28,600 42,700 63,500 80,000 90,200 
6 ≤ 38,300 61,200 91,100 114,000 135,300 
8 51,100 81,500 121,400 153,200 180,400 


10 63,800 101,900 151,800 191,500 225,500 


Arterial-High Access Control 
2 n/a 9,400 17,300 19,200 20,300 
4 n/a 20,400 36,100 38,400 40,600 
6 n/a 31,600 54,700 57,600 60,900 
8 n/a 42,500 73,200 76,800 81,300 


Arterial-Moderate Access Control 
2 n/a 5,500 14,800 17,500 18,600 
4 n/a 12,000 32,200 35,200 36,900 
6 n/a 18,800 49,600 52,900 55,400 
8 n/a 25,600 66,800 70,600 73,900 


Arterial/Collector-Low Access Control 
2 n/a n/a 6,900 13,400 15,100 
4 n/a n/a 15,700 28,400 30,200 
6 n/a n/a 24,800 43,100 45,400 
8 n/a n/a 34,000 57,600 60,600 


Arterial/Collector-Ultra-Low Access Control 
2 n/a n/a 6,500 13,300 14,200 
4 n/a n/a 15,300 27,300 28,600 
6 n/a n/a 24,100 41,200 43,000 
8 n/a n/a 33,300 55,200 57,400 


Source: Washoe County 2035 RTP Table 3-4. 
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EXISTING TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 


Roadway Facilities 


A brief description of the key roadways in the study area is provided below. 


Vista Boulevard within the study area is a four-lane north-south roadway with two lanes in each direction. 
It is classified as a “Medium Access Control Arterial” in the 2035 RTP. The posted speed limit is 40 mph in 
the study area. 


Los Altos Parkway is a two-lane roadway with one lane in each direction. It is classified as a “Medium 
Access Control Arterial” in the 2035 RTP. The posted speed limit is 35 mph. 


Belmar Drive is a two-lane roadway that serves as one of the main access roadways to the project. It is 
classified as a “Low Access Control Collector” in the 2035 RTP. 


Vista Heights Drive is a two-lane roadway east of Los Altos Parkway. The posted speed limit is 25 mph. 


Alternate Travel Modes 


There are currently sidewalks along the east side of Los Altos Parkway south of Goodwin Road, the west 
side of Los Altos Parkway north of Goodwin Road, both sides of Belmar Drive, both sides of Vista Heights 
Drive, and both sides of Vista Boulevard. Dedicated bike lanes exist in both directions on Los Altos Parkway 
and Vista Boulevard. The project site is adequately served with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 


EXISTING CONDITIONS 


Traffic Volumes 


Existing traffic volumes were determined by conducting new video counts at the study intersections. The 
counts were conducted during an average mid-week day on February 2nd, 2016 with schools in session. 
The existing intersection traffic volumes and lane configurations are shown on Figure 2, attached. 


Intersection Level of Service 


Level of service calculations were performed using the existing traffic volumes, lane configurations, and 
traffic controls.  The results are presented in Table 3 and the calculation sheets are provided in Appendix 
A, attached. 


As shown in Table 3, all the study intersections operate at acceptable level of service conditions during 
both the AM and PM peak hours, and also during the AM off-peak hour. 
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Table 3: Existing Conditions Intersection Level of Service Summary 


Intersection 
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak 


LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) C 32.8 C 24.5 C 26.3 
Los Altos Pkwy/Belmar Dr A 6.8 A 5.7 A 7.0 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Heights Dr A 6.4 A 4.2 A 6.1 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (north) C 23.6 B 18.5 C 31.3 


Roadway Level of Service 


Table 4 summarizes the existing daily volumes on Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive and the 
corresponding level of service.  


 Table 4: Existing Conditions Road Segment Level of Service Summary 


Class Segment # Lanes Daily Volume LOS 


MAC Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar 
Drive 2 10,400 C 


As shown in Table 4, Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive currently operates at LOS “C”. 


BASELINE CONDITIONS 


Baseline Traffic Volumes 


A previously approved development is located north of the proposed project on Belmar Drive. The MTA 
Development has approximately 138 unbuilt lots that are approved for single family housing units. The 
baseline traffic volumes were obtained by adding the trips generated by these 138 approved but unbuilt 
single family homes to the existing traffic volumes. The baseline traffic volumes are shown on Figure 4, 
attached. 


Intersection Level of Service 


Level of service calculations were performed using the baseline traffic volumes, existing lane 
configurations, and existing traffic controls. The results are presented in Table 5 and the calculation sheets 
are provided in Appendix B, attached. 


As shown in Table 5, all the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS conditions. 
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Table 5: Baseline Conditions Intersection Level of Service Summary 


Intersection 
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak 


LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) C 33.6 C 26.4 C 27.7 
Los Altos Pkwy/Belmar Dr A 7.2 A 6.1 A 8.0 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Heights Dr A 6.7 A 4.5 A 6.4 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (north) C 24.8 B 19.4 C 33.2 


Roadway Level of Service 


Table 6 summarizes the baseline conditions daily volumes on Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive 
and the corresponding level of service.  


Table 6: Baseline Conditions Road Segment Level of Service Summary 


Class Segment # Lanes 
Baseline 


Daily Volume LOS 


MAC Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive 2 11,193 C 


Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive is anticipated to continue to operate at LOS “C” with the baseline 
traffic volumes. 


Queue Length Analysis 


A micro-simulation analysis was performed using SimTraffic to evaluate westbound queue lengths at the 
Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) intersection. Multiple simulation runs were performed to 
account for the variations that inherently occur between different days. All the simulations were then 
averaged to obtain a representation of a typical day. Table 7 shows the 95th percentile and average queue 
lengths. The 95th percentile queue is the maximum back of queue with 95th percentile traffic volumes. 
In other words, the 95th-percentile queue is the queue length that has only a 5-percent probability of 
being exceeded during the analysis time period. 


Table 7: Baseline Queue Length Summary - Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) 


Intersection Approach 
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak 


Avg 95%tile Avg 95%tile Avg 95%tile 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Westbound 525 853 160 264 250 402 


With the baseline traffic volumes, existing lane configurations and signal timings, the worst queuing on 
the westbound approach would occur during the AM peak hour. The average westbound queue is 
estimated to be approximately 525 feet during the AM peak hour and 250 feet during the PM peak hour. 
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PROJECT GENERATED TRAFFIC 


Project Description 


The project site is located east of Belmar Drive between Platinum Way and Burlington Drive. The location 
of the project site is shown in Figure 1.  The proposed project consists of 448 ownership townhome units. 


Trip Generation 


Trip generation rates for the proposed project were obtained from the Trip Generation Manual, 9th 
Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Table 8 provides the Daily, AM peak hour 
and PM peak hour trip generation calculation details for the proposed project.  As shown in Table 8, the 
proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 2,371 daily trips, 171 AM peak hour trips, and 206 
PM peak hour trips. The ITE trip generation manual does not provide any guidance regarding off-peak trip 
generation. Hence, as a conservative estimate, the AM off-peak trip generation was assumed to be same 
as the AM peak hour trip generation. Realistically, the AM off-peak trip generation should be considerably 
lower than the AM peak hour trip generation. 


Table 8: Trip Generation Estimates 


ITE Land Use (#) Size 
(units) Daily 


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 


230 - Residential Condominium/Townhouse 448 2,371 171 29 142 206 138 68 


Project Access 


Access to the project site will be provided via a new Project Access Road that will connect to Belmar Drive. 
The Project Access Road/Belmar Drive intersection will be full-access, allowing for all possible movements, 
with STOP control on the Project Access Road approach.  


Trip Distribution and Assignment 


Traffic generated by the project was distributed to the road network based on the location of the project 
site, major activity centers, the access connection points to arterial roadways, and discussions with City 
of Sparks staff.  


The following trip distribution percentages were used for distributing the project traffic: 


• 60% to/from the south via Vista Boulevard 
• 10% to/from the north via Vista Boulevard 
• 30% to/from the west via Los Altos Parkway 


Project generated trips were assigned to the adjacent roadway system based on the distributions outlined 
above. The project trip assignment is shown on Figure 5, attached.   







Traffic Impact Study 
Miramonte Townhome Development 


August 9, 2016 


 
Page 10 of 14 


EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 


Traffic Volumes 


Plus project traffic volumes were developed by adding the project generated trips (Figure 5) to the 
baseline traffic volumes (Figure 4) and are shown on Figure 6, attached.  The “Plus Project” condition Peak 
Hour Factors (PHF) and travel patterns were assumed to remain the same as were observed under existing 
conditions. 


Intersection Level of Service Analysis 


Table 9 presents the level of service analysis summary for the “Plus Project” scenario assuming the existing 
intersection configurations.  Detailed calculation sheets are provided in Appendix C, attached.  


Table 9: Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Summary 


Intersection 
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak 


LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) D 35.5 C 29.5 C 29.4 
Los Altos Pkwy/Belmar Dr A 8.6 A 7.2 B 10.4 
Belmar Dr/Project Dwy B 10.8 B 10.9 B 11.2 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Heights Dr A 7.1 A 4.9 A 6.9 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (north) C 26.9 C 21.4 D 36.9 


 
All the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS conditions even with the addition 
of the project traffic. During the AM peak hour and off-peak AM, the increase in average delay does not 
exceed 3 seconds per vehicle at any intersection. During the PM peak hour, the average delay is not 
anticipated to increase by more than 4 seconds per vehicle at any intersection. LOS at the Los Altos 
Parkway/Vista Boulevard (north & south) intersections declines from LOS “C” to LOS “D” with the project. 


Roadway Level of Service 


Table 10 summarizes the “Plus Project” conditions roadway level of service.  


Table 10: Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Level of Service Summary 


Class Segment # Lanes 
Plus Project 


Daily Volume LOS 


MAC Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive 2 12,616 C 


As shown in Table 10, Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive will operate at acceptable LOS conditions 
during the “Plus Project” scenario. The roadway LOS remains unchanged (LOS “C”) after addition of the 
project traffic. 
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Queue Length Analysis 


A micro-simulation analysis was performed to estimate the “Plus Project” conditions queue lengths. Table 
11 summarizes the average and 95th percentile queue lengths. 


Table 11: Plus Project Queue Length Summary - Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) 


 


With the addition of the project traffic, during the AM peak hour, the average queue length on the 
westbound approach at the Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) intersection is anticipated to 
increase by approximately 449 feet compared to the baseline conditions. The average westbound queue 
length during the AM peak hour, with the existing lane configuration, is anticipated to be approximately 
725 feet. The average queue lengths during the AM off-peak and PM peak hours are anticipated to 
increase by approximately 70 to 80 feet compared to the baseline conditions.  


2035 ROADWAY ANALYSIS 


Traffic volumes in the broader study area are anticipated to increase in the future as more development 
occurs in east Sparks. However, potential future traffic generated by all of the approved but unbuilt 
housing units in the immediate project vicinity have been included in the Baseline Conditions. Very little 
additional traffic volume growth is anticipated to occur on Belmar Drive or Los Altos Parkway. Hence, no 
additional growth rates were applied for 2035 roadway segment analysis as discussed and agreed with 
City of Sparks staff. 


Table 12 summarizes the 2035 roadway segment level of service analysis. 


Table 12: 2035 Road Segment Level of Service Summary 


Class Segment # Lanes 
2035 


Daily Volume LOS 


MAC Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive 2 12,616 C 
MAC Los Altos Parkway north of Belmar Drive 2 8,212 C 


 


As shown in Table 12, Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive and Los Altos Parkway north of Belmar 
Drive are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS conditions in the year 2035. The roadway LOS remains 
unchanged after the addition of the project traffic. 


  


Avg 95%tile Avg 95%tile Avg 95%tile
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Westbound Baseline 525 853 160 264 250 402
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Westbound Plus Project 716 1302 238 422 320 543


Scenario
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak


Intersection Approach
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MITIGATION MEASURES 


Although the Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) intersection is anticipated to operate at 
acceptable level of service conditions during the “Plus Project” conditions, the queue length analysis 
shows that the proposed project will contribute to excessive westbound queuing during the AM peak 
hour. During the highest AM peak hour, the average queue length is estimated to extend up to 725 feet, 
with existing lane configuration.  


In order to keep the westbound queue within reasonable limits, without affecting the coordinated 
through movement on Vista Boulevard, we recommend the following improvements: 


• Extend the westbound left-turn pocket to have approximately 400 feet of storage (an increase 
from 120 feet of existing left-turn pocket) as shown in Exhibit 1. 


 
• Increase the green time for the westbound approach keeping the same cycle length and offset as 


exists today. This can be achieved by reducing the green time for the eastbound approach by 11 
seconds and allocating it to the westbound movement. The suggested change in the splits is 
shown in Exhibit 2. 


 


 


 


Exhibit 1 
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With the above two improvements, the resulting westbound queue length is considerably reduced. Table 
12 shows the queue length comparisons. 


Table 12: Queue Length Comparison - Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) 


 


As shown in Table 12, the queue length on the westbound approach is significantly reduced by extending 
the westbound left-turn pocket and optimizing east-west green times. The average queues are anticipated 
to be under 300 feet with extended left-turn storage, during both the peak and non-peak hours.  


CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 


The following is a list of our key findings and recommendations to best manage the traffic generated by 
the proposed project: 


Project Trips: The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 2,371 daily trips, 171 AM peak 
hour trips, and 206 PM peak hour trips. The ITE trip generation manual does not provide any guidance 
regarding off-peak trip generation. Hence, as a conservative estimate, the AM off-peak trip generation 
was assumed to be the same as the trip generation during the AM peak hour. 


Project Access: Access to the project site will be provided via a new Project Access Road that connects to 
Belmar Drive. The Project Access Road/Belmar Drive intersection will be full-access, allowing for all 
possible movements, with STOP control on the Project Access Road approach. A single lane approach is 
sufficient. 


Existing/Baseline Level of Service: All the study intersections operate at acceptable levels of service 
during both the AM and PM peak hours. During the baseline AM peak hour conditions the westbound 
average queue at the Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) intersection is anticipated to exceed 500 
feet. 


Avg 95%tile Avg 95%tile Avg 95%tile
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Westbound Baseline 525 853 160 264 250 402
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Westbound Plus Project 716 1302 238 422 320 543
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Westbound Plus Project - Mitigated 300 421 234 242 266 291


Scenario
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak


Intersection Approach


Exhibit 2 
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Plus Project Level of Service:  With the addition of the project traffic, all the study intersections continue 
to operate at acceptable Level of Service (LOS) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, and AM off-
peak hour. However, excessive queuing is anticipated to occur at the at the Los Altos Parkway/Vista 
Boulevard (south) intersection. With the addition of the project traffic, the average westbound queue 
length is anticipated be approximately 725 feet during the AM peak hour, with the existing lane 
configuration. 


Mitigation Measures:  The following two improvements are recommend to mitigate the westbound 
queuing issues at the Los Altos Parkway/Vista Boulevard (south) intersection: 


• Extend the westbound left-turn pocket (on Los Altos Parkway) to approximately 400 feet of 
striped storage length. 


• Optimize the green times allocated to the side street movements (eastbound and westbound).  


No other mitigations are proposed at any other study intersections since the analysis shows that the 
anticipated project traffic does not cause any other significant impacts requiring mitigation. 


2035 Roadway Level of Service: The Los Altos Parkway south of Belmar Drive road segment and Los Altos 
Parkway north of Belmar Drive road segment are anticipated to operate at LOS “C” under 2035 conditions. 
The roadway segment LOS is anticipated to be the same with or without project. A two-lane facility is 
shown to provide sufficient capacity (LOS “C”) on Los Altos Parkway through the year 2035. 


Regional Road Impact Fees:  The project’s contribution of standard Regional Road Impact Fees will 
mitigate the minor project effects on the overall roadway network. 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy 2/24/2016


   Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 5 817 0 10 1 302 187 22 1056 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 5 817 0 10 1 302 187 22 1056 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 5 888 0 11 1 328 203 24 1148 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 80 0 0 0 110 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 453 366 0 1 328 93 24 1148 0
Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 0.9 42.0 42.0 1.0 59.4 59.4 4.4 62.8
Effective Green, g (s) 0.9 42.0 42.0 1.0 59.4 59.4 4.4 62.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.32 0.32 0.01 0.46 0.46 0.03 0.48
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 11 548 548 13 1633 730 60 1726
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.27 0.22 0.00 0.09 c0.01 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.83 0.67 0.08 0.20 0.13 0.40 0.67
Uniform Delay, d1 64.1 40.6 38.0 64.0 21.1 20.4 61.5 25.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 9.4 2.4 0.9 0.3 0.4 1.6 2.0
Delay (s) 64.1 50.1 40.4 65.0 21.4 20.7 63.1 27.6
Level of Service E D D E C C E C
Approach Delay (s) 64.1 45.3 21.2 28.4
Approach LOS E D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 32.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.9% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 2/17/2016


   Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.8
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 93 66 413
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 94 66 417
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 34 6 90
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 38 501 38
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.1 3.7 7.9
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 94 66 417
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 1092 1123 1033
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.989 0.995 0.990
Flow Entry, veh/h 93 66 413
Cap Entry, veh/h 1081 1117 1023
V/C Ratio 0.086 0.059 0.404
Control Delay, s/veh 4.1 3.7 7.9
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 0 2







HCM 2010 Roundabout


4: Vista Hills Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 2/17/2016


   Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.4
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 347 146 168
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 350 147 169
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 125 35 229
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 57 363 246
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.4 4.5 5.9
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 350 147 169
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 997 1091 899
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.991 0.992 0.992
Flow Entry, veh/h 347 146 168
Cap Entry, veh/h 989 1082 892
V/C Ratio 0.351 0.135 0.188
Control Delay, s/veh 7.4 4.5 5.9
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 2 0 1
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5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 2/17/2016
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 105 48 112 143 171 18 73 228 34 28 1158 464
Future Volume (vph) 105 48 112 143 171 18 73 228 34 28 1158 464
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.89 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1684 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1684 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 117 53 124 159 190 20 81 253 38 31 1287 516
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 84 0 0 0 17 0 8 0 0 0 236
Lane Group Flow (vph) 117 93 0 159 190 3 81 283 0 31 1287 280
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 12.8 9.2 15.1 15.1 7.3 57.3 3.6 53.6 53.6
Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 12.8 9.2 15.1 15.1 7.3 57.3 3.6 53.6 53.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.13 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.07 0.58 0.04 0.54 0.54
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 241 217 322 287 244 131 2030 65 1936 866
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.06 c0.05 c0.10 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.36
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.43 0.49 0.66 0.01 0.62 0.14 0.48 0.66 0.32
Uniform Delay, d1 44.3 39.7 42.6 39.5 35.6 44.4 9.5 46.7 16.2 12.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.4 1.2 5.6 0.0 8.4 0.1 5.4 1.8 1.0
Delay (s) 45.8 41.1 43.8 45.1 35.6 52.9 9.7 52.2 18.0 13.6
Level of Service D D D D D D A D B B
Approach Delay (s) 43.0 44.1 19.1 17.4
Approach LOS D D B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 23.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 98.9 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 3 2 288 5 27 1 295 160 20 414 2
Future Volume (vph) 4 3 2 288 5 27 1 295 160 20 414 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1785 1698 1675 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1785 1698 1675 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 3 2 313 5 29 1 321 174 22 450 2
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 63 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 7 0 175 165 0 1 321 111 22 452 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 18.1 18.1 1.1 83.0 83.0 4.3 86.2
Effective Green, g (s) 1.3 18.1 18.1 1.1 83.0 83.0 4.3 86.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.14 0.14 0.01 0.64 0.64 0.03 0.66
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 17 236 233 9 1825 1010 59 2368
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.10 0.10 0.00 0.11 c0.01 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.74 0.71 0.11 0.18 0.11 0.37 0.19
Uniform Delay, d1 64.0 53.7 53.4 64.0 9.6 9.1 61.5 8.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 10.4 7.8 2.0 0.2 0.2 1.4 0.2
Delay (s) 69.8 64.1 61.2 66.0 9.8 9.4 63.0 8.6
Level of Service E E E E A A E A
Approach Delay (s) 69.8 62.7 9.7 11.1
Approach LOS E E A B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 24.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.29
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.7
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 78 164 335
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 165 338
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 131 10 64
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 44 392 146
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.4 4.5 6.6
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 79 165 338
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 991 1119 1060
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.987 0.992 0.990
Flow Entry, veh/h 78 164 335
Cap Entry, veh/h 978 1110 1050
V/C Ratio 0.080 0.147 0.319
Control Delay, s/veh 4.4 4.5 6.6
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 1 1
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.2
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 110 89 93
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 90 94
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 69 40 53
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 61 107 128
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.4 4.1 4.1
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 112 90 94
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 1055 1086 1072
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.982 0.992 0.994
Flow Entry, veh/h 110 89 93
Cap Entry, veh/h 1036 1077 1066
V/C Ratio 0.106 0.083 0.088
Control Delay, s/veh 4.4 4.1 4.1
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 0 0
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 143 63 63 61 100 18 85 234 35 25 534 245
Future Volume (vph) 143 63 63 61 100 18 85 234 35 25 534 245
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1740 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1740 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 154 68 68 66 108 19 91 252 38 27 574 263
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 49 0 0 0 17 0 8 0 0 0 139
Lane Group Flow (vph) 154 87 0 66 108 2 91 282 0 27 574 124
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.7 11.1 4.3 7.7 7.7 6.8 38.6 2.3 34.1 34.1
Effective Green, g (s) 7.7 11.1 4.3 7.7 7.7 6.8 38.6 2.3 34.1 34.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.15 0.06 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.53 0.03 0.47 0.47
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 369 267 206 200 170 168 1870 56 1685 754
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.05 0.02 c0.06 c0.05 0.08 0.02 c0.16
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.08
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.33 0.32 0.54 0.01 0.54 0.15 0.48 0.34 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 30.2 27.3 32.6 30.6 28.9 31.3 8.5 34.4 12.0 10.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.7 0.9 3.0 0.0 3.5 0.2 6.4 0.6 0.5
Delay (s) 31.0 28.0 33.5 33.6 28.9 34.8 8.7 40.8 12.6 11.4
Level of Service C C C C C C A D B B
Approach Delay (s) 29.6 33.1 14.9 13.1
Approach LOS C C B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.3 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1 2 367 2 35 2 1222 736 38 448 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 1 2 367 2 35 2 1222 736 38 448 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.91 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1712 1698 1672 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1712 1698 1672 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1 2 386 2 37 2 1286 775 40 472 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 282 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 216 204 0 2 1286 493 40 472 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.1 23.3 23.3 1.2 95.4 95.4 6.9 101.1
Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 23.3 23.3 1.2 95.4 95.4 6.9 101.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.16 0.16 0.01 0.64 0.64 0.05 0.67
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 12 263 259 8 1818 1006 82 2408
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.13 0.12 0.00 c0.45 c0.02 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.31
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.82 0.79 0.25 0.71 0.49 0.49 0.20
Uniform Delay, d1 73.9 61.3 61.0 74.0 18.1 14.4 69.8 9.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 17.5 13.5 5.9 2.4 1.7 1.7 0.2
Delay (s) 75.1 78.8 74.5 79.8 20.4 16.1 71.5 9.4
Level of Service E E E E C B E A
Approach Delay (s) 75.1 76.7 18.9 14.2
Approach LOS E E B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 26.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.0
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 60 487 213
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 492 215
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 409 9 53
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 92 259 417
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.7 8.0 5.2
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 61 492 215
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 751 1120 1072
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.984 0.990 0.991
Flow Entry, veh/h 60 487 213
Cap Entry, veh/h 738 1108 1061
V/C Ratio 0.081 0.439 0.201
Control Delay, s/veh 5.7 8.0 5.2
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 2 1
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.1
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 114 319 244
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 116 323 246
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 166 121 56
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 278 181 226
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.0 7.0 5.6
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 116 323 246
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 957 1001 1068
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.983 0.989 0.991
Flow Entry, veh/h 114 319 244
Cap Entry, veh/h 941 990 1059
V/C Ratio 0.121 0.323 0.230
Control Delay, s/veh 5.0 7.0 5.6
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 1 1
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 336 154 65 145 112 43 206 1244 145 54 440 234
Future Volume (vph) 336 154 65 145 112 43 206 1244 145 54 440 234
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1797 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1797 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 361 166 70 156 120 46 222 1338 156 58 473 252
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 0 40 0 6 0 0 0 153
Lane Group Flow (vph) 361 220 0 156 120 6 222 1488 0 58 473 99
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.1 17.7 9.0 13.6 13.6 16.8 51.4 3.9 38.5 38.5
Effective Green, g (s) 13.1 17.7 9.0 13.6 13.6 16.8 51.4 3.9 38.5 38.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.18 0.09 0.14 0.14 0.17 0.52 0.04 0.39 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 463 324 318 261 221 306 1845 71 1404 628
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.12 0.04 0.06 c0.12 c0.42 0.03 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.68 0.49 0.46 0.03 0.73 0.81 0.82 0.34 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 41.1 37.5 42.3 38.8 36.5 38.4 19.2 46.7 20.8 19.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.1 5.8 1.2 1.3 0.1 8.3 3.9 49.3 0.6 0.5
Delay (s) 49.2 43.3 43.5 40.1 36.5 46.7 23.1 96.0 21.5 19.8
Level of Service D D D D D D C F C B
Approach Delay (s) 46.8 41.2 26.1 26.4
Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 31.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 98.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







 


 


 


 


Appendix B 


Baseline Conditions LOS Calculations 


 


 


 


 


 







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy 2/24/2016


   Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 5 863 0 10 1 302 203 22 1056 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 5 863 0 10 1 302 203 22 1056 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 5 938 0 11 1 328 221 24 1148 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 77 0 0 0 125 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 478 394 0 1 328 96 24 1148 0
Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 0.9 44.8 44.8 1.0 56.6 56.6 4.4 60.0
Effective Green, g (s) 0.9 44.8 44.8 1.0 56.6 56.6 4.4 60.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.34 0.34 0.01 0.44 0.44 0.03 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 11 585 585 13 1556 696 60 1649
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.28 0.23 0.00 0.09 c0.01 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.82 0.67 0.08 0.21 0.14 0.40 0.70
Uniform Delay, d1 64.1 38.9 36.3 64.0 22.8 22.0 61.5 27.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 8.2 2.4 0.9 0.3 0.4 1.6 2.5
Delay (s) 64.1 47.1 38.8 65.0 23.1 22.5 63.1 30.2
Level of Service E D D E C C E C
Approach Delay (s) 64.1 42.9 22.9 30.9
Approach LOS E D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 33.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 188 89 422
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 190 90 426
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 34 15 156
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 71 567 68
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.9 4.0 8.9
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 190 90 426
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 1092 1113 967
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.989 0.985 0.990
Flow Entry, veh/h 188 89 422
Cap Entry, veh/h 1081 1097 957
V/C Ratio 0.174 0.081 0.441
Control Delay, s/veh 4.9 4.0 8.9
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 1 0 2
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.7
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 360 173 181
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 363 175 182
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 153 39 229
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 61 372 287
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.8 4.8 6.1
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 363 175 182
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 970 1087 899
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.992 0.991 0.992
Flow Entry, veh/h 360 173 181
Cap Entry, veh/h 962 1077 892
V/C Ratio 0.374 0.161 0.203
Control Delay, s/veh 7.8 4.8 6.1
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 2 1 1
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 105 55 112 143 194 26 73 228 34 31 1158 464
Future Volume (vph) 105 55 112 143 194 26 73 228 34 31 1158 464
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1692 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1692 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 117 61 124 159 216 29 81 253 38 34 1287 516
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 71 0 0 0 24 0 8 0 0 0 238
Lane Group Flow (vph) 117 114 0 159 216 5 81 283 0 34 1287 278
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 14.2 9.2 16.5 16.5 7.4 57.4 3.6 53.6 53.6
Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 14.2 9.2 16.5 16.5 7.4 57.4 3.6 53.6 53.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.14 0.09 0.16 0.16 0.07 0.57 0.04 0.53 0.53
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 238 239 317 309 262 131 2003 64 1908 853
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.07 c0.05 c0.11 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.36
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.48 0.50 0.70 0.02 0.62 0.14 0.53 0.67 0.33
Uniform Delay, d1 45.1 39.7 43.4 39.6 35.2 45.1 10.0 47.6 17.0 13.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 1.5 1.3 6.8 0.0 8.4 0.1 8.2 1.9 1.0
Delay (s) 46.7 41.2 44.7 46.4 35.2 53.5 10.2 55.8 19.0 14.2
Level of Service D D D D D D B E B B
Approach Delay (s) 43.3 44.9 19.6 18.3
Approach LOS D D B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 24.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.4 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 3 2 334 5 27 1 295 176 20 414 2
Future Volume (vph) 4 3 2 334 5 27 1 295 176 20 414 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1785 1698 1678 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572
Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1785 1698 1678 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 3 2 363 5 29 1 321 191 22 450 2
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 72 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 7 0 200 191 0 1 321 119 22 452 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 20.0 20.0 1.1 81.1 81.1 4.3 84.3
Effective Green, g (s) 1.3 20.0 20.0 1.1 81.1 81.1 4.3 84.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.15 0.15 0.01 0.62 0.62 0.03 0.65
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 17 261 258 9 1783 987 59 2316
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.12 0.11 0.00 0.11 c0.01 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.77 0.74 0.11 0.18 0.12 0.37 0.20
Uniform Delay, d1 64.0 52.8 52.5 64.0 10.4 9.9 61.5 9.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 11.4 9.6 2.0 0.2 0.3 1.4 0.2
Delay (s) 69.8 64.2 62.1 66.0 10.6 10.2 63.0 9.4
Level of Service E E E E B B E A
Approach Delay (s) 69.8 63.1 10.5 11.9
Approach LOS E E B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 26.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.1
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 154 182 343
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 155 184 346
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 131 18 116
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 71 444 170
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.1 4.8 7.2
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 155 184 346
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 991 1110 1006
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.994 0.988 0.991
Flow Entry, veh/h 154 182 343
Cap Entry, veh/h 984 1096 997
V/C Ratio 0.156 0.166 0.344
Control Delay, s/veh 5.1 4.8 7.2
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 1 1 2
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.5
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 121 145 104
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 123 146 105
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 125 43 53
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 64 115 195
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.8 4.6 4.2
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 123 146 105
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 997 1082 1072
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.984 0.992 0.994
Flow Entry, veh/h 121 145 104
Cap Entry, veh/h 981 1073 1065
V/C Ratio 0.123 0.135 0.098
Control Delay, s/veh 4.8 4.6 4.2
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 0 0
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 143 70 63 61 123 26 85 234 35 38 534 245
Future Volume (vph) 143 70 63 61 123 26 85 234 35 38 534 245
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1747 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1747 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 154 75 68 66 132 28 91 252 38 41 574 263
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 43 0 0 0 25 0 9 0 0 0 141
Lane Group Flow (vph) 154 100 0 66 132 3 91 281 0 41 574 122
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.7 12.0 4.2 8.5 8.5 6.8 36.9 3.4 33.5 33.5
Effective Green, g (s) 7.7 12.0 4.2 8.5 8.5 6.8 36.9 3.4 33.5 33.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.17 0.06 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.51 0.05 0.46 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 368 289 200 220 187 167 1783 83 1651 738
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.06 0.02 c0.07 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.16
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.08
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.34 0.33 0.60 0.02 0.54 0.16 0.49 0.35 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 30.3 26.8 32.8 30.4 28.3 31.4 9.5 33.7 12.5 11.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.7 1.0 4.4 0.0 3.6 0.2 4.6 0.6 0.5
Delay (s) 31.1 27.5 33.8 34.7 28.3 35.0 9.7 38.3 13.1 11.8
Level of Service C C C C C C A D B B
Approach Delay (s) 29.4 33.7 15.7 13.9
Approach LOS C C B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 19.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.5 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1 2 400 2 35 2 1222 787 38 448 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 1 2 400 2 35 2 1222 787 38 448 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1712 1698 1674 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1712 1698 1674 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1 2 421 2 37 2 1286 828 40 472 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 309 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 232 223 0 2 1286 519 40 472 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.1 24.6 24.6 1.2 94.1 94.1 6.9 99.8
Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 24.6 24.6 1.2 94.1 94.1 6.9 99.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.16 0.16 0.01 0.63 0.63 0.05 0.67
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 12 278 274 8 1793 993 82 2377
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.14 0.13 0.00 c0.45 c0.02 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.33
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.83 0.81 0.25 0.72 0.52 0.49 0.20
Uniform Delay, d1 73.9 60.7 60.5 74.0 18.9 15.5 69.8 9.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 18.2 15.9 5.9 2.5 2.0 1.7 0.2
Delay (s) 75.1 78.9 76.4 79.8 21.4 17.5 71.5 9.9
Level of Service E E E E C B E A
Approach Delay (s) 75.1 77.7 19.9 14.7
Approach LOS E E B B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 27.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.6% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.0
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 117 547 240
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 118 552 242
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 409 36 92
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 179 298 435
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.5 9.2 5.8
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 118 552 242
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 751 1090 1031
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.992 0.991 0.992
Flow Entry, veh/h 117 547 240
Cap Entry, veh/h 744 1080 1022
V/C Ratio 0.157 0.506 0.235
Control Delay, s/veh 6.5 9.2 5.8
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 1 3 1
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.4
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 122 337 282
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 341 285
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 184 132 56
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 289 209 252
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.1 7.3 6.0
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 124 341 285
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 940 990 1068
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.984 0.989 0.991
Flow Entry, veh/h 122 337 282
Cap Entry, veh/h 925 979 1059
V/C Ratio 0.132 0.344 0.267
Control Delay, s/veh 5.1 7.3 6.0
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 2 1
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 336 179 65 145 128 49 206 1244 145 62 440 234
Future Volume (vph) 336 179 65 145 128 49 206 1244 145 62 440 234
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1806 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1806 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 361 192 70 156 138 53 222 1338 156 67 473 252
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 0 45 0 6 0 0 0 154
Lane Group Flow (vph) 361 249 0 156 138 8 222 1488 0 67 473 98
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.0 19.3 9.1 15.4 15.4 17.1 51.2 5.0 39.1 39.1
Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 19.3 9.1 15.4 15.4 17.1 51.2 5.0 39.1 39.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.19 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.51 0.05 0.39 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 448 346 313 287 244 303 1790 88 1389 621
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.14 0.04 0.07 c0.12 c0.42 0.04 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.81 0.72 0.50 0.48 0.03 0.73 0.83 0.76 0.34 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 42.6 38.1 43.6 38.9 36.3 39.6 21.0 47.2 21.7 20.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 10.2 7.0 1.3 1.3 0.1 8.8 4.7 31.5 0.7 0.5
Delay (s) 52.7 45.1 44.8 40.2 36.3 48.4 25.7 78.7 22.3 20.6
Level of Service D D D D D D C E C C
Approach Delay (s) 49.5 41.7 28.6 26.5
Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 33.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.6 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 5 948 0 10 1 302 220 22 1056 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 5 948 0 10 1 302 220 22 1056 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 5 1030 0 11 1 328 239 24 1148 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 71 0 0 0 147 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 525 445 0 1 328 92 24 1148 0
Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 0.9 51.4 51.4 1.0 50.0 50.0 4.4 53.4
Effective Green, g (s) 0.9 51.4 51.4 1.0 50.0 50.0 4.4 53.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.40 0.40 0.01 0.38 0.38 0.03 0.41
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 11 671 671 13 1374 615 60 1468
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.31 0.26 0.00 0.09 c0.01 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.78 0.66 0.08 0.24 0.15 0.40 0.78
Uniform Delay, d1 64.1 34.4 32.2 64.0 27.1 26.1 61.5 33.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 5.5 1.9 0.9 0.4 0.5 1.6 4.2
Delay (s) 64.1 39.9 34.1 65.0 27.5 26.6 63.1 37.5
Level of Service E D C E C C E D
Approach Delay (s) 64.1 37.0 27.2 38.0
Approach LOS E D C D


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 35.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.6
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 387 113 439
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 391 114 443
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 34 32 276
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 112 687 149
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.0 4.2 11.3
Approach LOS A A B


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 391 114 443
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 1092 1094 857
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.990 0.988 0.991
Flow Entry, veh/h 387 113 439
Cap Entry, veh/h 1081 1082 850
V/C Ratio 0.358 0.104 0.517
Control Delay, s/veh 7.0 4.2 11.3
LOS A A B
95th %tile Queue, veh 2 0 3
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.3
 


Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Traffic Vol, veh/h 142 0 50 29 0 133
Future Vol, veh/h 142 0 50 29 0 133
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 154 0 54 32 0 145
 


Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 215 70 0 0 86 0
          Stage 1 70 - - - - -
          Stage 2 145 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.41 6.21 - - 4.11 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.41 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.41 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.509 3.309 - - 2.209 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 775 996 - - 1517 -
          Stage 1 955 - - - - -
          Stage 2 885 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 775 996 - - 1517 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 775 - - - - -
          Stage 1 955 - - - - -
          Stage 2 885 - - - - -
 


Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.8 0 0
HCM LOS B
 


Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 775 - 1517 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.199 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.8 0 0 -
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.7 - 0 -
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 360 245 204
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 363 247 206
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 225 39 229
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 61 396 359
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 8.7 5.5 6.4
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 363 247 206
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 902 1087 899
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.992 0.991 0.992
Flow Entry, veh/h 360 245 204
Cap Entry, veh/h 895 1077 891
V/C Ratio 0.402 0.227 0.229
Control Delay, s/veh 8.7 5.5 6.4
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 2 1 1
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 105 64 112 143 237 40 73 228 34 34 1158 464
Future Volume (vph) 105 64 112 143 237 40 73 228 34 34 1158 464
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1702 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1702 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 117 71 124 159 263 44 81 253 38 38 1287 516
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 60 0 0 0 36 0 8 0 0 0 218
Lane Group Flow (vph) 117 135 0 159 263 8 81 283 0 38 1287 298
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 17.0 9.3 19.4 19.4 7.4 57.4 3.6 53.6 53.6
Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 17.0 9.3 19.4 19.4 7.4 57.4 3.6 53.6 53.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.16 0.09 0.19 0.19 0.07 0.56 0.03 0.52 0.52
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 231 280 312 353 300 128 1947 62 1854 829
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.08 c0.05 c0.14 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.36
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.19
v/c Ratio 0.51 0.48 0.51 0.75 0.03 0.63 0.15 0.61 0.69 0.36
Uniform Delay, d1 46.6 39.2 44.8 39.6 34.2 46.6 11.1 49.2 18.7 14.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 1.3 1.3 8.3 0.0 9.8 0.2 16.6 2.2 1.2
Delay (s) 48.3 40.5 46.1 47.9 34.3 56.4 11.3 65.8 20.9 15.9
Level of Service D D D D C E B E C B
Approach Delay (s) 43.4 46.0 21.1 20.4
Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 26.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 103.3 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy


Movement EB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR L LTR L T T L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 37 145 1546 5 116 133 299 422 405
Average Queue (ft) 7 141 716 0 50 47 33 255 233
95th Queue (ft) 27 158 1302 3 104 113 132 378 357
Link Distance (ft) 299 3511 2073 2073 1041 1041
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 120 125 275
Storage Blk Time (%) 23 44 0 6
Queuing Penalty (veh) 110 210 0 1
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1 2 441 2 35 2 1222 870 38 448 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 1 2 441 2 35 2 1222 870 38 448 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1712 1698 1676 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1712 1698 1676 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1 2 464 2 37 2 1286 916 40 472 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 354 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 255 244 0 2 1286 562 40 472 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.1 26.7 26.7 1.2 92.0 92.0 6.9 97.7
Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 26.7 26.7 1.2 92.0 92.0 6.9 97.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.18 0.18 0.01 0.61 0.61 0.05 0.65
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 12 302 298 8 1753 970 82 2327
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.15 0.15 0.00 c0.45 c0.02 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.35
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.84 0.82 0.25 0.73 0.58 0.49 0.20
Uniform Delay, d1 73.9 59.6 59.3 74.0 20.4 17.4 69.8 10.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 18.3 15.1 5.9 2.8 2.5 1.7 0.2
Delay (s) 75.1 77.9 74.4 79.8 23.1 19.9 71.5 10.7
Level of Service E E E E C B E B
Approach Delay (s) 75.1 76.2 21.9 15.5
Approach LOS E E C B


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh10.4
Intersection LOS B


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 197 645 305
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 199 651 308
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 409 102 140
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 344 346 468
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.9 12.8 7.0
Approach LOS A B A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 199 651 308
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 751 1020 982
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.990 0.991 0.990
Flow Entry, veh/h 197 645 305
Cap Entry, veh/h 743 1011 973
V/C Ratio 0.265 0.638 0.314
Control Delay, s/veh 7.9 12.8 7.0
LOS A B A
95th %tile Queue, veh 1 5 1
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7
 


Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Traffic Vol, veh/h 68 0 152 138 0 99
Future Vol, veh/h 68 0 152 138 0 99
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 74 0 165 150 0 108
 


Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 348 240 0 0 315 0
          Stage 1 240 - - - - -
          Stage 2 108 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.41 6.21 - - 4.11 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.41 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.41 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.509 3.309 - - 2.209 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 651 801 - - 1251 -
          Stage 1 802 - - - - -
          Stage 2 919 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 651 801 - - 1251 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 651 - - - - -
          Stage 1 802 - - - - -
          Stage 2 919 - - - - -
 


Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.2 0 0
HCM LOS B
 


Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 651 - 1251 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.114 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 11.2 0 0 -
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.4 - 0 -
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB
Entry Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1
Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 122 368 345
Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 372 348
Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 215 132 56
Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 289 272 283
Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186
Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0
Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.3 7.7 6.7
Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left
Designated Moves LR TR LT
Assumed Moves LR TR LT
RT Channelized
Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000
Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193
Entry Flow, veh/h 124 372 348
Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 911 990 1068
Entry HV Adj Factor 0.984 0.989 0.991
Flow Entry, veh/h 122 368 345
Cap Entry, veh/h 897 979 1059
V/C Ratio 0.136 0.376 0.326
Control Delay, s/veh 5.3 7.7 6.7
LOS A A A
95th %tile Queue, veh 0 2 1
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 336 220 65 145 148 56 206 1244 145 76 440 234
Future Volume (vph) 336 220 65 145 148 56 206 1244 145 76 440 234
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1817 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1817 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 361 237 70 156 159 60 222 1338 156 82 473 252
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 0 49 0 7 0 0 0 157
Lane Group Flow (vph) 361 297 0 156 159 11 222 1487 0 82 473 95
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.1 22.0 9.2 18.1 18.1 17.3 51.2 5.0 38.9 38.9
Effective Green, g (s) 13.1 22.0 9.2 18.1 18.1 17.3 51.2 5.0 38.9 38.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.21 0.09 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.50 0.05 0.38 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 439 386 308 329 279 298 1741 86 1344 601
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.16 0.04 0.08 c0.12 c0.42 0.05 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.77 0.51 0.48 0.04 0.74 0.85 0.95 0.35 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 44.0 38.3 44.9 38.4 35.4 41.0 22.8 49.1 23.2 21.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.8 8.9 1.3 1.1 0.1 9.7 5.6 81.0 0.7 0.6
Delay (s) 55.8 47.2 46.2 39.6 35.5 50.6 28.4 130.1 23.9 21.9
Level of Service E D D D D D C F C C
Approach Delay (s) 51.9 41.7 31.3 34.1
Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 103.4 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group







Queuing and Blocking Report
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Intersection: 1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy


Movement EB WB WB NB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR L LTR L T T R L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 145 612 16 414 451 405 88 180 159
Average Queue (ft) 4 131 320 1 153 165 39 36 65 39
95th Queue (ft) 21 164 543 7 318 330 182 76 125 92
Link Distance (ft) 299 3511 2073 2073 1041 1041
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 120 125 380 275
Storage Blk Time (%) 20 53 10 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 52 116 0 2 0
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YOUR QUESTIONS ANSWERED QUICKLY 


Why did you perform this study? 


This Traffic Impact Study evaluates the potential traffic impacts associated with construction of the 
proposed Miramonte-Andelin project which consists of Miramonte Phase 5 (73 lots) and eighteen (18) 
additional lots in Phase 6.  


What does the project consist of? 


The proposed project consists of up to 91 single family residential units.  


How much traffic will the project generate? 


The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 866 daily trips, 68 AM peak hour trips, and 91 
PM peak hour trips.  


Are there any traffic impacts? 


All the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable level of service conditions under the 
“Plus Project” scenario with the left-turn lengthening improvements conditioned at Los Altos (south) / 
Vista Boulevard with the Miramonte Townhome (Phase 8) project.  


The project is estimated to create an additional 866 daily trips of which 520 daily trips will travel south of 
Belmar Drive to/from Vista Boulevard. Los Altos Parkway from Belmar Drive to Vista Boulevard (existing 
two-lane facility) is anticipated to operate at LOS “D” in the build-out analysis, with or without the addition 
of the project traffic. The total Miramonte buildout is not expected to surpass the 2035 RTP threshold 
triggering a four-lane facility (17,500 ADT) or the 2040 RTP threshold of LOS D equating to 0.90 volume to 
capacity ratio. Therefore, widening of Los Altos Parkway is not necessary.  


The project’s contribution of Regional Road Impact Fees will mitigate the minor project effects on the 
overall roadway network. 


Are any traffic related improvements proposed? 


No project specific mitigations are proposed with the Miramonte-Andelin project since the analysis 
showed that the anticipated project traffic does not cause any significant impacts requiring mitigation.  
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INTRODUCTION 


This report presents the findings of a Traffic Impact Study completed to assess the potential traffic impacts 
on local intersections and roadway segments associated with construction of the Miramonte-Andelin 
development. This traffic impact study has been prepared to document existing traffic conditions, 
quantify traffic volumes generated by the proposed project, identify potential impacts, document 
findings, and make recommendations to mitigate impacts, if any are found. 


 Study Area and Evaluated Scenarios 


The project site is located generally northeast of Los Altos Parkway, on the extension of Skystone Drive, 
in Sparks, NV. The studied facilities were identified based on scoping conversations with City of Sparks 
staff. The project location and the study intersections are shown in Figure 1 and the site plan is provided 
in Figure 2. The following intersections are included in this study: 


• Vista Boulevard (north) / Los Altos Parkway 
• Vista Boulevard (south) / Los Altos Parkway 
• Los Altos Parkway / Vista Heights Drive (roundabout) 
• Los Altos Parkway / Belmar Drive (roundabout) 


 
This study includes analysis of the both the weekday AM and PM peak hours as these are the periods of 
time in which peak traffic is anticipated to occur. The study also includes analysis of the AM off-peak hour, 
between 9:30 AM and 10:30 AM which occurs after the school peak time period. The evaluated 
development scenarios are:  


• Background Conditions 
• Background Plus Project Conditions 


The following roadway segments were also analyzed in a full build-out scenario: 


• Los Altos Parkway (between Belmar Drive and Vista Boulevard) 
 


Analysis Methodology 


Level of service (LOS) is a term commonly used by transportation practitioners to measure and describe 
the operational characteristics of intersections, roadway segments, and other facilities.  This term equates 
seconds of delay per vehicle at intersections to letter grades “A” through “F” with “A” representing 
optimum conditions and “F” representing breakdown or over capacity flows.  The complete methodology 
is established in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 2010, published by the Transportation Research 
Board. 
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Signalized and Un-signalized Intersections 


Table 1 presents the delay thresholds for each level of service grade at un-signalized and signalized 
intersections. 


Table 1: Level of Service Definition for Intersections 


 
Level of 
Service 


 
Brief Description 


Un-signalized 
Intersections 


(average delay/vehicle 
in seconds) 


Signalized 
Intersections 


(average delay/vehicle 
in seconds) 


A Free flow conditions. < 10 < 10 
B Stable conditions with some 


affect from other vehicles. 
10 to 15 10 to 20 


C Stable conditions with 
significant affect from other 
vehicles. 


15 to 25 20 to 35 


D High density traffic conditions 
still with stable flow. 


25 to 35 35 to 55 


E At or near capacity flows. 35 to 50 55 to 80 
F Over capacity conditions. >  50 > 80 


Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (2010), Chapters 16 and 17 


Level of service calculations were performed for the study intersections using the Synchro 9 software 
suite, with analysis and results reported in accordance with HCM methodology. 
 
Roadway Segments 


Table 2 shows the level of service thresholds for roadway segments as established in the Washoe County 
2035 Regional Transportation Plan (2035 RTP) and Table 3 shows the level of service thresholds from the 
2040 RTP. The daily traffic volumes were compared to the thresholds shown in Table 2 and Table 3 to 
determine roadway segment level of service.    


Level of Service Policy 


The 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (2040 RTP) establishes level of service criteria for regional roadway 
facilities within Washoe County, the City of Reno, and the City of Sparks.  The current Level of Service 
policy is: 


• “All regional roadway facilities projected to carry less than 27,000 ADT at the latest RTP horizon – 
LOS D or better.” 


• “All regional roadway facilities projected to carry 27,000 ADT or more at the latest RTP horizon – 
LOS E or better.” 


• “All intersections shall be designed to provide a level of service consistent with maintaining the 
policy level of service of the intersecting roadways”. 
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According to the Nevada Department of Transportation’s 2015 AADT data and recent traffic counts, the 
average daily volumes on the study roadways are less than 27,000 ADT. Hence, the level of service 
threshold specific to the study roadways and intersections is LOS “D”. 


Table 2:  Average Daily Traffic LOS Thresholds by Facility Type for Roadway Planning 


Facility Type Maximum Service Flow Rate (daily for given service level) 


Number of 
Lanes LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 


Freeway 
4 ≤ 28,600 42,700 63,500 80,000 90,200 
6 ≤ 38,300 61,200 91,100 114,000 135,300 
8 51,100 81,500 121,400 153,200 180,400 


10 63,800 101,900 151,800 191,500 225,500 


Arterial-High Access Control 
2 n/a 9,400 17,300 19,200 20,300 
4 n/a 20,400 36,100 38,400 40,600 
6 n/a 31,600 54,700 57,600 60,900 
8 n/a 42,500 73,200 76,800 81,300 


Arterial-Moderate Access Control 


2 n/a 5,500 14,800 17,500 18,600 


4 n/a 12,000 32,200 35,200 36,900 
6 n/a 18,800 49,600 52,900 55,400 
8 n/a 25,600 66,800 70,600 73,900 


Arterial/Collector-Low Access Control 
2 n/a n/a 6,900 13,400 15,100 
4 n/a n/a 15,700 28,400 30,200 
6 n/a n/a 24,800 43,100 45,400 
8 n/a n/a 34,000 57,600 60,600 


Arterial/Collector-Ultra-Low Access Control 
2 n/a n/a 6,500 13,300 14,200 
4 n/a n/a 15,300 27,300 28,600 
6 n/a n/a 24,100 41,200 43,000 
8 n/a n/a 33,300 55,200 57,400 


Source: Washoe County 2035 RTP Table 3-4. 


Note that the upper volume limit for Level of Service “D” on a two-lane Moderate Access Control 
Arterial is 17,500 ADT. Above this volume, a four-lane roadway would be needed to achieve policy LOS. 
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Table 3:  Volume to Capacity LOS Thresholds for Roadway Segments 


LOS V/C 


A 0.00 to 0.60 


B 0.61 to 0.70 


C 0.71 to 0.80 


D 0.81 to 0.90 


E 0.91 to 1.00 


F Greater than 1.00 


Note that the volume to capacity threshold for Level of Service “D” on any roadway is 0.90.  


EXISTING TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 


Roadway Facilities 


A brief description of the key roadways in the study area is provided below. 


Vista Boulevard within the study area is a four-lane north-south roadway with two lanes in each direction. 
It is classified as a “Medium Access Control Arterial” in the 2040 RTP. The posted speed limit is 40 mph in 
the study area. 


Los Altos Parkway is a two-lane roadway with one lane in each direction. It is classified as a “Medium 
Access Control Arterial” in the 2040 RTP. The posted speed limit is 35 mph. 


Belmar Drive is a two-lane roadway that serves as one of the main access roadways to the project. It is 
classified as a “Low Access Control Collector” in the 2040 RTP. 


Vista Heights Drive is a two-lane roadway east of Los Altos Parkway that would serve as a primary entry 
route to the project. The posted speed limit is 25 mph. 


Alternate Travel Modes 


There are currently sidewalks along the east side of Los Altos Parkway south of Goodwin Road, the west 
side of Los Altos Parkway north of Goodwin Road, both sides of Belmar Drive, both sides of Vista Heights 
Drive, and both sides of Vista Boulevard. Dedicated bike lanes exist in both directions on Los Altos Parkway 
and Vista Boulevard. The project site will be adequately served with bicycle and pedestrian facilities so 
long as sidewalk facilities are constructed on new roadways per the applicable Miramonte PUD Handbook 
and City of Sparks standards. 
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BACKGROUND CONDITIONS 


Background Traffic Volumes 


Background intersection traffic volumes were obtained by adding all of the following: 


• Existing Traffic Volumes 
• Miramonte Townhomes (448 units) 
• Vista Village Townhomes (108 units) – pending approval 
• 174 approved but unbuilt single family residential units (Locations shown in Appendix A) 


The existing lane configurations and intersection controls are shown in Figure 3 and the background 
intersection traffic volumes are shown on Figure 4, attached. 


Intersection Level of Service 


Level of service calculations were performed using the background traffic volumes, existing lane 
configurations, and existing traffic controls but with lengthening of the inside left-turn lane on Los Altos 
Parkway (south) approaching Vista Boulevard as conditioned by the Miramonte Townhomes project. The 
results are presented in Table 4 and the calculation sheets are provided in Appendix B, attached. 


Table 4: Background Conditions Intersection Level of Service Summary 


Intersection Control 
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak 


Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Signal 36.5 D 29.6 C 30.2 C 
Los Altos Pkwy/Belmar Dr Roundabout 9.4 A 7.5 A 11.3 B 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Heights Dr Roundabout 7.5 A 5.1 A 7.5 A 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (north) Signal 27.8 C 21.6 C 38.5 D 


As shown in Table 4, all the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS conditions. 


PROJECT GENERATED TRAFFIC 


Project Description 


The project site is located on the extension of Skystone Drive, northeast of Vista Heights Drive. Figure 2, 
attached, shows the lots included in this study. The overall Miramonte Phasing Plan is provided in 
Appendix C.  The proposed project consists of 91 single family homes. 
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Trip Generation 


Trip generation rates for the proposed project were obtained from the Trip Generation Manual, 9th 
Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Table 5 provides the Daily, AM peak hour 
and PM peak hour trip generation calculation details for the proposed project.   


Table 5: Trip Generation Estimates 


ITE Land Use (#) Size 
(units) Daily 


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 


Single Family Residential Units (210) 91 866 68 17 51 91 57 34 


As shown in Table 5, the proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 866 daily trips, 68 AM peak 
hour trips, and 91 PM peak hour trips. The ITE trip generation manual does not provide any guidance 
regarding off-peak trip generation. Hence, as a conservative estimate, the AM off-peak trip generation 
was assumed to be same as the AM peak hour trip generation. Realistically, the AM off-peak trip 
generation should be considerably lower than the AM peak hour trip generation. 


Project Access 


Access to the project site will be provided via Skystone Drive that will connect through Phase 3 of the 
Miramonte development. Project traffic will then travel southwest to Los Altos Parkway via Vista Heights 
Drive. Some residents may utilize other internal roadways and Belmar Drive as an alternate route to Los 
Altos Parkway (south). 


Trip Distribution and Assignment 


Traffic generated by the project was distributed to the road network based on the location of the project 
site, major activity centers, the access connection points to arterial roadways, and discussions with City 
of Sparks staff.  


The following trip distribution percentages were used for distributing the project traffic: 


• 60% to/from the south via Vista Boulevard 
• 10% to/from the north via Vista Boulevard 
• 30% to/from the west via Los Altos Parkway 


Project generated trips were assigned to the adjacent roadway system based on the distributions outlined 
above. The project trip assignment is shown on Figure 5, attached.   
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EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 


Traffic Volumes 


Plus project traffic volumes were developed by adding the project generated trips (Figure 5) to the 
background traffic volumes (Figure 4) and are shown on Figure 6, attached.  The “Plus Project” condition 
Peak Hour Factors (PHF) and travel patterns were assumed to remain the same as were observed under 
existing conditions. 


Intersection Level of Service Analysis 


Table 6 presents the level of service analysis summary for the “Plus Project” scenario assuming the existing 
intersection configurations but with lengthening of the inside left-turn lane on Los Altos Parkway (south) 
approaching Vista Boulevard as conditioned with the Miramonte Townhomes project.  Detailed 
calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D, attached.  


Table 6: Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Summary 


Intersection Control 
AM Peak AM Off-Peak PM Peak 


Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (south) Signal 38.1 D 30.4 C 31.1 C 
Los Altos Pkwy/Belmar Dr Roundabout 10.2 B 7.9 A 12.3 B 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Heights Dr Roundabout 8.3 A 5.4 A 8.2 A 
Los Altos Pkwy/Vista Blvd (north) Signal 28.6 C 22.1 C 40.6 D 
 
All the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS conditions even with the addition 
of the project traffic. During all three study periods, the increase in average delay does not exceed 2 
seconds per vehicle at any study intersection.  


FULL BUILD-OUT ROADWAY ANALYSIS 


New existing daily roadway volumes on Los Altos Parkway were collected using pneumatic tube counters 
on two typical mid-week days in August 2017 with school in session.  The counters were placed on Los 
Altos Pkwy (south) between the Desert Highland Mini Storage and Silver Bear Swim School, as shown on 
Figure 1. The existing ADT on Los Altos Pkwy during the study period was 11,078 vehicles per day. 
Roadway volume summary reports are attached in Appendix E. 


However, traffic volumes in the broader study area are anticipated to increase in the future as approved 
development is completed in The Vistas and Miramonte developments. The full build-out scenario 
includes the following: 
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• Existing daily roadway volumes 
• All approved but unbuilt lots within The Vistas and Miramonte developments (174 single family 


homes) 
• Miramonte Phases 5-7 (372 single family homes) 
• Miramonte Phase 8 (448 Townhomes) 
• Sierra View Townhomes (Approximately 45 Townhomes) 
• Vista Village (up to 108 townhomes) – pending approval 


In total there are 546 single family homes (including the project) and potentially 601 townhomes that are 
planned to be constructed within the study area. Traffic from the future developments will follow the 
same distribution as previously described in this report; 60% of vehicle trips will travel on Los Altos 
Parkway (south). Table 7 shows the added daily trip generation of the un-built units that will travel on Los 
Altos Pkwy (south) to/from Vista Boulevard. 


Table 7: Future Additional Daily Trip Generation on Los Altos Parkway (south) 


 


 


 


 


 


As shown in Table 7, the approved and anticipated units within the study area will create approximately 
5,215 additional trips on Los Altos Parkway between Belmar Drive and Vista Boulevard. With the exception 
of what is noted above, very little additional traffic volume growth is anticipated to occur on Los Altos 
Parkway. Hence, no additional growth rates were applied for the full build-out roadway segment analysis 
as discussed and agreed with City of Sparks staff. 


The build-out roadway traffic volumes were obtained by adding the future traffic generated by units in 
The Vistas and Miramonte developments (5,215 daily trips) as shown in Table 7 to the recently counted 
existing roadway volumes (11,078 daily trips).  


Table 8 summarizes the full build-out roadway segment level of service analysis. 


Table 8: Full Build-out Road Segment Level of Service Summary 


Type Segment # Lanes Daily Volume LOS 


MAC Los Altos Parkway  
(Belmar Dr to Vista Blvd) 2 16,293 D 


Development # of units ADT 
Approved but Unbuilt Single Family Units 174 994 
Miramonte Single Family Homes (Phases 5-7) 372 2,125 
Miramonte Townhomes (Phase 8) 448 1,562 
Vista Village Townhomes 108 376 
Sierra View Townhomes 45 158 


Total 1,147 5,215 
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As shown in Table 8, Los Altos Parkway between Belmar Drive and Vista Boulevard is anticipated to 
operate at acceptable LOS conditions (LOS “D”) in the full build-out analysis. The buildout volume is less 
than the threshold volume (17,500 ADT) that would require widening to a four-lane facility. Additionally, 
the full build-out roadway peak hour volume will approximately be 1,129 vehicles per hour and the 
capacity of the roadway is 1,705 vehicles per hour. Thus, the volume to capacity ratio will be 0.66 (LOS 
“B”) under the full build-out scenario. 


CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 


The following is a list of our key findings and recommendations: 


Project Trips: The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 866 daily trips, 68 AM peak hour 
trips, and 91 PM peak hour trips. The ITE trip generation manual does not provide any guidance regarding 
off-peak trip generation. Hence, as a conservative estimate, the AM off-peak trip generation was assumed 
to be the same as the trip generation during the AM peak hour. 


Project Access: Access to the project site will be provided via Skystone Drive that will connect through 
Phase 3 of the Miramonte development area. Some residents can be expected to use other internal 
roadways and Belmar Drive to/from Los Altos Parkway (south). 


Background Level of Service: All the study intersections operate at acceptable levels of service during 
both the AM and PM peak hours, and the AM off-peak hour.  


Plus Project Level of Service:  With the addition of the project traffic, all the study intersections are 
anticipated to operate at acceptable Level of Service (LOS) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, 
and the AM off-peak hour. No notable impacts were identified. 


Build-out Roadway Level of Service: Los Altos Parkway between Belmar Drive and Vista Boulevard is 
anticipated to operate at LOS “D” or better under build-out conditions with two travel lanes. The build-
out volume is below the 2035 RTP threshold value for widening to four lanes and meets acceptable volume 
to capacity ratio standards (LOS “B”) as required by the 2040 RTP. The roadway segment LOS is anticipated 
to be the same with or without the Miramonte-Andelin project.  


Regional Road Impact Fees:  The project’s contribution of standard Regional Road Impact Fees will 
mitigate the minor project effects on the overall roadway network. 
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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Figure 6


NO SCALE Background Plus Project Traffic Volumes
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Appendix A 


Locations of Approved but Unbuilt Lots 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Baseline


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy (south) AM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 5 980 0 10 1 302 228 22 1056 0


Future Volume (vph) 0 0 5 980 0 10 1 302 228 22 1056 0


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95


Frt 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00


Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574


Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 1627 1698 1698 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92


Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 5 1065 0 11 1 328 248 24 1148 0


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 69 0 0 0 158 0 0 0


Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 543 464 0 1 328 90 24 1148 0


Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA


Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 2


Actuated Green, G (s) 0.9 54.2 54.2 1.0 47.2 47.2 4.4 50.6


Effective Green, g (s) 0.9 54.2 54.2 1.0 47.2 47.2 4.4 50.6


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.42 0.42 0.01 0.36 0.36 0.03 0.39


Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 11 707 707 13 1297 580 60 1391


v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.32 0.27 0.00 0.09 c0.01 c0.32


v/s Ratio Perm 0.06


v/c Ratio 0.00 0.77 0.66 0.08 0.25 0.16 0.40 0.83


Uniform Delay, d1 64.1 32.5 30.4 64.0 29.0 27.9 61.5 35.7


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 4.5 1.7 0.9 0.5 0.6 1.6 5.7


Delay (s) 64.1 37.0 32.1 65.0 29.5 28.5 63.1 41.4


Level of Service E D C E C C E D


Approach Delay (s) 64.1 34.6 29.1 41.9


Approach LOS E C C D


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3


Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.4% ICU Level of Service D


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout Baseline


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy AM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.4


Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 387 124 484


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 391 125 489


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 45 32 276


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 112 733 160


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 7.1 4.3 12.6


Approach LOS A A B


Lane Left Left Left


Designated Moves LR TR LT


Assumed Moves LR TR LT


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 391 125 489


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 1080 1094 857


Entry HV Adj Factor 0.990 0.988 0.991


Flow Entry, veh/h 387 124 484


Cap Entry, veh/h 1069 1082 849


V/C Ratio 0.362 0.114 0.570


Control Delay, s/veh 7.1 4.3 12.6


LOS A A B


95th %tile Queue, veh 2 0 4







HCM 2010 Roundabout Baseline


4: Vista Heights Dr & Los Altos Pkwy AM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.5


Intersection LOS A


Approach EB WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 42 379 253 211


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 42 382 255 213


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 449 247 59 245


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 9 67 432 384


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 5.6 9.4 5.7 6.6


Approach LOS A A A A


Lane Left Left Left Left


Designated Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


Assumed Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 42 382 255 213


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 721 883 1065 884


Entry HV Adj Factor 1.000 0.992 0.991 0.992


Flow Entry, veh/h 42 379 253 211


Cap Entry, veh/h 721 876 1056 878


V/C Ratio 0.058 0.433 0.239 0.241


Control Delay, s/veh 5.6 9.4 5.7 6.6


LOS A A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 0 2 1 1







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Baseline


5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy (north) AM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 105 68 112 143 253 46 73 228 34 36 1158 464


Future Volume (vph) 105 68 112 143 253 46 73 228 34 36 1158 464


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00


Frt 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85


Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1706 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1706 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90


Adj. Flow (vph) 117 76 124 159 281 51 81 253 38 40 1287 516


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 55 0 0 0 41 0 8 0 0 0 212


Lane Group Flow (vph) 117 145 0 159 281 10 81 283 0 40 1287 304


Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm


Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 8 6


Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 18.3 9.3 20.7 20.7 7.4 57.5 3.6 53.7 53.7


Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 18.3 9.3 20.7 20.7 7.4 57.5 3.6 53.7 53.7


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.17 0.09 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.55 0.03 0.51 0.51


Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 228 298 307 371 316 126 1924 61 1833 820


v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.08 c0.05 c0.15 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.36


v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.19


v/c Ratio 0.51 0.49 0.52 0.76 0.03 0.64 0.15 0.66 0.70 0.37


Uniform Delay, d1 47.3 39.0 45.6 39.6 33.9 47.4 11.6 49.9 19.4 15.3


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 1.9 1.2 1.5 8.6 0.0 10.7 0.2 22.6 2.3 1.3


Delay (s) 49.2 40.2 47.0 48.2 34.0 58.1 11.7 72.5 21.7 16.6


Level of Service D D D D C E B E C B


Approach Delay (s) 43.5 46.3 21.8 21.4


Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 27.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 104.7 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0


Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.0% ICU Level of Service C


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte Phase 5  08/15/2017 Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 4 3 2 451 5 27 1 295 201 20 414 2


Future Volume (vph) 4 3 2 451 5 27 1 295 201 20 414 2


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95


Frt 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00


Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 1785 1698 1684 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572


Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 1785 1698 1684 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92


Adj. Flow (vph) 4 3 2 490 5 29 1 321 218 22 450 2


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 91 0 0 0


Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 7 0 265 254 0 1 321 127 22 452 0


Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0


Turn Type Split NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA


Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 2


Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 25.6 25.6 1.1 75.5 75.5 4.3 78.7


Effective Green, g (s) 1.3 25.6 25.6 1.1 75.5 75.5 4.3 78.7


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.20 0.20 0.01 0.58 0.58 0.03 0.61


Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 17 334 331 9 1660 919 59 2162


v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.16 0.15 0.00 0.11 c0.01 c0.13


v/s Ratio Perm 0.08


v/c Ratio 0.41 0.79 0.77 0.11 0.19 0.14 0.37 0.21


Uniform Delay, d1 64.0 49.7 49.4 64.0 12.9 12.4 61.5 11.6


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 11.4 9.3 2.0 0.3 0.3 1.4 0.2


Delay (s) 69.8 61.1 58.6 66.0 13.1 12.7 63.0 11.8


Level of Service E E E E B B E B


Approach Delay (s) 69.8 59.9 13.1 14.2


Approach LOS E E B B


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3


Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.8% ICU Level of Service A


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte Phase 5  08/15/2017 Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 2


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.5


Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 314 211 393


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 317 213 397


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 140 32 213


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 105 578 244


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 7.1 5.1 9.2


Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left


Designated Moves LR TR LT


Assumed Moves LR TR LT


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 317 213 397


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 982 1094 913


Entry HV Adj Factor 0.991 0.989 0.991


Flow Entry, veh/h 314 211 393


Cap Entry, veh/h 972 1082 905


V/C Ratio 0.323 0.195 0.435


Control Delay, s/veh 7.1 5.1 9.2


LOS A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 1 1 2







HCM 2010 Roundabout


4: Vista Heights Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte Phase 5  08/15/2017 Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 3


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.1


Intersection LOS A


Approach EB WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 42 138 217 124


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 42 140 219 125


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 184 212 63 68


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 9 70 163 284


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 4.2 5.5 5.3 4.5


Approach LOS A A A A


Lane Left Left Left Left


Designated Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


Assumed Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 42 140 219 125


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 940 914 1061 1056


Entry HV Adj Factor 1.000 0.986 0.991 0.994


Flow Entry, veh/h 42 138 217 124


Cap Entry, veh/h 940 901 1052 1049


V/C Ratio 0.045 0.153 0.206 0.118


Control Delay, s/veh 4.2 5.5 5.3 4.5


LOS A A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 0 1 1 0







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis


5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte Phase 5  08/15/2017 Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 4


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 143 83 63 61 182 46 85 234 35 33 534 245


Future Volume (vph) 143 83 63 61 182 46 85 234 35 33 534 245


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00


Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85


Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1759 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1759 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93


Adj. Flow (vph) 154 89 68 66 196 49 91 252 38 35 574 263


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 34 0 0 0 40 0 10 0 0 0 152


Lane Group Flow (vph) 154 123 0 66 196 9 91 280 0 35 574 111


Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm


Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 8 6


Actuated Green, G (s) 7.7 17.3 4.4 14.0 14.0 7.1 36.3 3.5 32.7 32.7


Effective Green, g (s) 7.7 17.3 4.4 14.0 14.0 7.1 36.3 3.5 32.7 32.7


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.22 0.06 0.18 0.18 0.09 0.47 0.05 0.42 0.42


Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 344 392 196 339 288 163 1641 80 1507 674


v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.07 0.02 c0.10 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.16


v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.07


v/c Ratio 0.45 0.31 0.34 0.58 0.03 0.56 0.17 0.44 0.38 0.16


Uniform Delay, d1 32.9 25.1 35.1 29.0 26.2 33.7 11.9 36.0 15.4 13.9


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.5 1.0 2.4 0.0 4.1 0.2 3.8 0.7 0.5


Delay (s) 33.8 25.6 36.2 31.4 26.2 37.8 12.1 39.8 16.2 14.4


Level of Service C C D C C D B D B B


Approach Delay (s) 29.7 31.6 18.3 16.6


Approach LOS C C B B


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 77.5 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0


Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.5% ICU Level of Service A


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Baseline


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy (south) PM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1 2 458 2 35 2 1222 903 38 448 0


Future Volume (vph) 0 1 2 458 2 35 2 1222 903 38 448 0


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95


Frt 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00


Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 1712 1698 1678 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574


Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 1712 1698 1678 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95


Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1 2 482 2 37 2 1286 951 40 472 0


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 371 0 0 0


Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 260 257 0 2 1286 580 40 472 0


Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0


Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA


Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 2


Actuated Green, G (s) 1.1 27.2 27.2 1.2 91.5 91.5 6.9 97.2


Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 27.2 27.2 1.2 91.5 91.5 6.9 97.2


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.18 0.18 0.01 0.61 0.61 0.05 0.65


Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 12 307 304 8 1743 965 82 2315


v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.15 0.15 0.00 c0.45 c0.02 0.13


v/s Ratio Perm 0.37


v/c Ratio 0.08 0.85 0.85 0.25 0.74 0.60 0.49 0.20


Uniform Delay, d1 73.9 59.4 59.4 74.0 20.7 18.0 69.8 10.7


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 18.3 18.2 5.9 2.8 2.8 1.7 0.2


Delay (s) 75.1 77.6 77.6 79.8 23.6 20.8 71.5 10.9


Level of Service E E E E C C E B


Approach Delay (s) 75.1 77.6 22.4 15.6


Approach LOS E E C B


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 30.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3


Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.8% ICU Level of Service D


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout Baseline


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy PM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 11.3


Intersection LOS B


Approach WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 197 684 325


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 199 690 328


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 448 102 140


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 344 366 507


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 8.3 14.0 7.2


Approach LOS A B A


Lane Left Left Left


Designated Moves LR TR LT


Assumed Moves LR TR LT


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 199 690 328


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 722 1020 982


Entry HV Adj Factor 0.990 0.991 0.990


Flow Entry, veh/h 197 684 325


Cap Entry, veh/h 714 1011 973


V/C Ratio 0.276 0.676 0.334


Control Delay, s/veh 8.3 14.0 7.2


LOS A B A


95th %tile Queue, veh 1 6 1







HCM 2010 Roundabout Baseline


4: Vista Heights Dr & Los Altos Pkwy PM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.5


Intersection LOS A


Approach EB WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 21 133 405 368


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 21 135 409 371


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 418 249 148 88


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 41 308 291 296


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 5.1 5.7 8.5 7.2


Approach LOS A A A A


Lane Left Left Left Left


Designated Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


Assumed Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 21 135 409 371


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 744 881 974 1035


Entry HV Adj Factor 1.000 0.985 0.990 0.992


Flow Entry, veh/h 21 133 405 368


Cap Entry, veh/h 744 868 965 1026


V/C Ratio 0.028 0.153 0.420 0.359


Control Delay, s/veh 5.1 5.7 8.5 7.2


LOS A A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 0 1 2 2







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Baseline


5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy (north) PM Peak


Miramonte Phase 5


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 336 236 65 145 157 59 206 1244 145 81 440 234


Future Volume (vph) 336 236 65 145 157 59 206 1244 145 81 440 234


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00


Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85


Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1820 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599


Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1820 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93


Adj. Flow (vph) 361 254 70 156 169 63 222 1338 156 87 473 252


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 51 0 7 0 0 0 158


Lane Group Flow (vph) 361 315 0 156 169 12 222 1487 0 87 473 94


Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm


Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 8 6


Actuated Green, G (s) 13.1 23.1 9.2 19.2 19.2 17.4 51.2 5.0 38.8 38.8


Effective Green, g (s) 13.1 23.1 9.2 19.2 19.2 17.4 51.2 5.0 38.8 38.8


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.22 0.09 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.49 0.05 0.37 0.37


Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 434 402 305 345 293 297 1723 85 1326 593


v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.17 0.04 0.09 0.12 c0.42 c0.05 0.13


v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.06


v/c Ratio 0.83 0.78 0.51 0.49 0.04 0.75 0.86 1.02 0.36 0.16


Uniform Delay, d1 44.6 38.3 45.5 38.3 35.1 41.5 23.6 49.8 23.8 21.9


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 12.8 9.6 1.4 1.1 0.1 9.8 6.0 104.2 0.8 0.6


Delay (s) 57.4 47.9 47.0 39.4 35.1 51.3 29.6 153.9 24.6 22.5


Level of Service E D D D D D C F C C


Approach Delay (s) 52.9 41.7 32.4 37.8


Approach LOS D D C D


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 104.5 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0


Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.4% ICU Level of Service D


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







 


 
Appendix C 


Miramonte Phasing Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











 


 
Appendix D 


Plus Project Conditions LOS Calculations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Plus Project


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy (south) AM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 5 1011 0 10 1 302 238 22 1056 0


Future Volume (vph) 0 0 5 1011 0 10 1 302 238 22 1056 0


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95


Frt 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00


Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 1627 1698 1699 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574


Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 1627 1698 1699 1787 3574 1599 1787 3574


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92


Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 5 1099 0 11 1 328 259 24 1148 0


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 66 0 0 0 171 0 0 0


Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 560 484 0 1 328 88 24 1148 0


Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA


Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 2


Actuated Green, G (s) 0.9 57.0 57.0 1.0 44.4 44.4 4.4 47.8


Effective Green, g (s) 0.9 57.0 57.0 1.0 44.4 44.4 4.4 47.8


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.44 0.44 0.01 0.34 0.34 0.03 0.37


Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 11 744 744 13 1220 546 60 1314


v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.33 0.28 0.00 0.09 c0.01 c0.32


v/s Ratio Perm 0.06


v/c Ratio 0.00 0.75 0.65 0.08 0.27 0.16 0.40 0.87


Uniform Delay, d1 64.1 30.6 28.7 64.0 31.0 29.8 61.5 38.3


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 3.8 1.6 0.9 0.5 0.6 1.6 8.3


Delay (s) 64.1 34.4 30.2 65.0 31.6 30.5 63.1 46.6


Level of Service E C C E C C E D


Approach Delay (s) 64.1 32.4 31.1 46.9


Approach LOS E C C D


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3


Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.3% ICU Level of Service D


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout Plus Project


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy AM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 10.2


Intersection LOS B


Approach WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 399 152 517


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 403 154 522


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 57 32 288


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 129 778 172


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 7.3 4.6 14.0


Approach LOS A A B


Lane Left Left Left


Designated Moves LR TR LT


Assumed Moves LR TR LT


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 403 154 522


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 1067 1094 847


Entry HV Adj Factor 0.990 0.990 0.991


Flow Entry, veh/h 399 152 517


Cap Entry, veh/h 1057 1083 839


V/C Ratio 0.378 0.141 0.616


Control Delay, s/veh 7.3 4.6 14.0


LOS A A B


95th %tile Queue, veh 2 0 4







HCM 2010 Roundabout Plus Project


4: Vista Heights Dr & Los Altos Pkwy AM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.3


Intersection LOS A


Approach EB WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 42 433 263 220


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 42 438 265 223


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 489 247 69 275


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 9 87 462 410


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 5.8 10.6 5.9 7.0


Approach LOS A B A A


Lane Left Left Left Left


Designated Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


Assumed Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 42 438 265 223


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 693 883 1055 858


Entry HV Adj Factor 1.000 0.989 0.992 0.988


Flow Entry, veh/h 42 433 263 220


Cap Entry, veh/h 693 873 1046 848


V/C Ratio 0.061 0.496 0.251 0.260


Control Delay, s/veh 5.8 10.6 5.9 7.0


LOS A B A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 0 3 1 1







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Plus Project


5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy (north) AM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 105 73 112 143 268 51 73 228 34 38 1158 464


Future Volume (vph) 105 73 112 143 268 51 73 228 34 38 1158 464


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00


Frt 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85


Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1711 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1711 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90


Adj. Flow (vph) 117 81 124 159 298 57 81 253 38 42 1287 516


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 51 0 0 0 45 0 8 0 0 0 206


Lane Group Flow (vph) 117 154 0 159 298 12 81 283 0 42 1287 310


Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm


Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 8 6


Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 19.3 9.3 21.7 21.7 7.4 57.5 3.6 53.7 53.7


Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 19.3 9.3 21.7 21.7 7.4 57.5 3.6 53.7 53.7


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.18 0.09 0.21 0.21 0.07 0.54 0.03 0.51 0.51


Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 226 312 305 386 328 125 1906 60 1815 812


v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.09 c0.05 c0.16 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.36


v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.19


v/c Ratio 0.52 0.49 0.52 0.77 0.04 0.65 0.15 0.70 0.71 0.38


Uniform Delay, d1 47.8 38.8 46.1 39.7 33.6 47.9 12.0 50.5 20.0 15.9


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 1.2 1.6 9.2 0.0 11.0 0.2 30.0 2.4 1.4


Delay (s) 49.8 40.0 47.7 48.9 33.7 58.9 12.1 80.5 22.4 17.2


Level of Service D D D D C E B F C B


Approach Delay (s) 43.6 46.8 22.3 22.3


Approach LOS D D C C


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 105.7 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0


Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.8% ICU Level of Service C


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte-Andelin  08/15/2017 Plus Project AM-MID Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 1


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 4 3 2 482 5 27 1 295 211 20 414 2


Future Volume (vph) 4 3 2 482 5 27 1 295 211 20 414 2


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95


Frt 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00


Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 1785 1698 1685 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572


Flt Permitted 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 1785 1698 1685 1072 2859 1583 1787 3572


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92


Adj. Flow (vph) 4 3 2 524 5 29 1 321 229 22 450 2


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 98 0 0 0


Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 7 0 283 271 0 1 321 131 22 452 0


Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0


Turn Type Split NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA


Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 2


Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 27.0 27.0 1.1 74.1 74.1 4.3 77.3


Effective Green, g (s) 1.3 27.0 27.0 1.1 74.1 74.1 4.3 77.3


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.21 0.21 0.01 0.57 0.57 0.03 0.59


Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 17 352 349 9 1629 902 59 2123


v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.17 0.16 0.00 0.11 c0.01 c0.13


v/s Ratio Perm 0.08


v/c Ratio 0.41 0.80 0.78 0.11 0.20 0.14 0.37 0.21


Uniform Delay, d1 64.0 49.0 48.7 64.0 13.5 13.1 61.5 12.2


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 11.8 9.5 2.0 0.3 0.3 1.4 0.2


Delay (s) 69.8 60.8 58.2 66.0 13.8 13.4 63.0 12.5


Level of Service E E E E B B E B


Approach Delay (s) 69.8 59.5 13.7 14.8


Approach LOS E E B B


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 30.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3


Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.7% ICU Level of Service A


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte-Andelin  08/15/2017 Plus Project AM-MID Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 2


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.9


Intersection LOS A


Approach WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 323 222 420


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 326 224 424


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 149 32 222


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 107 614 253


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 7.3 5.2 9.8


Approach LOS A A A


Lane Left Left Left


Designated Moves LR TR LT


Assumed Moves LR TR LT


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 326 224 424


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 974 1094 905


Entry HV Adj Factor 0.991 0.989 0.991


Flow Entry, veh/h 323 222 420


Cap Entry, veh/h 964 1082 897


V/C Ratio 0.335 0.205 0.469


Control Delay, s/veh 7.3 5.2 9.8


LOS A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 1 1 3







HCM 2010 Roundabout


4: Vista Heights Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte-Andelin  08/15/2017 Plus Project AM-MID Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 3


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.4


Intersection LOS A


Approach EB WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 42 186 226 131


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 42 188 228 133


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 218 212 71 94


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 9 87 189 306


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 4.4 6.0 5.5 4.7


Approach LOS A A A A


Lane Left Left Left Left


Designated Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


Assumed Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 42 188 228 133


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 909 914 1052 1029


Entry HV Adj Factor 1.000 0.989 0.992 0.987


Flow Entry, veh/h 42 186 226 131


Cap Entry, veh/h 909 904 1044 1015


V/C Ratio 0.046 0.206 0.217 0.129


Control Delay, s/veh 4.4 6.0 5.5 4.7


LOS A A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 0 1 1 0







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis


5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy 08/24/2017


Miramonte-Andelin  08/15/2017 Plus Project AM-MID Synchro 9 Light Report


AM-MID Page 4


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 143 88 63 61 197 51 85 234 35 35 534 245


Future Volume (vph) 143 88 63 61 197 51 85 234 35 35 534 245


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00


Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85


Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1763 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1763 3467 1881 1599 1787 3504 1787 3574 1599


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93


Adj. Flow (vph) 154 95 68 66 212 55 91 252 38 38 574 263


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 0 45 0 10 0 0 0 153


Lane Group Flow (vph) 154 131 0 66 212 10 91 280 0 38 574 110


Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm


Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 8 6


Actuated Green, G (s) 7.7 18.1 4.4 14.8 14.8 7.1 36.3 3.5 32.7 32.7


Effective Green, g (s) 7.7 18.1 4.4 14.8 14.8 7.1 36.3 3.5 32.7 32.7


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.23 0.06 0.19 0.19 0.09 0.46 0.04 0.42 0.42


Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 340 407 194 355 302 162 1624 79 1492 667


v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.07 0.02 c0.11 c0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.16


v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.07


v/c Ratio 0.45 0.32 0.34 0.60 0.03 0.56 0.17 0.48 0.38 0.16


Uniform Delay, d1 33.3 25.0 35.6 29.0 25.9 34.1 12.2 36.5 15.8 14.3


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.5 1.0 2.7 0.0 4.4 0.2 4.6 0.8 0.5


Delay (s) 34.3 25.5 36.6 31.7 26.0 38.5 12.5 41.1 16.6 14.8


Level of Service C C D C C D B D B B


Approach Delay (s) 29.7 31.7 18.7 17.1


Approach LOS C C B B


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 78.3 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0


Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.3% ICU Level of Service A


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Plus Project


1: Vista Blvd & Los Altos Pkwy (south) PM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1 2 478 2 35 2 1222 937 38 448 0


Future Volume (vph) 0 1 2 478 2 35 2 1222 937 38 448 0


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95


Frt 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00


Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 1712 1698 1679 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574


Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 1712 1698 1679 1072 2859 1583 1787 3574


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95


Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1 2 503 2 37 2 1286 986 40 472 0


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 382 0 0 0


Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 272 266 0 2 1286 604 40 472 0


Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 0 0


Turn Type NA Split NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA


Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 2


Actuated Green, G (s) 1.1 28.4 28.4 1.2 90.3 90.3 6.9 96.0


Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 28.4 28.4 1.2 90.3 90.3 6.9 96.0


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.19 0.19 0.01 0.60 0.60 0.05 0.64


Clearance Time (s) 7.2 6.2 6.2 4.0 5.9 5.9 4.0 5.9


Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 12 321 317 8 1721 952 82 2287


v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 c0.16 0.16 0.00 c0.45 c0.02 0.13


v/s Ratio Perm 0.38


v/c Ratio 0.08 0.85 0.84 0.25 0.75 0.63 0.49 0.21


Uniform Delay, d1 73.9 58.7 58.6 74.0 21.6 19.2 69.8 11.2


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 17.6 16.7 5.9 3.0 3.2 1.7 0.2


Delay (s) 75.1 76.3 75.3 79.8 24.6 22.5 71.5 11.4


Level of Service E E E E C C E B


Approach Delay (s) 75.1 75.8 23.7 16.1


Approach LOS E E C B


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 31.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service C


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.3


Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.9% ICU Level of Service D


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group







HCM 2010 Roundabout Plus Project


2: Belmar Dr & Los Altos Pkwy PM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.3


Intersection LOS B


Approach WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 203 723 342


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 205 730 345


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 479 102 146


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 353 389 538


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 4 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 0.999 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 8.8 15.5 7.5


Approach LOS A C A


Lane Left Left Left


Designated Moves LR TR LT


Assumed Moves LR TR LT


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 205 730 345


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 700 1020 976


Entry HV Adj Factor 0.990 0.991 0.990


Flow Entry, veh/h 203 723 342


Cap Entry, veh/h 693 1011 967


V/C Ratio 0.293 0.715 0.353


Control Delay, s/veh 8.8 15.5 7.5


LOS A C A


95th %tile Queue, veh 1 6 2







HCM 2010 Roundabout Plus Project


4: Vista Heights Dr & Los Altos Pkwy PM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Intersection


Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.2


Intersection LOS A


Approach EB WB NB SB


Entry Lanes 1 1 1 1


Conflicting Circle Lanes 1 1 1 1


Adj Approach Flow, veh/h 21 166 435 394


Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 21 168 439 398


Vehicles Circulating, veh/h 462 249 175 105


Vehicles Exiting, veh/h 41 365 308 312


Follow-Up Headway, s 3.186 3.186 3.186 3.186


Ped Vol Crossing Leg, #/h 0 0 0 0


Ped Cap Adj 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Approach Delay, s/veh 5.4 6.1 9.4 7.8


Approach LOS A A A A


Lane Left Left Left Left


Designated Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


Assumed Moves LTR LTR LTR LTR


RT Channelized


Lane Util 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000


Critical Headway, s 5.193 5.193 5.193 5.193


Entry Flow, veh/h 21 168 439 398


Cap Entry Lane, veh/h 712 881 949 1017


Entry HV Adj Factor 1.000 0.988 0.991 0.990


Flow Entry, veh/h 21 166 435 394


Cap Entry, veh/h 712 870 940 1007


V/C Ratio 0.029 0.191 0.463 0.391


Control Delay, s/veh 5.4 6.1 9.4 7.8


LOS A A A A


95th %tile Queue, veh 0 1 2 2







HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Plus Project


5: Vista Dr & Los Altos Pkwy (north) PM Peak


Miramonte-Andelin


Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR


Lane Configurations


Traffic Volume (vph) 336 253 65 145 167 63 206 1244 145 87 440 234


Future Volume (vph) 336 253 65 145 167 63 206 1244 145 87 440 234


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900


Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00


Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85


Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 1823 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599


Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00


Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 1823 3467 1881 1599 1787 3518 1787 3574 1599


Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93


Adj. Flow (vph) 361 272 70 156 180 68 222 1338 156 94 473 252


RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 0 55 0 7 0 0 0 160


Lane Group Flow (vph) 361 334 0 156 180 13 222 1487 0 94 473 92


Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm


Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6


Permitted Phases 8 6


Actuated Green, G (s) 13.1 24.5 9.2 20.6 20.6 17.6 51.3 5.0 38.7 38.7


Effective Green, g (s) 13.1 24.5 9.2 20.6 20.6 17.6 51.3 5.0 38.7 38.7


Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.23 0.09 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.48 0.05 0.37 0.37


Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Lane Grp Cap (vph) 428 421 300 365 310 296 1702 84 1304 583


v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.18 0.04 0.10 0.12 c0.42 c0.05 0.13


v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.06


v/c Ratio 0.84 0.79 0.52 0.49 0.04 0.75 0.87 1.12 0.36 0.16


Uniform Delay, d1 45.4 38.4 46.3 38.0 34.7 42.1 24.5 50.5 24.6 22.7


Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00


Incremental Delay, d2 14.1 9.8 1.6 1.1 0.1 10.2 6.6 134.1 0.8 0.6


Delay (s) 59.5 48.2 47.9 39.1 34.7 52.3 31.0 184.6 25.4 23.2


Level of Service E D D D C D C F C C


Approach Delay (s) 54.0 41.8 33.8 43.0


Approach LOS D D C D


Intersection Summary


HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D


HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88


Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0


Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.6% ICU Level of Service D


Analysis Period (min) 15


c    Critical Lane Group
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Printed: 08/17/2017 at 10:02


TrafficViewer Pro v1.6.4.124


PicoCount 2500 V2.30 (s/n# 13011040)


Weekly Volumes


Comments:


Unit ID:


Northbound


TW #1


Location: Los Altos Pkwy


Week of 08/14/2017


08/14
Mon


NB


08/15
Tue


NB


08/16
Wed


NB


08/17
Thu


NB


08/18
Fri


NB


08/19
Sat


NB


08/20
Sun


NB


00:00


01:00


02:00


03:00


04:00


05:00


06:00


07:00


08:00


09:00


10:00


11:00


12:00


13:00


14:00


15:00


16:00


17:00


18:00


19:00


20:00


21:00


22:00


23:00


Start
Time


- 48 56 - - - -


- 27 23 - - - -


- 16 17 - - - -


- 12 16 - - - -


- 17 18 - - - -


- 23 25 - - - -


- 56 59 - - - -


- 166 180 - - - -


- 171 176 - - - -


- 188 181 - - - -


- 203 199 - - - -


- 218 225 - - - -


- 255 238 - - - -


- 240 289 - - - -


- 345 370 - - - -


- 484 479 - - - -


- 624 581 - - - -


- 710 682 - - - -


- 568 574 - - - -


- 394 433 - - - -


- 307 323 - - - -


- 214 233 - - - -


- 118 138 - - - -


- 84 69 - - - -


Average


NB


52


25


17


14


18


24


58


173


174


185


201


222


247


265


358


482


603


696


571


414


315


224


128


77


Lane Total


Day Total


AM Peak


AM Count


PM Peak


PM Count


- 5488 5584 - - - - 5543


- 5488 5584 - - - - 5543


- 08:43 10:55 - - - - 11:00


- 220 226 - - - - 222


- 17:16 17:16 - - - - 17:00


- 752 697 - - - - 696


ADT: 5536


Page 1







Printed: 08/17/2017 at 09:53


TrafficViewer Pro v1.6.4.124


PicoCount 2500 V2.30 (s/n# 13011033)


Weekly Volumes


Comments:


Unit ID:


Southbound


TW #2


Location: Los Altos Pkwy


Week of 08/14/2017


08/14
Mon


SB


08/15
Tue


SB


08/16
Wed


SB


08/17
Thu


SB


08/18
Fri


SB


08/19
Sat


SB


08/20
Sun


SB


00:00


01:00


02:00


03:00


04:00


05:00


06:00


07:00


08:00


09:00


10:00


11:00


12:00


13:00


14:00


15:00


16:00


17:00


18:00


19:00


20:00


21:00


22:00


23:00


Start
Time


- 8 13 - - - -


- 9 13 - - - -


- 9 12 - - - -


- 39 45 - - - -


- 99 95 - - - -


- 259 260 - - - -


- 572 563 - - - -


- 689 690 - - - -


- 429 455 - - - -


- 366 380 - - - -


- 263 255 - - - -


- 256 275 - - - -


- 270 232 - - - -


- 243 265 - - - -


- 304 281 - - - -


- 267 267 - - - -


- 295 306 - - - -


- 340 371 - - - -


- 282 296 - - - -


- 200 223 - - - -


- 142 129 - - - -


- 81 95 - - - -


- 37 42 - - - -


- 29 32 - - - -


Average


SB


11


11


11


42


97


260


568


690


442


373


259


266


251


254


293


267


301


356


289


212


136


88


40


31


Lane Total


Day Total


AM Peak


AM Count


PM Peak


PM Count


- 5488 5595 - - - - 5548


- 5488 5595 - - - - 5548


- 06:34 06:29 - - - - 07:00


- 795 796 - - - - 690


- 16:57 16:51 - - - - 17:00


- 345 382 - - - - 356


ADT: 5542


Page 1
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City of Sparks 


Planning Commission Item 
 
 Meeting Date: 


February 7, 2019 


 
 
  


Subject: 
PCN18-0069/PD18-0004 – Consideration of and possible action on a 
request to amend a final approved plan (Pioneer Meadows Development 
Standards Handbook) for a site approximately 640 acres in size generally 
located east of Kiley Ranch North Planned Development, west of Wingfield 
Springs Planned Development and south of Stonebrook Planned 
Development, Sparks, Nevada, in the PD (Planned Development) zoning 
district. (For Possible Action) 


 
 


 
  


Petitioner: 
 
BPH I LLC 


 
 


 
  


Recommendation: 
 
The Community Services Department recommends approval of 
the request to amend the Pioneer Meadows Planned 
Development Handbook associated with PCN18-0069; see 
suggested motion below. 


 
 


 
  


Financial Impact: 
 
NA 


 
 


 
 


 
Business Impact (per NRS Chapter 237):  
   A Business Impact Statement is attached. 
 
 


 
 


 
  X A Business Impact Statement is not required because 


 
 


 
 


 
  X this is not a rule;  


(term excludes vehicles by which legislative powers are exercised under NRS Chapters 271, 278, 278A or 


278B) 
 


 
 
 


 
    See attached report. 


 


SUGGESTED MOTION 


 


I move to forward to City Council a recommendation of approval of the request to 


amend the final approved plan for the Pioneer Meadows Planned Development based 


on findings A through J and the facts supporting those findings as set forth in the staff 


report. 


 


Respectfully submitted,  


 


Karen Melby     Jonathan Cummins 
___________________________________  ___________________________________  


Karen Melby     Jonathan Cummins  


Development Services Manager  Planner II 
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PLANNING CASE SUMMARY 
 
 


CASE NUMBER(S):     PCN18-0069 / PD18-0004 


 


REQUESTED ACTION(S):    A request to amend the final approved plan 


for the Pioneer Meadows Planned 


Development 


 


PROPERTY OWNER:    Multiple 


 


DEVELOPER:      BPH I LLC 


 


APPLICANT:      BPH I LLC 


 


LOCATION:      Generally located west of the Wingfield Springs 


Planned Development and south of the 


Stonebrook Planned Development 


 


PARCEL SIZE:     640 ± acres 


 


EXISTING ZONING:     PD (Planned Development) 


 


PROPOSED ZONING:    No change 


 


EXISTING LAND USES:    Low Density Residential, Community Facility 


 


LAND USE PLAN:     This request includes reallocation of the acreage 


designated for community facilities to a low 


density residential use 


 


WARD INFORMATION:    Ward 4 – Charlene Bybee 


 


APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:   Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 116, 278, and 


278A; and Sparks Municipal Code (SMC) 


20.02.012 (Planned Development). 
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BACKGROUND 


The Pioneer Meadows Development Standards Handbook (the “Handbook”) 


was originally adopted by City Council in 2000. It has since been amended 


three times (2004, 2006, and 2016). This request would be the fourth amendment 


of the Handbook. 


 


On January 28, 2019, the Sparks City Council certified a Comprehensive Plan 


amendment changing the land use designation on approximately 10.6 acres in 


the northern portion of the Pioneer Meadows Planned Development from 


Community Facilities (CF) to Low Density Residential (LDR). The applicant now 


seeks to update the Handbook in conformance with this change. The applicant 


is also proposing other but relatively limited changes to the Handbook. 


 


The proposed Handbook reflecting the requested amendments is attached as 


Exhibit 2. Proposed deletions are stricken through in this manner. Proposed 


additions are in underlined text. 


 
ANALYSIS 
 


This request is to amend to the final approved plan (i.e., the Handbook) for the 


Pioneer Meadows Planned Development. The proposed amendments include: 


• Changing the land use in the Handbook for certain areas to match the 


approved Comprehensive Plan land use designations 


• Updating the Land Use Summary and Densities Tables  


• Removing the school site from Pioneer Meadows 


• Reducing the number of parks from three to two, increasing the sizes of 


the two parks, and changing the location of the still-to-be constructed 


park 


• Removing references to the Northern Sparks Sphere of Influence Plan 


(NSSOI), which is no longer in effect 


• Administrative changes throughout the document 


 


The recently approved Comprehensive Plan amendment reflected in this 


proposed Handbook changed the land use designation on 10.6 acres on the 


north side of Pioneer Meadows from Community Facilities (CF) to Low Density 


Residential (LDR). This acreage had been set aside as a potential school and 


park site. The land use change is in accordance with the approved Handbook’s 


requirement that “Washoe County School District must purchase the site within 


five (5) years of the approval of this Development Standards Handbook or the 


property will convert to residential use at a maximum density of four units/acre” 


(Handbook, pg. III-39). However, Washoe County School District did not take 


action to acquire this site and the Handbook permits the applicant to designate 


the site for a low-density residential use.  


 


The Handbook designated the Community Facilities area for a school on 


approximately 8.5 acres in size plus a park, located directly north of the school, 
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approximately 4.5 acres in size. However, the area is only 10.6 acres in size. This 


discrepancy resulted because, prior to the most recent amendment, the CF-


designated area on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use map was for only 10.6 


acres. The applicant and City staff concur that, without a school on this site, the 


northern park site should be relocated. 


 


The proposed Handbook would reduce the number of parks from three to two 


parks. One park, Fireburst Park, has been constructed. The second park is 


proposed to be a five-acre park located along the western edge of Pioneer 


Meadows, large enough to include programmable flat fields in keeping with 


current Parks and Recreation Department policy. 


 


Because the Community Facilities site is 10.6 acres in size, a maximum density of 


4 units per acre results in 42 possible units that would be permitted on land 


designated in the Handbook as SF4 (Single-Family, 4 dwelling units per acre). An 


additional 10 units are proposed in the SF4 category to reflect the availability of 


approximately 2.5 acres that were to be the site of the previously planned third 


park. The land use changes are reflected throughout the text, tables, and 


graphics of the proposed Handbook. The existing and proposed land use 


designations and acreage in the proposed Handbook are as follows:  


 
Land Use Designation Current 


Handbook 


Acreage 


Proposed 


Acreage 


Difference 


(Acres) 


Current Max 


Possible # of 


Units* 


Proposed 


Max Possible 


#  


of Units** 


Multi-Family Residential 


(MF-15) 


91 91 0 1,365 938 


Commercial (C) 25 25 0   


Business Park (BP) 102 102 0   


Single Family (RD10; 10 


du/ac) 


60 60 0 600 536 


Single Family (SFR4; 4 


du/ac) 


197.8 208.4 +10.6 791 843 


Common Area  146.7 146 -0.7 


 


  


Parks 9 7.5 -1.5   


School 8.5 0 -8.5   


Totals 640 639.9 0 2,756 2,317 







  
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 


 5 


* This figure represents the maximum possible number of units based on Comprehensive Plan and 


Handbook land use designations.  


** This figure is based on actual unit counts for developed land plus, for undeveloped land, the 


maximum possible number of units based on Comprehensive Plan and Handbook land use 


designations. designations. Actual numbers are lower as most of the acreage developed to 


date in the Pioneer Meadows Planned Development has been developed at lower-than-


permitted densities. 


 


Other proposed Handbook changes remove references to the NSSOI, which 


was the plan for Spanish Springs development within the City of Sparks limits 


approved in 1991. The NSSOI was removed with the adoption of the 


Comprehensive Plan in 2016, so the NSSOI is no longer relevant.  


 


The proposed amendment would not change the maximum number of 2,756 


residential units or the residential densities allowed in the Pioneer Meadows 


Planned Development.  
 
Findings for Modification of Final Approved Plan 


SMC 20.02.012(G)(6) includes ten findings that the Planning Commission and City 


Council must consider when reviewing a proposed modification of a final 


approved plan for a planned development. The following are the findings:  


 
Finding A: The amendment is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and 
Truckee Meadows Regional Plan and otherwise consistent with Nevada and 
federal law. 


 


The Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies relevant to the Handbook 


amendment are:  


 


Goal H2:  Promote a strong, diverse housing market that supports 


economic growth and vitality while ensuring environmental 


and fiscal sustainability. 


 


The requested conversion of the 10.6 acres currently designated as CF to SF4 


contributes to the vitality and diversity of the housing market, in support of Goal 


H2. The proposed amendment would bring the land use master plan in the 


Pioneer Meadows Handbook into conformance with the Comprehensive Plan 


by changing and relocating land uses to reflect the elimination of the school site 


and consolidation of parks in conformance with the Parks and Recreation 


Master Plan.  
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The Sparks Planning Commission and Truckee Meadows Regional Planning 


Commission determined that the Comprehensive Plan amendment was in 


conformance with the Sparks Comprehensive Plan and Truckee Meadows 


Regional Plan, respectively. Bringing the Handbook into compliance with the 


Comprehensive Plan thus conforms to both the Comprehensive Plan and the 


Truckee Meadows Regional Plan. 


 
Finding B: The amendment is consistent with the surrounding land uses. 


 


The following table summarizes the surrounding land uses.  


 


The proposed amendments to the Handbook do not change type of land uses 


within Pioneer Meadows. The proposed amendment removes the school site 


from the proposed land uses, slightly decreases park and common area 


acreages, and adds single-family housing in order to reflect the approved 


changes to the Comprehensive Plan.  
 


To the east and south of the area converting from CF to SF4 are other low-


density residential areas within Pioneer Meadows, which are presumed 


compatible. To the north of the subject area is property in unincorporated 


Washoe County with an Agricultural zoning designation. This unincorporated 


area is within the City of Sparks Sphere of Influence and has Comprehensive 


Plan Land Use designations of OS (Open Space) and LDR. These uses are also 


 
Direction  


 
Land Use  


 
Zoning 


 
North 


Low Density Residential 


(LDR); Intermediate Density 


Residential (IDR); Open 


Space (OS)  


Planned Development—Stonebrook   


 
South  


Open Space (OS); 


Commercial (C) 


   


New Urban District (NUD)—Handbook 


abandoned (Kiley Ranch Northeast) 


New Urban District (NUD)—Wingfield 


Springs 


 
East 


Commercial (C); Open 


Space (OS) 


New Urban District (NUD)—Wingfield 


Springs 


 


 
West 


Open Space (OS); Low 


Density Residential (LDR); 


Multi-Family Residential 


(MF24); Community Facility 


(CF)   


New Urban District (NUD)—Kiley Ranch 


North 
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compatible with the requested SF4 Handbook designation because open space 


is considered compatible with all uses. To the west of the site is an area within 


Pioneer Meadows with a Handbook designation of BP (Business Park). 


Employment and residential uses are compatible and complimentary uses that 


support and sustain each other. The land directly south of the area proposed for 


an SF4 designation is already designated SF4 and is adjacent to the BP area. For 


these reasons, City staff believes the proposed land use changes will not 


adversely impact the surrounding land uses.  
 
Finding C:  The amendment will be fiscally positive to the City for a period of at 
least 20 years if the site affected by the modification, removal or release is 20 or 
more acres and the modification, removal or release involves permitted uses, 
residential density, or nonresidential intensity. 


 


A fiscal analysis was not required with this amendment because the affected 


area is less than 20 acres.  


 
Finding D:  The amendment furthers the mutual interest of the residents and 
owners of the planned unit development and of the public in the preservation of 
the integrity of the plan as finally approved. 


 


As discussed in the Analysis section above, the proposed Handbook land use 


changes primarily stem from the lack of action by the Washoe County School 


District (WCSD) decision to not acquire a school site within Pioneer Meadows, a 


decision outside the control of the owners of Pioneer Meadows and a possibility 


that was provided for in the approved Handbook. As of this date, WCSD is 


constructing a new middle school, with plans to also construct an elementary 


school, in the Kiley Ranch North Planned Development directly east of Pioneer 


Meadows. The new schools in Kiley Ranch North are expected to benefit 


residents of Pioneer Meadows by providing a school for Pioneer Meadows 


residents and/or relieving overcrowding at other schools attended by Pioneer 


Meadows residents.  


 


Regarding the number and location of parks, as discussed in the Analysis 


section, the applicant and City staff concur that, without adjacency to a school, 


the northern park site is not an ideal location for this use. Combining the two 


remaining unbuilt parks into a single park large enough to include 


programmable flat fields is a compromise proposal intended to advance the 


Parks and Recreation Department’s current policy that favors fewer but larger, 


more programmable parks over smaller neighborhood parks. This single, larger 


park will be located along the western edge of Pioneer Meadows where it will 


be easily accessible to more Pioneer Meadows residents. While some residents 
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of Pioneer Meadows may favor the originally approved locations for parks, City 


staff believe that the mutual interests of residents, the applicant, and the City of 


Sparks are better served by modifying the approved plan to increase the 


functionality of Pioneer Meadows park facilities.  


 
Finding E:  The amendment will not impair the reasonable reliance of the 
residents and owners upon the provisions of the plan. 


 


The proposed amendment primarily involves changing the land use designation 


for a portion of Pioneer Meadows to a use (low density residential) 


contemplated in the approved Handbook because a school site is no longer 


needed at this location by the Washoe County School District. And while the 


proposed Handbook changes would reduce the number of parks by 50 


percent, from 3 to 2, the acreage for parks would only be reduced by 17 


percent, from 9 to 7.5 acres. Pioneer Meadows residents can therefore continue 


to expect that park facilities will be provided within their planned community. In 


addition, there are currently no residences within the Pioneer Meadows Planned 


Development directly adjacent to the former school and park site. Furthermore, 


including a larger park site in Pioneer Meadows allows for the future park to 


include a feature – programmable fields – for which there is high demand in 


Sparks.  


 


As discussed above under Finding B, the proposed changes are not expected to 


have an impact on the future owners within or properties surrounding Pioneer 


Meadows.  


 
Finding F:  The amendment will not result in changes that would adversely affect 
the public interest. 


 


The proposed changes to the approved Handbook are intended to facilitate 


and improve development of Pioneer Meadows in a manner consistent with the 


Sparks Comprehensive Plan and current Parks and Recreation Department 


policy, and would not be detrimental to the public interest. 
 
Finding G:  The amendment is consistent with the efficient development and 
preservation of the entire planned unit development. 


 


The proposed amendments are intended to facilitate the continued 


development of Pioneer Meadows while preserving the character of this 


approved planned development.  
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Finding H:  The amendment does not adversely affect the enjoyment of land 
abutting upon or across a street from the planned unit development or public 
interest. 


 


The land use pattern and street network are generally the same as originally 


approved. The proposed amendments are anticipated to have minimal impacts 


on the surrounding residents and property owners.  


 
Finding I:  The amendment is not granted solely to confer a private benefit upon 
any person.  


 


As previously discussed, the proposed Handbook amendment was precipitated 


because WCSD did not acquire a school site within Pioneer Meadows. This 


circumstance is outside the control of the owners of Pioneer Meadows and was 


contemplated in the approved Handbook. The proposed amendments will not 


solely confer a private benefit to any person.  


 
Finding J:  Public notice was given, and a public hearing held as required by the 
Sparks Municipal Code and Nevada Revised Statutes. 


 


Public notice was given as required by the Sparks Municipal Code and Nevada 


Revised Statutes. The Planning Commission and City Council meetings function 


as the public hearings for this item. This request was noticed, at a minimum, to all 


property owners within the Pioneer Meadows Planned Development and within 


750 feet of the Pioneer Meadows Planned Development boundary. A total of 


1,173 notices were mailed to property owners on January 23, 2019. Public notice 


was also published in the Reno Gazette Journal on January 24, 2019.  
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City of Sparks 


Planning Commission Item 


Meeting Date: February 7, 2019 


 
 
  


Subject: 
 
PCN18-0070 / CU18-0019 – Consideration of and possible action on a request 


for a Conditional Use Permit to allow for the establishment of a brewery and 


tasting room on a site 4.82 acres in size located at 305 East Glendale, Sparks, 


Nevada in the I (Industrial) zoning district.  
 
 


 
  


Petitioner: Ryan Gaumer 


 
 


 
  


Recommendation: 
 
The Community Services Department recommends approval of 


PCN18-0070 as submitted and conditioned; see suggested motion 


below. 
 
 


 
  


Financial Impact: 
 
NA 


 
 


 
 


 
Business Impact (per NRS Chapter 237):  
   A Business Impact Statement is attached. 
 
 


 
 


 
  X A Business Impact Statement is not required because 


 
 


 
 


 
  X this is not a rule;  


(term excludes vehicles by which legislative powers are exercised under NRS 


Chapters 271, 278, 278A or 278B) 
 
 


 
 


 
     


SUGGESTED MOTION 


 


I move to approve the Conditional Use Permit (CU18-0019) associated with PCN18-0070, 


adopting Findings C1 through C5 and the facts supporting these findings as set forth in the 


staff report, subject to the four (4) Conditions of Approval as listed in the staff report.  


 


Respectfully submitted,  


      


Karen Melby     Jonathan Cummins 
___________________________________  ___________________________________  


Karen Melby, AICP  Jonathan Cummins 


Development Services Manager  Planner II 
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PLANNING CASE SUMMARY 
 


 


CASE NUMBER: PCN18-0070 / CU18-0019 


 


 


REQUESTED ACTION(S): Approval of a Conditional Use Permit to 


allow a brewery and tasting room in the 


Industrial zoning district. 


 


 


PROPERTY OWNER: 305 E Glendale Industrial LLC 


 


 


APPLICANT: Ryan Gaumer 


 


 


LOCATION: 305 East Glendale Ave  


 


 


PARCEL SIZE: Approximately 4.82 acres 


 


 


EXISTING ZONING: Industrial (I)  


 


 


EXISTING LAND USE: Industrial (I) 


      


 


WARD INFORMATION: Ward 3 - Paul Anderson  


 


 


APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: SMC 20.05.08, 20.02.009, 20.04.009 
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BACKGROUND  


 


Lead Dog Brewing company was founded in Reno in 2016. At their current Reno location 


on 4th Street near downtown, Lead Dog brews beer for on-site consumption and sells 


merchandise and take-away containers (growlers, cans, etc.) of their beers. They also 


wholesale their canned beer to stores around Reno and Sparks and across the region into 


Northern California. As the business has grown steadily in its first three years, Lead Dog is 


seeking a new brewery facility where it can increase production and distribution. The 


proposed Sparks site would be Lead Dog’s main production facility with a small taproom, 


allowing the company to brew smaller batch beers and increase the size of the taproom 


at its Reno location. 


 


In the Industrial (I) zoning district, breweries are permitted in locations meeting the City’s 


locational criteria (S.M.C. 20.02.009) with approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). As 


the subject site is located on East Glendale and does not have railway access, it complies 


with the locational criteria and therefore the Planning Commission may consider approval 


of a CUP for a brewery at this location.  


 


ANALYSIS  
 


As discussed in the Background section, a brewery is permitted in the Industrial (I) zoning 


district if the site complies with the locational criteria in the Sparks Municipal Code, which 


the subject site does, and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is approved. The CUP process is 


intended to identify and mitigate potential impacts a use may have on the surrounding 


area or public safety and welfare concerns.  


 


The proposed brewery use includes an 8,200 square-foot manufacturing (brewing) space, 


a 1,350 square-foot office space, a 1,300 square-foot taproom, and 3,890 square feet of 


storage/warehousing. The proposed brewery would be located in a building that totals, 


per Washoe County Assessor data, 121,348 square feet in size. The other tenants/uses in 


this building are Gallaher Flooring, a warehousing/distribution use; Offsite Data Depot, a 


warehousing use; Bicycle Technologies International, a warehousing/distribution use; 


Accent Countertops, a manufacturing/warehousing use; and Victory Woodworking, a 


manufacturing/warehousing use.  


 


The primary impacts associated with this use are anticipated to be parking and traffic. The 


proposed site has 34 parking spaces available per the applicant’s lease agreement with 


the property owner. The proposed uses (i.e., manufacturing, office and taproom) within 


the proposed brewery will require 13 spaces (S.M.C. 20.04.009). Per code, a total of 76 


parking spaces are needed to satisfy the combined parking demand of the brewery plus 
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those of other tenants/uses on this site. A total of 92 parking spaces are available on this 


site, which satisfies the parking standards in the zoning code. 


 


A trip generation letter was not submitted with this application. The application for this 


proposed brewery use includes traffic calculations indicating an average daily trip count 


of 36 trips with approximately 29 of these trips occurring between the hours of 4 and 7 P.M. 


The City’s Transportation Manager reviewed the applicant’s traffic calculations, finds the 


applicant’s trip generation estimates generally acceptable, advises that the expected trip 


generation is significantly below the thresholds for requiring a traffic study, and concurs 


that the proposed brewery use is unlikely to cause traffic issues at this location.  


 


Given its primary use as a production facility with only a small component of the site being 


designated for the taproom, the proposed use is compatible with surrounding uses, the 


closest of which is a flooring distributor and a bicycle parts distributor that is currently 


renovating its tenant space prior to opening for business. The Conditions of Approval 


include requiring the applicant to comply with the standards of the City’s Environmental 


Control division for disposal of waste products (Condition 3) and maintaining a 26-foot 


drive aisle around the site for circulation of fire apparatus (Condition 4).  


 


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT:  
 


FINDING C1: 


 


The proposal, as submitted and conditioned, is in compliance with the Comprehensive 


Plan.  


 


The land use designation for this site is Industrial. A brewery is an appropriate use for this 


land use designation, subject to approval of a Conditional Use Permit.  


 


The Sparks Comprehensive Plan Goals relevant to this proposal include: 


  


Goal MG1: Support economic vitality by providing a non-residential land use base. 


 


Goal MG2: Foster diversity in the land use mix including residential, commercial, 


industrial, employment and recreational areas citywide.  


 


The addition of a brewery in the Industrial zoning district would generate activity there 


after typical industrial hours of operation. Increasing diversity of the land use mix will 


contribute to Goals MG1 and MG2. Approval of a brewery at this location will also offer 


City residents a business that is relatively uncommon in Sparks as there are only two other 


brewers doing business in the Industrial zoning district in the City.  
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FINDING C2: 


 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, is compatible with the existing or 


permitted uses of adjacent properties. 


 


The following are the zoning and land use designations of adjacent properties: 


 


Direction  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND 


USES 


ZONING 


North:  Industrial Industrial 


East: Industrial Industrial 


South:  Industrial Industrial 


West: Industrial Industrial 


 


A brewery is primarily a production facility, which is common in the Industrial zoning district. 


The surrounding area contains mostly industrial uses with some commercial uses located at 


the busy intersection of two major thoroughfares, Glendale and McCarran. This proposed 


use is not expected to significantly add traffic or otherwise impact surrounding uses. 


 


FINDING C3: 


 


The potential impairment of natural resources and the total population which available 


natural resources will support without unreasonable impairment has been considered. 


 


The site for the proposed brewery is an established warehouse building that formerly 


housed the California Industrial Rubber Company. Use of a portion of this building for the 


proposed brewery will not impact natural resources.  


 


FINDING C4: 


 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, will address identified impacts. 


 


The proposed four Conditions of Approval are intended to address the following issues City 


staff has identified as associated with development of the subject site as a brewery: 


 


Environmental Control standards: the applicant will have to meet City of Sparks 


Environmental Control standards for the use of a grease interceptor and disposal of spent 


grain and other materials (Condition 3).  
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Outdoor storage: outdoor storage will be limited to the use of a small silo (9 feet in 


diameter according to the applicant’s proposal) for the storage of grain. The silo will be 


protected by bollards and will not interfere with the Fire Department’s required 26-foot 


radius for the maneuvering of fire equipment on the site (Condition 4).  


 


Staff received no comments from outside agencies.  


 


Finding C5: 


 


Public notice was given and a public hearing held per the requirements of the Sparks 


Municipal Code and the Nevada Revised Statutes. 


 


Public notice was published in the Reno Gazette-Journal on January 24, 2019. Notices 


were mailed to 60 property owners within 500 feet of the subject property on January 23, 


2019. The Planning Commission meeting functions as the public hearing per the 


requirements of Nevada Revised Statutes and Sparks Municipal Code. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


LEAD DOG BREWERY AND TAP ROOM 


PCN18-0070 / CU18-0019 


 


1. APPROVAL 


THIS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS APPROVED AS SUBMITTED AND CONDITIONED. ANY 


SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE TO THE PROJECT WILL REQUIRE AN AMENDMENT TO THIS 


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.  


 


2. EXPIRATION 


EXPIRATION OF THIS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT SHALL COMPLY WITH SPARKS MUNICIPAL 


CODE 20.05.008. 


 


3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROLS 


APPLICANT SHALL COMPLY WITH THE STANDARDS OF THE CITY OF SPARKS 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL DIVISION FOR THE DISPOSAL OF SPENT GRAIN, DRAINAGE 


OF UNUSED PRODUCT AND OTHER MATERIALS, AND THE USE OF A GREASE INTERCEPTOR 


PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A BUSINESS LICENSE FOR THE PROPOSED BREWERY.   


 


4. OUTDOOR STORAGE 


APPLICANT SHALL BE PERMITTED TO INSTALL A GRAIN SILO MEASURING NINE (9) FEET IN 


DIAMETER IN THE NORTHEASTERN CORNER OF THE SITE AS SHOWN ON THE SITE PLAN 


SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATION. THE PLACEMENT OF THE GRAIN SILO SHALL NOT 


INTERFERE WITH THE 26-FOOT WIDE DRIVE AISLE REQUIRED FOR THE CIRCULATION OF FIRE 


APPARATUS ON THE SITE; ANY INCREASE IN THE SIZE OF OR CHANGE TO THE LOCATION 


OF THE SILO WILL REQUIRE PLANNING, BUILDING, AND FIRE DEPARTMENT APPROVAL 


PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT.  
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City of Sparks 


Planning Commission Item 
 


Meeting Date: February 7, 2019 
 


  
  


Subject: 
PCN18-0072 - Consideration of and possible action on a request for approval of 
the Phase 9 Final Development Handbook for Kiley Ranch North on a site 
approximately 29.5 acres in size generally located on the northwest corner of 
Wingfield Hills Road and Kiley Parkway, Sparks, Nevada, in the NUD (New Urban 
District – Kiley Ranch North) zoning district. (For Possible Action)  


 
 
  


Petitioner: 
 
KM2 Development, Inc.  


 
 


 
  


Recommendation: 
 
The Community Services Department recommends approval of 
PCN18-0072; see suggested motions below. 


 
 


 
  


Financial Impact: 
 
NA 


 
 


 
 


 
Business Impact (per NRS Chapter 237):  
   A Business Impact Statement is attached. 
 
 


 
 


 
  X A Business Impact Statement is not required because 


 
 


 
 


 
  X this is not a rule;  


(term excludes vehicles by which legislative powers are exercised under NRS Chapters 271, 278, 278A or 


278B)  
 


 
 


 
     


POSSIBLE MOTION 


 


I move to forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council of PCN18-


0072 as the Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 Final Development Handbook is in substantial 


compliance with the Kiley Ranch North Tentative Development Handbook based 


on the findings as set forth in the staff report and the facts supporting these findings. 


 


   


Armando Ornelas      Karen L. Melby 


___________________________________  ___________________________________  


Armando Ornelas     Karen L. Melby, AICP  


Asst. Community Services Director   Development Services Manager 
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PLANNING CASE SUMMARY 


 
CASE NUMBER(S):     PCN18-0072 


 


REQUESTED ACTION(S):    Approval of a final planned 


development handbook for Kiley 


Ranch North Phase 9 


 


PROPERTY OWNER:    Rising Tides, LLC 


 


DEVELOPER:      KM2 Development, Inc 


 


APPLICANT:      KM2 Development, Inc.  


 


LOCATION:      Generally located at the northwest 


corner of Wingfield Hills Road and 


Kiley Parkway 


 


PARCEL SIZE:     29.5 ± acres 


 


EXISTING ZONING:     NUD (New Urban District) 


 


PROPOSED ZONING:    No change 


 


LAND USE PLAN:     MF24 (Multi-family Residential) 


 


WARD INFORMATION:    Ward 5 – Kristopher Dahir 


 


APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:   Nevada Revised Statutes 116; 278 and 


278A; and SMC 20.02.012 (Planned 


Development). 
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BACKGROUND 
 


The proposed Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 Final Development Handbook (the 


“Handbook”) covers approximately 29.5 acres located at the northeast corner 


of Wingfield Hills Road and Kiley Parkway (Exhibit 1 - Vicinity Map). The 


Handbook designates the land uses in Phase 9 as 25.27 acres of High Residential 


(HR) and 4.26 acres of Open Space (Handbook, Figure 1-1 – Kiley Ranch North 


Land Use Plan, page 1-3). 


 


The City Council approved the amended Tentative Development Handbook 


(the “Tentative Handbook”) for the Kiley Ranch North Planned Development on 


July 11, 2016. The Tentative Handbook covers 874.2 acres. Unlike other planned 


developments, Kiley Ranch North is being reviewed and approved in phases as 


final handbooks are submitted for each respective phase. To date, eight final 


handbooks have been approved and recorded for the Kiley Ranch North 


Planned Development (Handbook, Figure 1-3 – Kiley Ranch North Overall 


Phasing Plan, page 1-4). 


 


ANALYSIS 
 


The Handbook applies only to Phase 9 of the Kiley Ranch North Planned 


Development, consisting of approximately 29.5 acres with the land use 


designations of Open Space (OS) and High Residential (HR), which allows rental 


and for-sale multi-family dwellings at a density of 18.0 to 23.9 dwelling units per 


acre. The Handbook specifies: 


• Permitted and conditional uses; 


• Project approval procedures; 


• Land use development standards; 


• Streetscape development standards; 


• Design standards and guidelines for site planning, architecture, and 


landscaping; and 


• Construction, operation, and maintenance requirements. 


 


The Handbook does not include development plans. Any of the land uses 


permitted in the Handbook may be developed in accordance with the 


Handbook standards. When final development plans are submitted, the plans 


will be reviewed as outlined in Section 1.5, Individual Project Approval Process 


(Handbook, at page 1-12). 


 


The Sparks Municipal Code (20.02.012) and NRS 278A.540 both specify the 


review process for final approval of a planned development handbook. Staff 


has compared the Handbook with the Tentative Handbook and determined 
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that the development standards in the Handbook are identical to the Phase 9 


portions of the Tentative Handbook. The Handbook: 


 


-    Does not vary the proposed gross residential density or intensity from the 
Kiley Ranch North Tentative Handbook;  


 


The High Residential (HR) designation permits a maximum density of 23.9 


units per acre for multi-family housing, as does the Tentative Handbook. 


The Handbook does not propose any changes to the maximum density.  


 


-    Does not vary the proposed ratio of residential to nonresidential use; 


The Handbook designates 25.27 acres as High Residential (HR), the same 


acreage as approved in the Tentative Handbook.  


 


- Does not reduce the common open space area; 


The Handbook designates 4.26 acres as Open Space, allocated between 


a buffer between the Phase 9 property and the Lazy Five Regional Park to 


the north and a regional trail connection to Lazy Five Regional Park along 


the eastern edge of Phase 9. This is consistent with the Tentative 


Handbook.  


 


- Does not increase the floor area proposed for the nonresidential uses from 
the approved tentative handbook; and 


The Phase 9 Handbook does not have any nonresidential uses. Villages 8 


and 44 are both designated HR.  


 


- There is no increase in the total ground areas covered by buildings nor is 
there substantial change in the height of buildings.   


The development standards in the Handbook do not vary from those in 


the Tentative Handbook. Future development plans will be reviewed in 


accordance with Section 1.5 of the Handbook.  


 


Based on the five substantial compliance criteria listed in SMC 20.02.012 and NRS 


278A.540, City staff believes the Handbook is in substantial compliance with the 


Tentative Handbook previously approved by the City Council.  
 
Alternative Determination 


If the Planning Commission does not agree that the proposed Handbook is in 


substantial compliance with the Tentative Handbook, the Planning Commission 


should forward a recommendation of denial to the City Council of PCN18-0072.   
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1 INTRODUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION 


 


1.1 PURPOSE  


 


The purpose of this Development Handbook is to provide for the orderly development of Kiley Ranch North 


Phase 9 as envisioned, while assuring that the stated desired level of quality is achieved.  Since 


implementation of public and private improvements will occur over many years, the standards and 


guidelines contained herein establish a common framework to guide individual improvement plans.  The 


development of the property is controlled and restricted by these development requirements as well as by 


all applicable government codes and regulations.  The Kiley Ranch North Design Review Committee (DRC) 


and the City of Sparks shall enforce all provisions and standards including the graphic and textual elements 


of this Development Handbook.  This Development Handbook is not intended to limit creativity or prevent 


variation necessary to respond to unique site conditions, but rather to generate consistency and quality 


throughout Kiley Ranch North. 


 


Improvement of public areas within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 will be the responsibility of individual 


developers and/or the landowner unless assigned by agreement to other public or private parties.  All 


improvements shall be designed consistent with these standards and guidelines.  Maintenance of public 


areas within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9, including streets and landscape buffers will be the responsibility of 


the Kiley Ranch North Landscape Association (LMA) or the City of Sparks unless assigned by agreement to 


other public or private parties.  Specific responsibilities for the improvement and maintenance of these areas 


are further addressed in Chapters Two and Three of this Development Handbook.   


 


This Final Development Handbook applies to Kiley Ranch North Phase 9.  Phase 9 consists of Villages 8 and 
44, and a portion of OS 4 as identified in the Kiley Ranch North Land Use Plan. A total of 29.53± acres are 
included within Phase 9.  Figure 1-1 (following page) depicts the September 2018 Kiley Ranch Land Use Plan 
while Figure 1-2 (page 1-3) depicts the overall updated plan with the Phase 9 area subject to the 
development standards contained herein highlighted.  Figure 1-3 (page 1-4) depicts the overall phasing plan 
for Kiley Ranch North. 
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Figure 1-1 – Kiley Ranch North Land Use Plan 
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Figure 1-2 -Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 Master Plan 
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Figure 1-3 – Kiley Ranch North Overall Phasing Plan 
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1.2 COMMUNITY VISION 


 


The adopted Kiley Ranch North Master Plan and Design Handbook establish the overall vision and theme for 


Kiley Ranch North.  The approved standards are carried over in to Phase 9 with supplemental guidelines and 


standards to reflect site specific conditions within this phase. 


 


1.2.1 Sense of Place, People Gathering Places and Walkability 


 


Place-making is one of the key components in creating a vibrant and balanced community.  A sense of place 


is fostered within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 by creating human-scale environments in which the individual 


can feel both comfortable and safe.   


 


The Phase 9 Land Use Plan organizes movement by providing connectivity between various activity centers 


within Kiley Ranch North.  Integration of people gathering places that contain aesthetically pleasing and 


attractive amenities help promote social interaction and walkability within the community.  This includes a 


community trail/path network providing connections between development and the City of Sparks regional 


trail system. 


 


1.2.2 Neighborhood Diversity 


 


Phase 9 furthers the neighborhood diversity within Kiley Ranch North by allowing innovative residential 


dwelling design to support specific human interests and niches of different lifestyle and life stages.  The 


densities included within Phase 9 support surrounding business and commercial centers while adding to the 


vitality of the community.   


 


1.2.3  Implementing the Vision 


 


The vision for Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 will be carried out through the guidance provided by four 


overarching principles: 


• Efficient land use patterns; 


• Economic sustainability; 


• A distinct sense of place; and 


• Neighborhood diversity. 
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Its visual identity will be further defined and coordinated by the streetscape and landscape themes described 


in this handbook.  Innovative use of materials, methods of construction and site planning proposed herein 


will also ensure the quality and character of the community as it develops over time.  This Development 


Handbook will be used by the City of Sparks and the DRC as a guide for reviewing individual projects within 


Kiley Ranch North Phase 9. 


 


1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


 
Kiley Ranch North is located within the Kiley Ranch in the Spanish Springs Valley (Refer to Figure 1-4, 
Regional Location Map). The conceptual master plan for Kiley Ranch North includes 874.21± acres and is 
depicted previously in Figure 1-1.   
 
Specifically, this Final Development Handbook is pertinent only to Phase 9 of Kiley Ranch North.  As 
previously described, Phase 9 includes 29.53± acres and includes residential uses at 18 to 23.9 dwelling units 
per acre.  Figure 1-2 depicts Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 and the area covered under this Handbook. 
 
Phase 9 of Kiley Ranch North is surrounded by dedicated open space and a Planned Development to the east, 
open space and single family residential (LMR) to the south, future business park to the west and the Lazy 5 
Regional Park to the north. A regional trail will be located along the east side of Phase 9. 
 
Due to limited physical site constraints, Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 is favorable to development and lies on 
the mid to lower portions of alluvial fans along the west side of Spanish Springs Valley. Channels are poorly 
defined with slopes mostly less than 3%. Runoff generally sheet flows into the existing jurisdictional wetlands 
and the City of Sparks flood detention area on the eastern edge of the plan area. The south portion of the 
site currently sheet flows north to south into the Sun Valley Diversion Channel. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) designated the Phase 9 area as Zone X (outside the 500-year flood plain) when 
Map 32031C3052G was revised by a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) dated September 21, 2012. 
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Figure 1-4 – Regional Location Map 
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1.3.1 Kiley Ranch North Land Use Plan 


 


The Kiley Ranch North Land Use Plan introduces an intense and diversified mix of land uses within the 


Northern Sparks Sphere of Influence (Refer to Figure 1-1, Kiley Ranch North Land Use Plan).  Of the 


property’s 875± acres, approximately 43 percent of the project is dedicated for residential development, 28 


percent for commercial and business park uses and 20 percent for schools, parks, trails, and open space, and 


9 percent for roads.  In addition, there are 47± acres of commercial and business park district and other 


landscaping and landscape buffer areas that contribute another 5% to open space.  Tables 1-1 and 1-2 on the 


following pages summarize the overall Kiley Ranch North project’s land use components, as well as those 


specific to Phase 9. 
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Table 1-1: Kiley Ranch North Land Use Plan 
Designations 


Land Use Designation
Gross 


Acres


Maximum 


Density


Permitted 


Total Units


Units not 


Achieved
Net Units


Required Open 


Space


Open Space 


Provided


    RESIDENTIAL


Low-Medium
4.0-7.9 


du/ac
LMR 171.17 7.9 du/ac 1352 443 - - -


Medium
8.0-11.9 


du/ac
MR 60.37 11.9 du/ac 718 242 - - -


Medium-high
12.0-17.9 


du/ac
MHR 68.74 17.9 du/ac 1230 54 - - -


High
18.0-23.9 


du/ac
HR 37.97 23.9 du/ac 907 141 - - -


Mixed Use(4)(8) 5.0-23.9 


du/ac
MU 36.45 23.9 du/ac 871 - - -


Total Residential(6) 374.70 5,078 880 4,198 - -


Net Total Permitted Units(6)


4,198


Land Use Designation
Gross 


Acres


Approx. Sq. 


Ft.


Required 


Open Space


Open Space 


Provided


Approx. Sq. 


Ft.


    NON-RESIDENTIAL


COMMERCIAL
Minimum 


FAR


Assumed build 


out FAR


Arterial Commercial(7) AC 42.06 0.2 366,427 15% 6.31 0.4 732,853


Community Commercial(1) CC 85.69 0.2 1,871,201 15% 12.85 0.25 1,972,071


Mixed Use(8) MU 32.59 0.2 283,924 15% 4.89 0.3 425,886


Subtotal Commercial(1) 160.34 - 2,521,552 24.05 3,130,811


BUSINESS PARK


Business Park(7) BP 82.4 0.3 1,076,803 20% 16.48 0.45 1,615,205


Subtotal Business Park 82.4 - 1,076,803 16.48 1,615,205


PUBLIC FACILITIES


School S 33.1 0.3 266,972 20% 6.62 0.3 266,972


Subtotal Public Facilities 33.1 - 266,972 6.62 266,972


OPEN SPACE


Park P 9.42 - - 9.42 -


Open Space OS 128.68 - - 128.68 -


Subtotal Open Space(3) 138.1 - - 138.1 -


Total Non-Residential (3)(5) 393.94 - 3,865,327 47.15 - 5,012,987


Roadways(2) 85.57 - - - - -


Gross 


Acres


Approx. Sq. 


Ft.


Required 


Open Space


Open Space 


Provided


Approx. Sq. 


Ft.


PROJECT TOTALS(1)(3)(6) 874.21 3,865,327 174.84 185.25 5,012,987


SEPTEMBER 2018  
Refer to following page for table notes. 







KKIILLEEYY  RRAANNCCHH  NNOORRTTHH  PPHHAASSEE  99  ––  FFIINNAALL  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  HHAANNDDBBOOOOKK   
 


  
1-10 


 


Table 1-1 Notes: 


 


1. The maximum floor area ratio for the medical campus use in the Community Commercial/Medical 
Campus land use category shall be 0.85, providing a total of 1,471,784 sq. ft. of floor area at Village 25. 
2. “Roadways” include all streets shown on the Land Use Plan on the following page. 
3. In addition to the 138.10 acres of open space, formally landscaped areas within other areas, which 
include landscape buffers, contribute approximately 47.15 acres to the overall formal and informal open 
space within Kiley Ranch North. Per SMC 20.02.012, a minimum of 20% (174.84 acres) common open space 
is required. A total of 185.25 acres will be provided which equates to 21.19% common open space. 
4. Number of units/density is not applicable to assisted living, group residential care, skilled nursing facility 
or residential retirement facilities that have common dining facilities. 
5. Total open space equals commercial, business park, public facilities and subtotal open space. 
6. Over time, unused residential density may be transferred by the Master Developer to undeveloped 
parcels. Although the calculated total number of dwelling units equals 4,198, per the original tentative 
approval of the Kiley Ranch North PUD, the maximum number of residential units allowed is 4,463. 
7. AC and CC may have mini-storage which would increase the total square footage. AC and BP 
could have incubators which would increase the totals. 
8. MU uses are estimated to be a total of 69.04 acres with 32.59 acres having office/retail uses and 36.45 
acres having residential uses. 


 
Table 1-2: Master Plan Land Use Designation 


Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 


 
Note: As noted in previous Table 1-1, 20% open space requirement is a cumulative total for all of Kiley Ranch North, not 
individual Phases.  Refer to Note # 5 on Table 1-1 or Kiley Ranch North Tentative Development Handbook. 
 


Land Use Designation  
Gross 


Acres 


Maximum 


Density or 


FAR 


Permitted 


Total Units 


Open Space Provided 


High 
18.0 – 23.9 


du/ac 
HR 25.27 23.9 du/ac 604 


- 


Total Residential   25.27  604 - 


Open Space OS 4.26 - - 4.26 


Subtotal Open Space  4.26 - - 4.26 


PHASE 9 TOTALS  29.53  604 4.26 
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1.4 HANDBOOK PROVISIONS 
 
1.4.1 General Provisions 


 
This Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 Final Development Handbook (the “Final Handbook”) describes in general 
terms when, where and how development will occur within Phase 9 of the Kiley Ranch North Development 
Project (“Phase 9”). It provides sufficient specificity to establish a base qualitative standard (the 
“Development Standards”) for all of Phase 9. It provides design parameters (the “Design Parameters”) to 
which each Individual Project built within Phase 9 will conform. It is intended to offer design flexibility while 
at the same time maintaining minimum standards. Chapter 2 of the Handbook contains standards and 
regulations relative to development, which establish the Development Standards for Phase 9. Chapter 3 
contains standards and parameters relative to design, which establish the Design Standards and Guidelines 
for new development within Phase 9.  
 
1.4.2 Binding Effect of Handbook  


 
Pursuant to NRS 278A.520, NRS 278A.570 and the Development Agreement, the Handbook cannot be 
modified or otherwise impaired by the action of the City without the consent of the Master Developer and 
any required landowner, except as specified in NRS 278A.410.  Similarly, pursuant to NRS 278.0201, as a 
result of the Development Agreement, the ordinances, resolutions or regulations applicable to Kiley Ranch 
North and governing the permitted uses in it, the density and standards for design, improvements and 
construction on it are those in effect at the time the Development Agreement was made. 
 
Hence, the Handbook is binding on the City and cannot be changed without the consent of the Master 
Developer, as defined in the Kiley Ranch North Tentative Development Handbook. In the event that either (i) 
the City is required to consider a request under a discretionary approval process contained herein, or (ii) an 
application for Final Approval is not in Substantial Compliance with Tentative Approval and a public hearing 
is held to approve such application, then the City’s approval of such request or application may be 
conditioned on a modification to a provision in the Handbook outside the scope of such request or 
application only if the City finds that there exists a reasonable relationship between such modification and 
the request or application, such finding to specify how the modification is reasonably related to the request 
or application. Subject to the foregoing sentence, a Final Approval of one Phase shall not alter, modify, or 
otherwise impair the Handbook as to the remaining phases of Kiley Ranch North.  Furthermore, the City shall 
not allow amendments to this Handbook without the approval of the Master Developer, as required.  
 
The standards set forth in the Final Approval of Phase 9, as embodied in the NUD zoning classification and 
this Final Handbook shall, in accordance with NRS 278A.570, supersede any zoning and subdivision statutes 
that may otherwise apply. In case of a conflict, this Final Handbook and the terms of the Final Approval of 
Phase 9 shall control. When not addressed by this Final Handbook or the terms of a Final Approval, the 
provisions of the Sparks Municipal Code shall control.  
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1.5 INDIVIDUAL PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS 
 


1.5.1 Multi-Family Project Administrative Review Approval  


 


A developer or builder of an Individual Project is referred to hereinafter as the “Project Applicant.”  Prior to 


submitting any plan or entitlement for an Individual Project to the City for review and approval, a Project 


Applicant shall first obtain approval of the plans from the Kiley Ranch Design Review Committee (the “DRC”), 


pursuant to a review and certification process set forth in covenants and conditions recorded by the Master 


Developer that encumber the entirety of Kiley Ranch North (“Kiley Covenants”).  After obtaining such 


certification, the plans shall be submitted to the City Planning Division to assure that each Individual Project 


meets or exceeds the Development Standards (see Chapter 2) and fits within the Design Standards and 


Guidelines (see Chapter 3) established by this Handbook.     


 


With regard to all quantitative determinations made by the City under this Section 1.5 (whether by City Staff, 


the Administrator, Community Services Planning Division or any other department of the City), the City may 


grant a “Minor Deviation” of up to ten percent (10%) from the standards and guidelines in the Handbook 


without conducting a hearing, so long as such deviation will not impair the purpose of the Handbook; 


provided, however, that in no event shall a Minor Deviation be granted to change the maximum number of 


residential units or commercial square footage and/or open space acreage, or change or relocate tentatively-


approved land use designations as shown on the Land Use Plan, as set forth on Figure 1-1 of this Handbook 


(provided that adjustments to the boundaries of such land use designations due to changes in the locations 


of streets dividing two such designations shall not constitute a relocation of a land use designation). In 


accordance with the Sparks Municipal Code, the Administrator may grant minor deviations from 


requirements established for a zoning district without conducting a hearing if the applicant for a minor 


deviation obtains the written consent of the owner of any real property that would be affected by the 


proposed minor deviation.  Minor deviations include, but are not limited to, adjustments of the location 


and/or dimensions of buildings, configuration of parking areas and internal roadways, etc., providing such 


adjustments do not change any points of ingress or egress to the site, or exceed the approved density.   


 


With regard to all quantitative determinations made by the City under this Section 1.5 (whether by City Staff, 


the Administrator, Community Services Planning Division or any other department of the City), the City may 


grant a “Major Deviation” between ten percent (10%) and fifty (50%) with review and approval by the Sparks 


Planning Commission.  Major Deviations shall follow the procedures established in Section 20.05.011 of the 


Sparks Municipal Code. 
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Furthermore, whenever the City (in all the foregoing capacities), at any time in the approval processes set 


forth in Sections 1.4 or 1.5 of this Handbook, denies the request of a Project Applicant or grants its approval 


subject to conditions, the City shall state in writing with specificity the standards, guidelines or parameters 


with which the Individual Project fails to conform.  If the Project Applicant does not accept the City’s 


conclusions or conditions, the Project Applicant may appeal the City’s decision to the Planning Commission, 


and thereafter to the City Council, pursuant to the general appeal rights in the Sparks Municipal Code (the 


“Appeal Rights”). 


 
Approval of the plans for an Individual Project may be sought either after Final Approval of Phase 9, or 


concurrently with the Final Approval process; provided, however, that in no event shall approval from City 


staff be completed prior to completion of the Final Approval process.  In the event of any conflict between 


the plan review process set forth in this Handbook and any other review process used by the City, this 


Handbook shall control.  Where this Handbook is silent on a particular approval procedure, the Sparks 


Municipal Code or other regulations governing development of land in effect at the time shall prevail. 


 


All new multi-family “for rent” building construction requires an Administrative Review, unless it has been 


authorized by a Conditional Use Permit as dictated by Table 2-1, Land Use Matrix.  The review process for 


Individual Multi-Family Projects consists of three distinct, but interrelated phases: 


 


1)  The first phase is the pre-application process with the City of Sparks.  It is during this phase that a Project 


Applicant becomes familiar with the application requirements and obtains feedback on preliminary design 


ideas.   


 


2)  The second phase is the DRC review/certification process.     


 


3)  The third phase consists of the City’s process for approving the Individual Multi-Family Project, including a 


Conditional Use Permit approval, if applicable.  Here the City will make its determination as to whether the 


Project meets and conforms to the standards set forth in this Handbook.  City staff will be involved in the 


approval as outlined below.   


 


It is incumbent upon the Project Applicant to become familiar with the City’s review process and application 


requirements.  (Refer to Figure 1-5, Individual Project Approval Process, for schematic of process for multi-


family project approval). 
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PHASE I: PRE-APPLICATION PROCESS  
 
Step 1: A Project Applicant contacts the DRC and the City of Sparks’ Community Services Planning Division to 
clarify the requirements, standards and policies as identified in this Final Handbook and requests a pre-
application conference.  
 
Step 2: The Project Applicant submits to the DRC and City staff a preliminary site analysis, site plan, 
landscape concept, grading concept, and preliminary utility and infrastructure plan. 
 
Step 3: The Project Applicant attends a pre-application conference first with the DRC and then with the City 
of Sparks Community Services Planning Division staff. The Project Applicant obtains feedback from attendees 
and obtains the necessary application(s) and submittal requirements. At this it shall be determined whether 
a Conditional Use Permit will be required for the Project.  
 
PHASE II: DRC APPROVAL PROCESS 
 
Step 4: Following procedures set forth in the Kiley Covenants, the Project Applicant obtains certification of its 
plans (“Kiley Certification”). 
 
PHASE III: CITY OF SPARKS APPROVAL PROCESS 
 
The final phase consists of the City of Sparks’ approval process. The process outlined below is somewhat 
simplified for reference purposes. Project Applicants should familiarize themselves with all City requirements 
and timelines. 
 
Step 5: A Project Applicant submits the Kiley Certification, required fee(s) and completed application(s) to 
the Department of Community Services (using the City of Sparks Application Checklist obtained from the 
City). The application is reviewed for completeness by City staff and distributed to appropriate City 
departments and commenting agencies for comments. 
 
Step 6: The Project Applicant attends a Plan Review meeting(s) with the appropriate City departments to 
discuss the application and offer comments.  The Administrator will review the Individual Commercial 
Project’s conformance with the Development Standards and Design Parameters set forth in this Handbook. 
City staff approves/denies the Individual Commercial Project and submits a letter to the Project Applicant 
specifying any conditions necessary to bring the project into conformance with the Handbook.  If the Project 
Applicant does not accept staff’s conclusions or conditions, the Project Applicant may exercise its Appeal 
Rights. 
 
Step 7: If a Conditional Use Permit is required, a Planning Commission public hearing is held to approve the 
Conditional Use Permit. If an appeal is filed, a public hearing is held before the City Council to approve the 
Conditional Use Permit.  
 
Step 8: Submit for Building Permit 
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Figure 1-5 – Individual Project Approval Process 
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2 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 


 


2.1 PURPOSE & COMPLIANCE 


 


The purpose of Chapter Two is to set regulatory requirements for the land uses located within Kiley Ranch 


North Phase 9.  These requirements include standards for land use, density/intensity, and for the design 


of rights-of-way, landscape buffers, trails, parks and entries.  All development shall comply with the text, 


policies, standards, and associated tables and exhibits of this Final Handbook.  Where a conflict exists 


between these development standards and the City of Sparks Municipal Code, the standards contained 


herein shall apply.  Where this Development Handbook remains silent, the provisions and definitions 


within the City of Sparks Municipal Code and Subdivision Regulations shall apply. 


 


2.2 LAND USE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  


 


2.2.1  Phase 9 Land Use 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 2-1 – Phase 9 Land Use 
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2.2.2 Description 
 
The residential land uses within Phase 9 (Villages 8 and 44) allow for multi-family housing at 18 to 23.9 
dwelling units per acre.  The land use designations permitted within Phase 9 are High Residential (HR) and 
Open Space (OS).  Uses such as childcare facilities, community clubhouses, schools, above ground utilities 
and churches which are determined to be compatible with and oriented towards the needs of these 
residential neighborhoods, may also be allowed in HR (refer to allowed uses/Land Use Matrix – Table 2-1 
and the Kiley Ranch North Tentative Development Handbook).  The following is a description of each of 
the land use categories permitted in Phase 9: 
 


HIGH (HR):  18.0 - 23.9 du/net acre   


 


This designation allows rental and for-sale multi-family dwellings.  Typical product types include 


apartments, condominiums, row houses, and townhomes.  This designation is primarily located near high 


activity areas of the community and larger streets. 


 
OPEN SPACE (OS) 
 
The purpose of this land use designation is to provide pedestrian and bicycle trails, protection of steep 


slopes, drainage facilities, opportunities for passive recreational use, and lands that will remain in their 


natural condition.  Typical uses of these areas include trails (including regional trails), passive recreational 


facilities, a wetland interpretive center, native or ornamental landscaping, storm drain channels, utility 


lines, and erosion protection needed for regional utilities and infrastructure.  Open space within Phase 9 


will be maintained by the Kiley Ranch North Landscape Association Inc., with the exception of any regional 


trails which will be owned and maintained by the City of Sparks. 


 
2.2.3 Land Use Areas 
 
The following table summarizes the area of residential and other land use within Phase 9. 
 


Land Use Gross Acreage 


HIGH RESIDENTIAL (HR) 25.27± acres 


OPEN SPACE 4.26± acres 


TOTAL 29.53±acres 
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2.2.4 Setbacks and Density/Intensity Requirements 


 


TYPE HIGH RESIDENTIAL (HR)  18.0 - 23.9 du/net ac 


DESCRIPTION This designation is intended to provide attached homes in a highly 


segmented range of product types. Typical housing types include 


townhomes, condominiums, and apartments (either for rent or for sale).  


 MULTI-FAMILY NOTES 


BUILDING INTENSITY 


Maximum Net Density (du/ac) 23.9 *12 ft. min between porches, 


patios, or balconies Building Separation 20 ft. min.* 


Building Height 50 ft. max. 


LANDSCAPING 


Landscape Requirement Min. 20% of parcel  


BUILDING SETBACKS FROM PROPERTY LINES 


FRONT YARD SETBACKS   


To Structure 10 ft. min 


To Porch/Patio 10 ft. min. 


SIDE YARD SETBACKS   


* Building separation Interior Side Yard 20 ft. min * 


Side Yard Adjacent to Street 10 ft. min. 


REAR YARD SETBACKS   


To Structure 10 ft. min. 


To Porch/Patio 10 ft. min. 


To Garage (from private drive) Refer to Exhibit 2-7 Alley Detail 


BUILDING PROJECTIONS Refer to Section 20.04.008 of the Sparks Municipal Code. 


ACCESSORY USES 


Accessory uses shall be permitted pursuant to Section 20.03.002 of the Sparks Municipal Code. 


 


Refer to Figures 2-2 and 2-3 for typical HR prototypes and conceptual plans. 
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Figure 2-2 – High Residential (HR) Prototype 
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Figure 2-3 – Typical HR Site Plan 
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2.3 Permitted and Conditional Land Uses 


 


Permitted uses, uses requiring a Conditional Use Permit, and prohibited uses within the Development 


Plan, are provided in the following Land Use Matrix table (2-1).  This matrix organizes potential uses within 


the land use categories presented within the Development Plan.  The following symbols are used in the 


matrix to indicate whether a proposed use is permitted, not permitted, or requires a Conditional Use 


Permit: 


 


   P Permitted by right within the Development Plan 


  CP Conditional Use Permit required 


  AN Ancillary Use - Uses only allowed when permitted uses are present for a particular land use 


   Not Permitted within the Development Plan (empty cell) 


 


Those uses not specifically listed in the Land Use Matrix table are subject to review based on the 


consistency with the purpose and intent of the land use designation and Development Plan of Chapter 2 


in these Development Standards.  All uses shall require an administrative review and approval process 


from the Department of Community Services, as specified in Chapter 20.03, Sparks Municipal Code and 


Sections 278.315 and 278.317 of NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes). 
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Table 2-1 – Land Use Matrix 


 


  H
ig


h
 R
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id


en
ti


al
 


  O
p


en
 S


p
ac


e
 


 HR OS 


PUBLIC/INSTITUTIONAL LAND USES   


Churches, parsonages, parish house, convents and other religious institutions CP  


Clubs and lodges including but not limited to community buildings, YMCA, 
Boys and Girls Clubs and other similar youth group uses 


CP  


Community gardens P  


Historical and cultural monuments; interpretive sites  P 


Above ground public utility facilities (transmission, distribution and storage) 
and equipment sub-stations 


CP CP 


SCHOOL LAND USES   
Public or private schools (K-12, colleges) P  


RESIDENTIAL LAND USES   


Apartments P  


Condominiums P  


Homefinding/information center; temporary until community sales complete P  


Group residential care facilities, assisted living, and residential retirement 
homes 


P  


Residences (single family detached and attached) P  


Temporary real estate offices associated with Model Home complexes  P  


Townhouse P  


Trail access points P P 







KILEY RANCH NORTH PHASE 9 – FINAL DEVELOPMENT HANDBOOK 
 
 


  
2-8 


 


  H
ig


h
 R


es
id


en
ti


al
 


  O
p


en
 S


p
ac


e
 


 HR OS 


PARK LAND USES   
Active parks including basketball courts, volleyball courts, playground 
equipment, etc. 


P  


Bike rentals  P 


Community recreation centers AN  


Passive park and access ways including pocket parks, seating areas, picnic 
areas, trails and gardens, etc. 


P P 


OPEN SPACE LAND USES   


Open Space Land Uses include, but are not limited to the following uses:   


Bicycle trails and bikeways P P 


Pedestrian trails and walkways P P 


Regional trails P P 


NOTES 


a) Uses not specifically listed are subject to review based on their consistency with the purpose and intent of each 
designation as determined by the Design Review Committee (DRC) and the City of Sparks Community Services 
Department. 
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2.4 STREETSCAPE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 


 


2.4.1 Access Standards 


 


No final specific layouts or users are identified with this Development Handbook.  Regional Transportation 


Commission (RTC) access management standards and the City of Sparks Public Works design standards 


shall be used to direct the design of access and layouts for owners or users at their time of development.  


Accesses and layouts will be reviewed and approved by the Design Review Committee (DRC) and the City 


of Sparks.   


 


2.4.2 Streetscape Landscape  


  


The arterial and collector streets of Kiley Ranch North have been designed to promote a feeling of 


openness throughout the development.  Each of these streets is adjacent to a landscape buffer parcel or 


easement between 15 feet to 30 feet on each side of the right-of-way, related to its classification and 


traffic volume.  All landscaping within Kiley Ranch North shall be provided in accordance with the City of 


Sparks Municipal Code unless stricter requirements are identified in this Development Handbook.  


Landscape design for development projects will be reviewed and approved by the Design Review 


Committee (DRC) and the City of Sparks.   


 


CONSTRUCTION 


Sidewalks and landscaping on the roadway side of the sidewalk are to be installed with the construction 


of the adjacent roadway.  This applies to landscaping within the public rights-of-way and along Kiley 


Parkway and collector roads.  Landscape within the landscape buffer on the development side of the 


sidewalk will be installed with the initial development of the adjacent property by the Master Developer 


or its designee.   
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MAINTENANCE 


 


Landscaping located within the right-of-way and landscape buffers or easements adjacent to arterial and 


collector roadway classifications shall be maintained by the Kiley Ranch North LMA.  Areas to be 


maintained by the LMA may be in easements or parcels.  Landscape located within the right-of-way and 


the landscape buffer parcels and easements adjacent to all other roadways shall be maintained by the 


Kiley Ranch North Landscape Association (LMA) and the KRN Villages Homeowner’s Association.  The City 


of Sparks shall be responsible for the maintenance of all public sidewalks within the public right-of-way or 


within parcels dedicated for public use such as the Orr Ditch Linear Park, and the regional trail within open 


space.  A public access easement or dedicated parcel shall be granted to the City of Sparks for all 


sidewalks/trails located outside the right-of-way.  An access easement shall be granted to the LMA for all 


landscape areas within the right-of-way or as needed. 


 


GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND DEFINITIONS: 


 


a)  Evergreen trees shall be a minimum of 6 feet in height. 


 


b)  Deciduous trees shall be a minimum 2-inch caliper. 


 


c)  Organic/Inorganic Groundcover includes: 


1.) Living plants, such as shrubs, turf grasses, vines, meadow grasses and wild flowers, or other 


living ground covers. 


2.) Wood chips, bark, decomposed granite, decorative rock or other non-living material may be 


used and shall have a minimum depth of 4 inches. 


3.) Plastic, steel, or other appropriate edging material shall be provided around ground cover beds 


to retain loose ground cover material. 


 


d)  At time of planting, all groundcover and shrub areas must have 100% coverage with organic, rock 


and/or bark mulch, to protect the soil. 


 


e)  Slope banks shall utilize native and/or adapted species to reduce maintenance and irrigation 


requirements.  Adapted species refers to non-native or exotic plant species that are non-invasive and well 


adapted to the local climate and growing conditions. 
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f)  All trees should have a minimum 2-foot diameter mulched base. 


 


g)  Landscape within the Orr Ditch Linear Park shall utilize native and/or adapted species to reduce 


maintenance and irrigation. 


 


h)  Large trees exceed 40 feet in height and 40 feet canopy diameter at maturity. 


 


i)  Medium trees range from 20 feet to 40 feet in height and 10 feet to 40 feet in canopy diameter at 


maturity. 


 


j)  Small trees range from 8 feet to 20 feet in height and 6 feet to 20 feet in canopy diameter at maturity. 


 


k)  Wingfield Hills Road, Kiley Parkway and Windmill Farms Parkway 14-foot medians shall include medium 


trees (30% evergreen/70% deciduous) planted 15 feet on center with informal offsets.    


 


l)  Wingfield Hills Road landscape buffers shall be 25 feet on both sides of roadway and shall include 


medium trees (40% evergreen/60% deciduous) planted with multiple linear rows 20-feet on center. 


 


m)  Riparian species refers to water-loving plants that are usually associated with drainage ways or riparian 


corridors. 


 


n)  Kiley Parkway landscape buffer shall be 15 feet both sides of the roadway and shall include medium 


trees (40% evergreen/60% deciduous) planted with multiple linear rows 20 feet on center. 


 


o)  Linear rows refers to repeated patterns of trees with each group spaced at a regular interval. 


 


p)  Informal and clustered groupings refers to the random or irregular arrangement of plants in groups of 


3 or more and spaced a maximum of 60 feet between clusters. 


 


q)  The use of fall color species trees is encouraged. 


 


r)  Sidewalks and trails may meander or they may parallel the roadway. 
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2.4.3 Street Lighting 


 


The lighting for Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 will be designed to enhance the quality and safety of the 
streetscape corridors. Lighting design will contribute to the overall atmosphere by reinforcing the 
community structure through a cohesive, identifiable palette of materials. Lighting design will be reviewed 
and approved by the Design Review Committee (DRC) and the City of Sparks. Lighting located within the 
right-of-way of arterials, collector roads, and local streets, and other public common areas will be installed 
by the Master Developer or Guest Builder and maintained by NV Energy (for standard poles/fixtures). This 
section provides lighting standards for arterials, collectors and local streets, as well as pedestrian, 
landscape and sign lighting within Kiley Ranch North. 
 
The goals of these lighting standards are to: 
 


(1) Provide a safe level of illumination for both motorists and pedestrians; 
(2) Reinforce the pedestrian scale of the community; and 
(3) Allow for quality lighting design that reflects the theme of the community 


 


 


2.4.3.1  Arterials, Collectors and Local Streets 


 


GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: 


 


a)  Lighting fixture types shall be of a consistent scale, design and color along street corridors 


 


b)  Lighting fixture types shall differentiate use areas within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9. 


 


c)  Street lighting shall be directionally shaded to reduce offsite fugitive light and glare. 
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Table 2-2 – Streetscape Lighting Standards 
 


  Standards 


Roadway 
Designation 


Roadway Location Maximum 
Height 


Finish Color Placement Spacing 


Neighborhood 
Local 


All public streets 
within a parcel 
or subdivision 


City of Sparks 
Standards 


NV Energy 
Standards1 


NV Energy 
Standards1 


City of Sparks 
Standards 


Spacing 
varies 


1 – Refer to Exhibit 2-4 


 


 
 
             Pre-2014 Fixture                                                    Standard Fixtures (2014 and Beyond) 


 


 
 


 


 


 


 


Note: images are representative examples and subject to revision based on City of Sparks and NV Energy standards. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 2-4 – Street Lighting 
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2.4.4 Entries 


 


The consistent treatment of community gateways and residential neighborhood entries will help establish 


a consistent community character, while allowing a variety of entry treatments and identities for 


individual neighborhoods.  The design of entries will be reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City 


of Sparks.   


 


2.4.5 Trail Access Points - Regional Trail 


 


Paths include sidewalks and multi-use trails, which allow pedestrians and bicyclists.  Sidewalks and trails 


are located within landscape buffers along significant transportation corridors within Kiley Ranch North 


Phase 9.  The design of paths will be reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks. 


 


Sidewalks and trails shall be built with the construction of the roadway by the party responsible for the 


installation of the adjacent improvements.  The City of Sparks shall be responsible for the maintenance of 


all sidewalks within the rights-of-way and regional trails in Kiley Ranch North Phase 9.  A public access 


easement or parcel shall be granted to the City of Sparks for all sidewalks located outside the right-of-


way.     


 


2.4.5.1 Trail Access Points 


 


Trail access points (TAP) shall be incorporated within some residential projects and shall be constructed 


by the Guest Builder(s) with the appropriate projects.  Trail access points provide pedestrian links to the 


Regional Trail and shall be located to best provide overall community connectivity.  Trail access points will 


be maintained by the LMA. Therefore, trail access point locations shall be reviewed and approved by the 


DRC and the City of Sparks.  A minimum of one (1) trail access points shall be provided within Kiley Ranch 


North Phase 9.  Refer to Figures 2-5 and 2-6 for trail access point concepts and Figure 2-7 for conceptual 


TAP location. 
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Note: Refer to Exhibit 2-6 for trail access point locations. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 2-5 – Trail Access Point Concept 
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Figure 2-6 – Typical Bollards at Trail Access Points 
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GENERAL GUIDELINES 


a)  All pedestrian travel surfaces must conform to American Disability Act (ADA) standards. 


 


b)  Trails and sidewalks located within the landscape buffers shall provide connections to the adjacent 


development. 


 


2.4.5.2  Regional Trail 


 


a)  The Regional Trail within Kiley Ranch North shall include a bench and trash receptacle every 1,500± 


feet (to be maintained by the LMA).  Regional Trails may be located in open space on the east side of 


Phase 9. 


 


b)  The City of Sparks collects a Regional Park and Recreation Impact Fee (per NRS 278B) for Service Area 
No. 1, to which the Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 is wholly within.  Contained within the Regional Park and 
Recreation Fee is a component for Regional Trail construction.   
 
In lieu of these facts, the Master Developer and/or Guest Builder at a minimum must do the following: 
 


1. Transfer land to the City of Sparks sufficient for the construction and maintenance of Regional 
Trails in accordance with Figure 2-7 (typically a 12-foot-wide parcel sized for a 10-foot concrete 
path).  The timing of the transfer of land for the Regional Trail shall be determined with each 
adjacent tentative map or administrative review.   


2. Pay the Regional Park and Recreation Impact fee with each building permit. 
 
However, in lieu of the above, the Master Developer or Guest Builder may elect to enter into an Impact 
Fee Credit Agreement (“Credit Agreement”) with the City of Sparks.  Under this alternative, the Master 
Developer or Guest Builder shall: 
 


1. Design, construct and transfer the Regional Trail or portion of the Regional Trail applicable per 
the Credit Agreement in exchange for Regional Park and Recreation Impact Fee Credits.  The 
timing and segment of the applicable Regional Trail shall be contained in the Credit Agreement. 


 
Note, there could be multiple Credit Agreements.   
 
A Trail Access Point located within a Guest Builder residential project(s) that are links to the Regional Trail 
should be constructed with the appropriate project and maintained by the LMA.  Connectivity shall be 
reviewed by the DRC and the City of Sparks. The 10-foot concrete path or 10-foot public sidewalks on 
Wingfield Hills Road (i.e. regional trails) will be maintained by the City of Sparks. 
 


Refer to Figure 2-7 (following page) for a Regional Trail network map. 
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Figure 2-7 – Regional Trail - Trail Access Point Plan 
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2.4.6 Mailboxes 
 
Individual mailboxes, if allowed by the United States Postal Service (USPS), shall be paired at driveways to 
serve adjacent homes.  The style of the mailboxes, including address numbers shall be compatible with 
the architectural styles of the homes and shall be consistent throughout each project.  Mailbox designs 
shall be approved by the Kiley Ranch North Design Review Committee and the USPS.  Mailboxes shall be 
provided and installed by the Guest Builder prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for the 
individual homes or units. 
 
If individual mailboxes are not permitted, clustered boxes shall be located in convenient areas conducive 
to temporary parking.  Placement of cluster boxes shall not be near intersections and shall not conflict 
with individual driveways or utilities.  Locations shall be approved by the City of Sparks, USPS, and the 
DRC. 
 
The United States Postal Service (USPS) shall be responsible for the maintenance of mailbox cluster boxes. 
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3 DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 
 


3.1 PURPOSE AND COMPLIANCE 


 


The purpose of this chapter is to establish a base qualitative standard through the use of design parameters 


within which developers building in Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 must conform and that will ensure that 


projects will contribute to the character and vision outlined for the community.  The standards and 


guidelines in this chapter will shape the development of the various land use areas by providing specific 


design criteria for building orientation, landscaping, lighting, signs, walls and fences, and other design 


elements integral to creating development projects that fit into the theme of the community.  These 


standards and guidelines also address the community’s underlying structure such as community entries, 


community walls, trails, and parks.  Architecture standards and guidelines are also provided to ensure 


buildings within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 are attractive, relate to one another, and to the community 


character.  The pictures contained in this Chapter are provided to convey the general design intent of the 


standards and guidelines and are not intended to require the specific design style depicted. 


 


During the development review process the Kiley Ranch North Design Review Committee (DRC) and the City 


of Sparks will review all development applications and ensure the proposed project meets the intent of these 


design standards and guidelines.  However, it is the primary responsibility of the DRC to determine a 


project’s compliance with this chapter during the administrative review processes.   


 


3.2 SITE PLANNING STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 


 


The purpose of the site planning standards and guidelines is to address general provisions of site 


development which include building orientation, grading and drainage, parking areas, landscape, lighting, 


signs, walls and fences, and service areas.  Site planning controls the proper placement of buildings and 


internal roads that service and access the various land uses in the community.  It addresses the linkages and 


land use relationships at a human-scale, in order to create a stimulating and visually pleasant community.  


The goal is to promote pedestrian activity and safety, create visual compatibility with surrounding 


neighborhoods and minimize negative impacts on the natural environment. 
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3.2.1 Multi-Family/Attached Residential Site Planning 


 


Site planning, architectural design, and landscape shall be integrated into a unified design of new multi-


family housing or attached single family housing.  These site planning standards and guidelines address the 


following issues: placement and orientation of attached homes or multi-family buildings; site grading and 


drainage; placement of parking/carports/garages; landscaping and public spaces; lighting; walls and fences; 


service and utility areas; and project entries.  These standards may also apply to condominium/attached 


single family projects built for rental. 


 


3.2.1.1  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Building Orientation 


 


a)  Building placement and orientation shall be designed to create visual interest along public rights-of-way 


and within the project.  Buildings and landscape elements in a single project shall demonstrate a positive 


functional relationship to one another.   


 


b)  Residential buildings should be grouped in clusters and sited 


to minimize the scale of the project.  Larger building masses 


should provide larger open space areas.  Small blocks of parking 


with walks, entries, and mailboxes within each cluster of 


buildings shall be utilized to provide a sense of identity and 


convenience. 


 


c)  Buildings shall be oriented and clustered in such a way as to 


provide courtyards and open space areas (see example to right). 


The open space shall be usable area, not steep in slope or 


riparian in nature. 


 


d)  To provide privacy between living spaces, there should be 


distance separations, buffering or changes in the angles of units. 


 


e)  All multi-family/attached single family developments shall 


incorporate pedestrian connections to adjoining residential, 


recreational and commercial uses as well as to the community 


trail system (see example to right). 
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f)  Projects along transit routes shall be designed to have a 


pedestrian entrance oriented towards transit stops for convenient 


access by transit riders (see example to left). 


 


g)  There shall be common barbecue areas with tables provided 


within the multi-family/attached single family development, which 


can count towards recreational facilities.   


 


 


 


h)  Multi-family/attached single family development over 25 units shall have a children’s play area with play 


equipment that is visible from as many units as possible.  They shall incorporate five (5) of the following 


recreational facilities: 


 


• Swimming pool 


• Tennis courts 


• Horseshoe courts 


• Pickle Ball courts 


• Spa 


• Exercise equipment 


• Game room 


• Community room 


• Par course 


• Walking trails (minimum ¼ mile in length) 


• Picnic areas to include tables with barbecues 


• Volleyball court 


• Basketball court 


• Lawn areas for field games 


• Sports courts 
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i)  The recreational facilities shall be conveniently and centrally 


located for the majority of the units (see examples to left). 


 


j)  Private open space, such as decks or patios shall be contiguous to 


the units with a minimum width of six (6) feet. 


 


k)  All multi-family attached developments shall incorporate 


outdoor barbecue areas in centrally located courtyards or 


recreation areas of the project.  Barbecues and other outdoor 


cooking devices are specifically prohibited from use in individual 


unit patios and decks.   


 


l)  The recreational facilities shall be conveniently and centrally 


located for the majority of the units.   


 


m)  Multi-family/attached single family development over 25 units 


shall have a children’s play area with play equipment that is visible 


from as many units as possible. 


 


n)  All multi-family units shall have an outdoor patio/deck for each 


unit with a minimum depth of six (6) feet or provide a design 


solution that satisfies the intent of this standard.  The alternative 


design is subject to the approval of the DRC and the City of Sparks. 


 


3.2.1.2  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Grading and Drainage 


 


a)  The design of multi-family housing or attached single family housing shall be sensitive to the natural 


terrain, and structures shall be located in such as manner so as to minimize necessary grading and preserve 


natural site features and drainage ways.  Any grading of the site terrain shall blend with the natural 


topography of the site.   
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b)  Site grading shall be designed to complement the architectural and landscape design character of the 


community, screening parking and service areas, reducing the perception of height and mass on larger 


buildings, and providing reasonable transitions between on-site uses. 


 


c)  Builders shall limit mass cut and fill slopes wherever feasible to retain a natural slope appearance.  All 


grading shall be in compliance with the City of Sparks Hillside Development Ordinance (20.04.011). 


 


d)  Graded slopes shall be rounded resulting in smooth, harmonious transitions between the man-made 


terrain and the natural terrain. 


 


e)  All graded slopes shall be revegetated prior to building occupancy.  If climatic conditions or other 


circumstances prevent planting at the time of occupancy a bond shall be provided for landscaping during the 


subsequent growing season or other arrangements made for revegetation, subject to the approval of the 


Administrator.  Drought tolerant plant species shall be utilized to help minimize erosion. 


 


f)  The developer shall provide a final hydrological report for the project in conformance with the City’s 


Hydrological Criteria and Drainage Design Manual (HCDDM) for review and approval by the City Engineering 


Department. 


 


g)  The developer shall post a surety for reclamation and revegetation prior to issuance of a grading permit. 


 


h)  The developer shall submit an erosion control plan with each grading plan. 


 


3.2.1.3  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Parking  


 


The goal of the following standards and guidelines are to limit the impact of parking areas on the streetscape 


and provide a network of pedestrian paths within landscaped corridors that tie into the community trail 


system. 


 


a)  Parking spaces shall be provided within 200 feet of all residential units.  This can be modified on a case by 


case basis by the DRC and the City of Sparks. 
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b)  Parking areas shall be linked to the building and sidewalk network as 


an extension of the pedestrian system.  Pedestrian systems shall be 


designed within the development to connect buildings and open 


space/recreational facilities (see example to right).  This can be done 


using design features such as walkways with enhanced paving, trellis 


structures and/or landscaping treatments. 


 


c)  Carports and garages shall be designed as an integral part of the 


architecture of the development.  They shall be the same in materials, 


color and detail to the principal buildings of the development.  Carports 


should not have roof pitch of less than 3:12.   


 


d)  Parking in the perimeter of the property adjacent to the public right-of-way shall be screened according 


to the standards in Section 3.2.4.5 of the Kiley Ranch North Tentative Planned Development Handbook. 


 


e)  Wheel stops shall be provided where parking adjoins landscaping and sidewalks unless an alternative 


design is approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks. 


 


The following parking requirements are maximums for the following Residential uses.  All other general 


parking requirements and minimum number of spaces required shall comply with the Sparks Municipal Code 


as specified in Section 20.04.009.  


 


MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL  


Resident Parking  - 1 space/efficiency DU (no separate bedroom) 


    - 1.5 spaces/1 bedroom DU 


    - 2 spaces/2 bedroom DU 


    - 2 spaces/3 bedroom DU 


    - 2.5 spaces/DU larger than 3 bedrooms + 0.5 space/additional bedroom 


  over 4 


 


Guest Parking   - 1 space/10 DUs 


MULTI-RESIDENTIAL/GROUP RESIDENTIAL CARE 


Group Residential Care Facilities (including assisted care) 0.5 spaces per unit 


Residential Retirement Facilities (Senior Housing) 0.75 spaces per unit 
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3.2.1.4  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Landscape 


 


Multi-family and attached single family residential landscaping provides a unique sense of identity for each 


project.  The following standards and guidelines help to establish the landscape character for each project 


that will enhance the quality of the development and buffer the project from roadways and undesirable 


views.  


 


a) All multi-family developments shall have a minimum of 10% of the 


net buildable area or lot area dedicated to usable open space, whether 


common or private, for recreation and social activities. The 10% is not 


in addition to the 20% minimum total landscape requirement for multi-


family developments. 


 


b)  Landscaping around the entire foundation base of buildings shall be 


provided to enhance the area between the parking lot, walkways and 


the structure (see examples to left). 


 


c)  Stepping stones or other hardscape shall be provided through a 


landscape planter to provide access from parking lots to walkways. 


 


d)  Low water demand plant materials and turf shall be used in 


conjunction with low water demand principles and techniques.   


 


 


e)  All landscaped areas shall be irrigated with permanent automatic irrigation systems.  All irrigation systems 


shall be placed underground.  


 


f)  Planting islands in parking lots shall have a minimum eight (8) foot interior protected by a six (6) inch curb. 


 


g)  The landscape along the street periphery shall be a minimum width of 15 feet from the right of way and 


provide a mix of trees, shrubs, and living groundcover.  This 15-foot required width is not in addition to the 


landscape buffer width required adjacent to arterial and collector roads.  The trees shall be a minimum of 


four (4) trees per 100 lineal feet and six (6) shrubs per tree.  All parking lots and buildings shall incorporate 


landscaping at their street periphery.   
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h)  All sites shall incorporate screening at their periphery.  Screening shall be implemented utilizing the 


following:   


 


-  Utilize evergreen shrubs and ornamental grasses that are 30 to 36 inches high at maturity to 


create a loose, informal landscape screen. 


-  Provide evergreen trees at four (4) trees per 100 lineal feet of landscape area.  Evergreen 


trees shall be installed at a mix of 50% six (6) foot in height and 50 % eight (8) foot in height. 


-  A minimum 10-foot landscape buffer/planter shall be provided between the street and 


periphery walls/fences.  


 


i)  Landscaping shall be installed to provide shade and enhancement of open space and recreational areas.  


The placement of plants shall consider security and safety by avoiding the creation of secluded areas.   


 


j)  Project area, open space, common areas and recreational areas shall be landscaped, as approved by the 


City of Sparks and the DRC. 


 


k)  Landscaping within Kiley Ranch North shall comply with the regulations governing landscaping contained 


within Section 20.04.006 of the Sparks Municipal Code.  Where a conflict exists between these development 


standards and the City of Sparks Municipal Code, the standards contained herein shall apply. 


 


3.2.1.5  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Lighting 


 


a)  Lighting throughout Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 shall be designed to differentiate between land use areas, 


emphasize community amenities, provide continuity along street corridors and ensure the safety of residents 


and users.   


 


b)  Parking lot, walkway and area lighting heights shall be in scale with the setting and complement the 


architecture.   Any light source over ten (10) feet high shall incorporate a cut-off shield to prevent the light 


source from being directly visible from off-site areas to prevent glare. 


 


c)  Parking lot, walkway and area lighting shall be directed downward with no direct projection of light off-


site.  The light source shall be kept as low to the ground as possible while ensuring safe and functional levels 


of illumination.  The use of bollard lighting shall be encouraged in pedestrian areas. 


 


d)  Overall lighting levels shall be compatible with neighborhood ambient levels and color shall be uniform 


throughout the development.  Soft, indirect lighting shall be employed where feasible. 
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e)  Illumination for aesthetic purposes of any building or surrounding landscape utilizing exterior light 


fixtures that project light beyond the property line is prohibited. 


 


f) Support structures for lighting should be designed as part of the general theme of the building architecture 


and be consistent throughout the project. 


 


g)  Minimal energy consumption shall be a factor in lighting selection. 


 


h)  Any light source over ten (10) feet high shall incorporate a cut-off shield to confine illumination to the site 


and protect adjacent properties from glare. 


 


i)  Exterior lights shall not blink, flash or change intensity except for limited holiday decorations during 


December.  String lights, building or roofline tube lighting, reflective or luminescent wall surfaces are 


prohibited unless approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks. 


 


j)  All sources of light shall be concealed and directed downward.  Parking lot, walkway and area lighting shall 


be directed downward with no light spilling off-site.  The light source shall be kept as low to the ground as 


possible while ensuring safe and functional levels of illumination.   


 


k)  Lighting shall be placed along primary pedestrian pathways, at pedestrian bridge crossings, parks, and 


other special high use areas. 


 


l)  Lighting shall have a common design and color within the development. 


 


m)  Bollards shall have a maximum height of 45 inches. 


 


n)  Pedestrian lighting shall be spaced at intervals appropriate to facilitate the safety of the pedestrian. 
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o)  Light poles and fixtures within each project shall be approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks. 


 


p)  Lighting within Kiley Ranch North shall comply with the regulations governing lighting contained within 


the Sparks Municipal Code.  Where a conflict exists between these development standards and the City of 


Sparks Municipal Code, the standards contained herein shall apply. 


 


3.2.1.6  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Walls and Fences 


 


a)  Multi-family and attached single family residential projects shall minimize the 


use of solid walls adjacent to the right-of-way to the greatest extent possible.  


Where walls are necessary, view fences or buildings sited in such a way that they 


serve the function of walls should be employed (see examples to right). A 


combination of view and solid fencing may be used. 


 


 


b)  View fences shall include landscape with trees and shrubs to screen views of 


private yards from adjacent properties and public rights-of-way. 


 


 


c)  All walls and fences shall be incorporated into the design of the surrounding 


buildings.  Design of all walls and fences shall be consistent in terms of material, 


color and detail within each multi-family and attached single family residential 


project. 
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3.2.1.7  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Service and Utility Areas 


 


a)  Storage areas, utility meters, HVAC, trash enclosures, and other 


service functions shall be screened, recessed or enclosed (see 


example to left). 


 


b)  Trash and storage areas shall be designed as an integral part of 


the structure(s) and shall not be oriented to any public right-of-way 


or pedestrian walkway without adequate screening.  It is the intent 


to locate these facilities in the most inconspicuous manner as 


possible.   


 


c)  Trash enclosures shall be finished using durable materials that complement the development’s 


architecture and shall be screened with landscape on three sides.   


 


d) Switch boxes, transformers, electrical and gas meters, including 


ground mounted air conditioning units and other above ground or 


building mounted utility elements (including antennas or satellite 


dishes), shall be screened with elements compatible with the 


building architecture or located out of view from public roads, 


driveways and common public areas, such as exterior entrances and 


pathways (see example to left). 


 


 


e)  All trash and garbage bins shall be stored in an enclosure, approved by disposal services, the DRC and the 


City of Sparks. 


 


f)  Trash and storage areas within multi-family developments shall be screened and gated.  Trash enclosures 


shall be constructed to be architecturally compatible with the project.  All trash enclosures shall be treated 


with anti-graffiti material.  The trash enclosures shall be constructed of substantial building materials used in 


the design of the building(s).  Gates shall be constructed of durable building materials that screens at a 


minimum 80% of the view into the trash enclosure.  Wood or chain link gates are not allowed. 


 


g)  Service, trash and storage areas shall be incorporated into the overall design of the site and building so 


that the visual and acoustic impacts of these functions are fully contained and out of view from adjacent 


properties and public streets.    Walls used to screen these areas shall have a minimum five (5) foot wide 


landscaped area located in front. 
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h)  Exterior onsite utilities, including sewer, gas, water, electric, telephone and communications equipment 


must be installed underground.  Transformers and other utility equipment that must be above ground shall 


be screened with landscaping and incorporated into the streetscape to the approval of the utility company 


and the City of Sparks.   


 


i)  Rooftop equipment on buildings shall be shielded from view from parking lots and public streets.  


Screening will be compatible with the design, form, material and color of the building.  All rooftop equipment 


shall be organized into major groups to the greatest extent possible.  It is the intent to screen groupings of 


equipment with a single architectural massing made of durable materials incorporated into the building 


design.  Lattice work will not be permitted. 


 


3.2.1.8  Multi-Family/Attached Residential Project Entry 


 


a)  Project entries shall provide an individual identity to the project such as 


special paving, graphic sign, specialty lighting, specimen trees, or flowering 


plants (see example to right). 


 


b)  Project entry drives for multi-family/attached single family projects with 


more than 50 units should include at least three (3) of the following: 


 


- A minimum five (5) foot wide landscaped median. 


- Textured paving, interlocking pavers or rough textured concrete. 


- Gateway elements such as lights, bollards, monuments, or entry walls. 


- A roundabout containing landscaping and public art. 


- Community name signage. 


 


c)  Multi-family project entry drives shall have sidewalks on both sides connecting the street to the interior 


pathways of the project.  


 


d)  Entry treatments shall be located outside the sight visibility triangle of the road intersection. 


 


e)  Project entries shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks with each project. 


 


f)  Project entries shall be maintained by the property owner. 
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3.2.1.9  Multi-Family Signs 


 


a)  All signage shall comply with the standards outlined in the Sparks Municipal Code, Section 20.04.010 for 


multi-family zoning. 


 


3.3 ARCHITECTURE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 


 


3.3.1 Background 


 


The purpose of these architectural guidelines is to provide general design criteria and guidance for the 


development of the neighborhoods of Kiley Ranch North Phase 9.  The guidelines are not intended to restrict 


creativity or prohibit variety, but rather promote both visual compatibility and architectural quality in a 


community setting achieved by utilizing complementary, traditional and contemporary architectural styles.  


The intended result is a high level of design direction and quality. 


 


3.3.2 Architectural Themes 


 


3.3.2.1  Craftsman 


 


The Craftsman style was inspired by the English Arts and Crafts Movement of the late 19th century.  The style 


stressed the importance of insuring that all exterior and interior elements receive both tasteful and “artful” 


attention.  The resulting Craftsman style responded with extensive built-in elements and by treating details 


such as windows or ceilings as if they were furniture.  The style is further characterized by broad open 


porches, multiple gable roofs with deep overhangs, and a rustic texture of building materials.  The following 


further describes the essential design elements of this style.   


 


Basic Elements 


- Gable roofs with deep overhangs. 


- Expressive structural elements such as rafters, brackets and columns. 


- Broad windows and doors. 


- A mixture of materials such as stone, shingles and siding. 


- Porches with distinctive pier column combinations. 


 


Building Mass and Roofs 


- Gabled roofs with a pitch range from 4 in 12 to 6 in 12 for the main roof. 


- Wings which project from the main mass and receive independent roof forms. 


- Roof materials of concrete or clay tile, architectural grade composition asphalt shingles or slate. 
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Building Articulation 


- Large, detailed eave projections with exposed rafter tails. 


- Gable roof projections may be supported by braces or extended beams. 


- Broad porches encompassing the full width of the house. 


- The gable roof on porches parallel to the roof of the main structure. 


- The detailing of porches showing variety such as short square columns that rest on massive piers, 


battered columns, or solid balustrades. 


- Railings have square balusters or turned spindles. 


 


Doors and Windows 


- Windows and doors broad in proportion. 


- Doors paneled or contain a combination of paneled and glazed elements, and entries usually occur 


singularly. 


- Doors have sidelights and transoms. 


The door trim surround consistent with the window trim. 


- Windows and doors that have trim caps, brackets or other details over the window head are 


encouraged. 


- Box and angled bay windows used as accents. 


- Double hung windows with multiple panes over one divisions. 


- Casement windows used as specialty windows. 


- Windows either flat, half-round or segmental arched tops.  


 


Materials and Colors 


- Walls clad with stone, brick, stucco, wood siding, or plain shingles. 
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3.3.2.2  Farmhouse 


 


Farmhouse represents a practical and picturesque country house.  Its beginnings are traced to both Colonial 
and Cape Cod styles begun in New England.  As the American frontier moved westward, the Farmhouse style 
evolved according to availability of materials and technological advancements, such as balloon framing.  
Predominant features of the style are large, wrapping front porches with a variety of wood columns and 
railings.  Roof ornamentation consists of cupolas, weathervanes and dove cotes.  The following further 
describes the essential elements for design. 
 
Basic Elements 
 


- Variable pitched roofs with moderate overhangs. 
- Expressive structural elements such as rafters, brackets and columns. 
- Variable window types. 
- A mixture of materials such as stone, stucco and wood siding. 
- Porches incorporating heavy timber columns with knee braces. 


 
Building Mass and Roofs 


- Roofs gabled with a pitch range from 3 in 12 to 9 in 12 for the main roof. 
- Roofs simple gable, hipped or gambrel forms often with dormers. 
- Roof materials to be architectural grade composition asphalt shingles, concrete tile or clay tile. 


 
Building Articulation 


- Simple eave projections with trimmed rafter tails and fascia. 
- Piers and balustrades of the same material as the main mass of the house. 
- Porch balustrades are connected to column supports. 


 
Doors and Windows 


- Windows and doors broad in proportion. 
- Doors paneled or a combination of paneled and glazed, and entries usually occur singularly. 
- Doors have sidelights and transoms. 
- Windows and doors have trim details over the window head and doors. 
 
- Box and angled bay windows used as accents. 
- Picture windows. 
- Windows double hung with multiple pane over one divisions. 


 
Materials and Colors 


- Walls clad with stucco or wood siding. 
- Stone and brick used as accents. 
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3.3.2.3  Alternative Themes 
 
To promote architectural richness through a diversity of styles, no single architectural vernacular has been 
chosen to characterize the residential neighborhoods within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9.  While some Guest 
Builders may embrace more traditional styles such as the Craftsman Bungalow and Farmhouse styles, others 
may elect to pursue more contemporary or eclectic styles such as Contemporary, Mid Century Modern or 
Mediterranean variants.  The end goal is to create an attractive community that provides diverse housing 
choices to suit the variable tastes of current and future Sparks residents, recognizing that not all consumers’ 
tastes are the same. 
 
The application of these architectural guidelines and standards to individual development projects will be 
reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks. New interpretations of these classic combinations 
of materials are encouraged as they relate to a general feeling of neighborhood unity. The following sections 
provide guidelines and standards that will aid in the creation of a successful and enduring community. 
 


3.3.3 Multi-Family Residential Architecture 


 
3.3.3.1  Multi-Family Building Mass and Form 


 


 


a)  Multi-family residential facades can often be box-like and 
monotonous in appearance, contributing to unpleasant visual 
qualities and poor community character.  Facades of buildings 
shall be articulated using at least one of the architectural styles 
contained in Section 3.3.2. 
 
b)  Buildings shall incorporate facade articulation with no long 
expanses of flat wall planes, vertically or horizontally, exceeding 
50 feet (see example to left). 
 
 
 


c)  Architectural elements (i.e., exterior materials, fenestration, window trims, cornices, arches, etc) shall be 
utilized on all sides of the building. 
 
d)  The architecture facing a pedestrian area shall exhibit a human scale of detail, such as awnings, moldings, 
pilasters and other architectural details. 
 
e)  Use of vertical elements such as towers, piers and varied rooflines may be used to break up the horizontal 
massing and provide visual interest. 
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f)  Attached dwelling units whose garage and/or carport are more than 50 percent of the total width of the 
unit shall incorporate architectural features such as shutters, garage door window trim and minimum offsets 
of 2 feet, to reduce the visual impact of garages and carports on the front façade. 
 
g)  Garages and carports not attached to the main residential building shall match the main structure in 
building design, materials, roof pitch and architectural character. 
 
h)  Building heights shall address sunlight penetration, ventilation, protection from prevailing winds, and 
views to the adjacent open space areas. 
 
i)  All multi-family units shall have an outdoor patio/deck for each unit with a minimum depth of six (6) feet 
or provide a design solution that satisfies the intent of this standard.  The alternative design is subject to the 
approval of the DRC and the City of Sparks. 
 
3.3.3.2  Multi-Family Roof Form 


 


a)  Roofs shall have variations in plane accomplished by use of 
dormers, gables, hipped roofs and variations in pitch appropriate 
to the chosen architectural style (see example to right). 
 
b)  Roof materials shall be consistent with the chosen 
architectural style as outlined in Sections 3.3.2. 
 
3.3.3.3  Multi-Family Materials and Colors 


 


a)  The materials and colors used shall reflect the chosen architectural style as outlined in Section 3.3.2. 
 
b)  Expanses of uninterrupted single exterior materials without planar or color changes shall not be allowed. 
 
c)  Change in materials or color shall occur at changes in plane or at a logical break on that façade, such as 
change is story, to avoid artificial or “tacked-on” appearances. 
 
d)  Building materials and color schemes should be consistent with the chosen architectural style. 
 
e)  Materials such as brick and stone shall be left in their natural colors. 
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f)  Homes/buildings shall incorporate a minimum of two building materials from the list below to the 
approval of the DRC and the Administrator.  Predominant exterior building materials shall be of high quality. 
 They may include but are not limited to: 


 
- Brick or masonry products 
- Stained, painted, or weathered wood/composite siding or shingles, or cementious   


       product 
- Tinted and/or textured stucco 
- Stone veneer/cultured stone 
- Other natural stone 
- Non-reflective metal accent(s) 


 
3.3.3.4 Multi-Family Support Structures 
 


a) Recreational vehicles shall not be stored onsite. 
 


b) No pole parking structures will be permitted. 
 


 
3.3.3.5 Conceptual Elevations 
 
As noted in Section 3.2.2, flexibility in final building elevations is allowed in order to encourage creativity, 
unique design elements, etc. while ensuring that new structures within Kiley Ranch North Phase 9 properly 
relate to existing and future phases/villages within Kiley Ranch North as a whole.   
 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2 (following pages) provide for conceptual building elevations that are consistent with the 
standards contained within this final handbook.  Elevations are included for illustrative purposes and are 
subject to change with the approval of the Kiley Ranch North Design Review Committee and the City of 
Sparks. 
 
Conceptual elevations for Phase 9 include gable roofs, pitched roofs, moderate overhangs, heavy timber 
accents, and broad porches.  Simple building massing with mixes of rich materials such as ledgestone, 
cementitious lap and shingle siding, and fine/medium sand finish exterior plaster enhanced by decorative 
wrought iron railing and exterior lighting fixtures are incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







KILEY RANCH NORTH PHASE 9 – FINAL DEVELOPMENT HANDBOOK   
 


  
3-19 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Figure 3-1 – Conceptual Building Elevations 
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Figure 3-2 – Conceptual Building Elevations 
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CHAPTER 4 – CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE  
 


4.1 Clean Job Site 
 
All construction job sites within the Kiley Ranch North Phase  9 are to be maintained in a clean and 


orderly fashion.  Each Master Developer/Guest Builder shall adopt procedures to suit its individual 


circumstances. 


 


4.2 Protection of Vegetation During Construction 


 


Any vegetation within the open space areas which is outside the limits of grading, shall be protected 


from damage during construction. 


 


4.3 Temporary Protective Fencing 


 


Temporary protective fencing shall be erected by the Master Developer or Guest Bui lder  at a 20' 


setback adjacent to riparian vegetative areas during construction adjacent to these areas and removed 


upon completion. No equipment will be allowed to enter the fenced areas. 


 


Potentially toxic materials such as solvents, paints, gasoline, etc. shall not be poured on the ground anywhere 


within the development. 


 


4.4 Erosion Control Plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 


 


All projects are required to have an Erosion Control Plan and SWPPP plans in place prior to all grading 


activities.  The Erosion Control Plan(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks, 


the SWPPP shall be approved by the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection and any other 


applicable government agency required for such approval or monitoring. 


 


These requirements will apply to the development site itself and any surrounding property that may be 


used as a debris, borrow, or stockpile site for excess soil cut or fill. 


 


4.5 Temporary Uses and Signs 


 
The location and type of temporary structures, uses and directional construction signs shall be reviewed and 
approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks Community Services Department.  To the extent possible, 
construction trailers shall be located away from major and minor arterials and standard collector streets.  
Temporary structures and uses shall be removed immediately upon completion of construction. 
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All temporary uses and/or structures shall be maintained in a clean and orderly fashion. Adequate parking, 
trash, and restroom facilities shall be provided for the expected attendance. All components required for any 
event shall be removed and the site cleaned up within 24 hours of the close of each event or use. If a 
temporary use site is not maintained or returned to a reasonable state of cleanliness, the Master Developer 
or the LMA has the authority to authorize clean-up by an outside party and assess the cost of this clean-up 
against the owner or Guest Builder per the Kiley Covenants. 
 
Each project is allowed one 4’x8’ project identification sign.  This sign shall be immediately removed upon 
the installation of the permanent entry feature.  The proposed project identification sign shall be submitted 
to the Master Developer and the DRC for review and approval, in their sole discretion, prior to installation.  
No other freestanding individual contractor or financial institution signage is allowed. 
 
Security fencing associated with temporary structures and construction is permitted.  Fencing shall not 
exceed 6 feet in height.  Fencing materials for construction yards and trailers may include chain link and 
wood and must be kept in good repair.  Barbed wire may not be used.  Upon termination of the temporary 
use, fencing shall be removed. 


 


4.6 Multi-Family Residential – Rental Centers and Construction Yards 


 


Note: The following standards shall also apply to any for-sale multi-family project. 


 


4.6.1 Temporary Rental Center 


 


Rental Center Complexes shall comply with the following standards: 
 


1. Rental centers shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC and City of Sparks Community Services 
Department.  Temporary sales trailers must be removed from the rental center after six (6) months. 


 
2. The location of rental center complexes and details regarding parking, lighting, landscaping, fencing, 


signing and hours of operation shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City of Sparks 
Community Services Department. 
 


3. Rental Office hours of operation: 10 am to 7 pm weekdays, 1Oam to 6 pm on Saturdays and 
Sundays. 
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4. A paved off-street parking lot shall be provided for the rental complex and accessible parking 


provided per S.M.C.  
 


5. The Master Developer or Guest Builder shall provide a minimum of (2) paved, off-street parking 
spaces for each model apartment (1) of which is van accessible disabled parking to the approval of 
the DRC or the Master Developer prior to final inspection. The parking lot must comply with all 
requirements of the Section 20.04.009 and be striped parking spaces and signed identifying the van 
accessible parking space. 


 
6. The rental center will be completely landscaped as well as the area surrounding the off- street 


parking lot area and are subject to review and approval by the DRC and the City of Sparks 
Community Services Department prior to issuance of a building permit. The landscaping and 
irrigation shall be installed per the approved plans prior to final inspection for occupancy of the 
rental center complex office and off-street parking lot. 


 
7. If trap fencing is used, it shall be placed between the path to the model homes and the street to 


guide the prospective buyers to each model apartment. The temporary trap fencing shall be located 
on private property and shall not block or obstruct the public sidewalk along the street.  


 
8. Fencing for the front yard of rental centers shall be decorative black metal.   


 
9. Signs for the rental center will include small freestanding monument signs at the entrance of the 


temporary rental office and the entrance of each model apartment. Sign sizing shall be per S.M.C. 
and as approved by the Community Services Department. The sign locations shall comply with the 
safe sighting standards in Section 20.04.010. 
 


10. Site lighting for the rental complex is encouraged for security and safety purposes.  This lighting may 
consist of low-level building mounted lights, motion detection lights, interior lighting left on within 
the rental unit, and/or low voltage landscaping lighting. 
 


11. Temporary parking lot lighting, if required by the City of Sparks, will be allowed.  If lighting is 
otherwise desired by the Guest Builder, an application may be made to the DRC and the City of 
Sparks Community Services Department.   


 


12. The Master Developer or its assigns or Guest Builder shall limit all construction and construction 
related activities to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and 
9:00a.m. to 5:00p.m. Saturday. There shall be no construction related activities on Sundays in 
residential areas. Any work hours outside of these restrictions shall require a temporary use permit 
per SNC 20.03.040. The Master Developer or its assigns or Guest Builder shall install signs at all 
access points to the project that clearly indicate these limited hours of activity on-site prior to the 
start of any construction related activities. The Master Developer or Guest Builder shall maintain 
these signs in good repair for the duration of the construction of the project. Once construction is 
completed, the Master Developer or Guest Builder shall remove these signs. 
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13. Flags and flag poles associated with rental center complexes, including size, type and location shall 


be submitted to the DRC and the City of Sparks Community Services Department for review and 
approval.   
 


14. The Guest Builder shall designate to the DRC and the Master Developer and the City of Sparks a 
project contact person responsible/authorized to correct problems regarding the project on a 24 
hour/7 days a week basis. The Guest Builder shall designate the project contact person to the DRC 
and the Master Developer as well as the City of Sparks, prior to issuance of a grading permit for the 
project. 


 


4.6.2 Construction Yards 


 


Within Phase 9, construction yards will be necessary. The following requirements will apply to all zoning 
classifications within the planned development. 
 


1. Definitions: Construction yard is a temporary area used for the storage of construction materials, 
supplies, equipment, tools, stock pile of useable construction materials and other items as permitted 
including temporary storage containers, construction trailers and temporary office trailers. 
 


2. The location of all construction yards shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC and the City of 
Sparks Community Services Department.  To the extent possible, construction yards and temporary 
nurseries shall be located away from major and minor arterials and collector streets, and shall be 
fenced. 


 
3. Proposed construction yards shall be associated with a specific project with an approved building 


permit issued for dust control, grading, construction, remodel and/or demolition. 
 


4. Construction yards shall be supervised by one (1) contractor who will be responsible for enforcing 
compliance of these standards. The contractor shall be responsible for compliance of the 
construction yard to all applicable codes. 


 
5. Construction yards shall be fenced and located on private property out of public view whenever 


possible to the approval of the DRC and the City of Sparks and shall not be placed in required 
parking spaces or block pedestrian/vehicular access. 
 


6. Adequate dumpsters shall be provided and emptied in order to prevent construction materials from 
littering the site.  The area around all construction sites shall be regularly maintained by the Guest 
Builder to ensure all construction trash is properly picked up and removed. 
 


7. Guest Builders shall control dust during construction at all times in accordance with Washoe County 
District Health requirements and obtain all necessary permits. 
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8. Guest Builders shall regularly keep streets clean and free from dirt, construction materials and 
debris during construction. 


 
9. Construction yards shall be removed prior to a final inspection of the last building in a non-


residential project and for the last structure in a residential project or final approval for the project. 
 


10. The Guest Builder shall be required to provide curb cuts for all egress/ingress areas onto a paved 
street. To prevent mud/dirt from transferring trucks, vehicles, and equipment onto the paved street, 
the contractor shall install a surface treatment, such as gravel or base at all egress/ingress points 
from the yard a minimum of 50 feet in length to the street access to the approval of the City of 
Sparks Community Services Department. 


 
11. A project site with physical constraints may utilize an alternative off-site property for a construction 


yard subject to the DRC approval and site plan review process. The Guest Builder shall be required to 
reclaim the alternative off-site property to its original condition prior to final inspection/issuance of 
a certificate of occupancy for the associated project to the approval of the City of Sparks Community 
Services Department. Site reclamation may include site clean-up and/or revegetation with 
temporary irrigation. Bonding may also be required to verify revegetation within (3) three years. 


 
12. The Master Developer or Guest Builder shall limit all construction and construction-related activities 


to between the hours of 7:00a.m. through 7:00p.m., Monday through Friday and 9:00a.m. to 
5:00p.m., Saturday. There shall be no construction yard usage on Sundays in residential areas. Any 
work hours outside of these restrictions shall require a temporary use permit per SNC 20.03.040. 
The Master Developer or Guest Builder shall install signs at all access points to the project that 
clearly indicate these limited hours of activity on-site prior to the start of any construction-related 
activities. The Master Developer or Guest Builder shall maintain these signs in good repair for the 
duration of the construction of the project. Once construction is completed, the Master Developer 
or Guest Builder shall remove these signs. 


 
13. The Guest Builder shall designate to the Master Developer, the DRC, and the City of Sparks a project 


contact person responsible/authorized to correct problems regarding the project on a 24-hour/7 
days a week basis. The Guest Builder shall designate the project contact person to the Master 
Developer, the DRC, and the City of Sparks prior to issuance of a grading permit for the project. 


 
14. The Guest Builder may construct a fence around the construction yard that is higher than (6) six feet 


and use barbed wire or concertina wire on the top of the fence with the approval of the City of 
Sparks building department and the DRC. 
 


15. Temporary security lighting for construction trailers and yards will be permitted.  All lighting 
including locations and types shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC.  Temporary lighting shall 
be removed upon termination of the temporary use. 
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4.7 Sewer and Strom Drainage Maintenance 


 
1. Sewer and storm drain facilities shall be installed by the guest builder and maintained by the guest 


builder or it’s maintenance association.  Storm drain channels and infrastructure conveying water 
from offsite (i.e. Reach 9 or the North Kiley Flood Control Channel) or from public rights-of-way shall 
be installed by the guest builder and maintained by the City of Sparks.  New storm drain and sanitary 
sewer manholes installed on existing public mains shall be installed by the guest builder and 
maintained by the City of Sparks. 
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City of Sparks 


Planning Commission Item 
 


 Meeting Date: February 7, 2019 


  
  


Subject: 
 
PCN19-0001 – Consideration of and possible action on a request for a 


Conditional Use Permit to allow for auto and truck repair (light – smog shop) 


on a site 0.5 acres in size located at 5245 Vista Boulevard, Sparks, Nevada, 


in the PD (Planned Development – Kiley Ranch South) zoning district. (For 


Possible Action)    
 


 
  


Petitioner: 
 
Robert Kovacs  


 
 


 
  


Recommendation: 
 
The Community Services Department recommends approval of 


PCN19-0001 as submitted and conditioned; see suggested motion 


below. 
 
 


 
  


Financial Impact: 
 
NA 


 
 


 
 


   
Business Impact (per NRS Chapter 237): 
 
   A Business Impact Statement is attached. 
 
 


 
 


 
  X A Business Impact Statement is not required because 


 
 


 
 


 
  X this is not a rule;  


(term excludes vehicles by which legislative powers are exercised under NRS Chapters 271, 278, 278A or 


278B)  
 


 
 


 
     


POSSIBLE MOTION 


 


I move to approve the Conditional Use Permit (CU19-0001) associated with PCN19-0001, 


adopting Findings C1 through C5, and the facts supporting these findings as set forth in 


the staff report, subject to the three (3) Conditions of Approval as listed in the staff report. 


 


Respectfully submitted,  


 


Karen Melby     Ian Crittenden 
___________________________________  ___________________________________  


Karen Melby, AICP   Ian Crittenden  


Development Services Manager  Senior Planner  
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PLANNING CASE SUMMARY 
 


CASE NUMBER: 
 


PCN19-0001/CU19-0001 


 
REQUESTED ACTION(S): Approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow 


for auto and truck repair (light – smog shop) on 


a site in the PD (Planned Development – Kiley 


Ranch South) zoning district 


PROPERTY OWNER: Properties Family Roeding-Mitchell Tronis 


APPLICANT: Robert Kovacs 


LOCATION: 5245 Vista Boulevard 


PARCEL SIZE: Approximately 0.5 acres 


SITE SIZE: Approximately 0.5 acres 


EXISTING ZONING: PD (Planned Development – Kiley Ranch South) 


EXISTING LAND USE: C (Commercial) 


WARD INFORMATION: Ward 3, Kristopher Dahir    


APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: Sparks Municipal Code Title 20.05.08 


(Conditional Use Permits), SMC 


20.04.009(Parking and Loading), Kiley Ranch 


Design Development Handbook Section IV 
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BACKGROUND 
 


This request is for approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow for auto and truck 


repair (light – smog shop). The site is in the Kiley Ranch South Planned Development. The 


Kiley Ranch Design Development Handbook (the “Handbook”) specifies that this site shall 


be governed by the development and design standards for the C1 zoning district. Auto 


and Truck Repair (light) is permitted in the C1 zoning district with approval of a CUP. Auto 


and Truck Repair (light) is defined as: 


 


An area used for general maintenance activities including but not limited to 


replacement of filters, fluids, light bulbs, belts, fuses, and tires; emissions testing; and 


similar activities. Includes smog shops, or stations authorized to perform emissions 


tests and complete emissions-related repairs as long as the station has a 2G license 


from the State of Nevada. Other stations with a 1G license from the State of 


Nevada, may perform tests but are prohibited from performing emissions-related 


repairs. Includes emissions testing services that test the emissions of automobiles or 


other vehicles to determine compliance with state or federal emissions 


requirements. 


 


As the requested use is included in the definition for Auto and Truck Repair (light), a CUP is 


required. 


 


ANALYSIS 
 


This site is located in the Aspen Glen shopping center, at the northwest corner of Los Altos 


Parkway and Vista Boulevard and is in the Kiley Ranch South Planned Development 


(Exhibit 1 – Vicinity Map). The Handbook specifies that this site is subject to the 


development and design guidelines for the C1 zoning district. The C1 zoning district allows 


smog shops under the Auto and Truck Repair (light) by CUP.   


 


The applicant is proposing to occupy 500 square feet of the 7,820 square foot building 


located at 5245 Vista Boulevard. The applicant owns the Smog Monkey emissions testing 


business located at 1564 Prater Way. This site would be a second location for this business.  


Emissions testing would take place in the parking space located directly adjacent to the 


entrance to the applicant’s tenancy (Exhibit 2 – Site Plan). Emissions tests take 3 to 5 


minutes and only 1968 and newer heavy-duty gasoline vehicles and 1996 and older light 


duty gasoline vehicles require two-speed idle tests. All newer light duty vehicles do not 


require a two-speed idle test. While an idle test will generate engine noise from the 


vehicles, the site is adjacent to Vista Boulevard which generates considerably more 


vehicle noise.     
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The Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation for the site is Commercial (C). The C1 


(General Commercial) zoning of the site is consistent with the Commercial land use 


designation. 


 


The site has existing and mature landscaping that complies with the requirements of SMC 


20.04.006 (Landscaping & Screening). 


 


Required parking for Auto and Truck Repair (light) per SMC 20.04.009 is one (1) space per 


500 square feet of repair shop space. The site has ample parking and the applicant’s 


lease guarantees two (2) spaces. As the applicant’s tenancy is only 500 square feet, the 


parking requirement for this use would be one (1) space. In the view of City staff the 


parking allocated for this proposed use is adequate and complies with the parking 


standards of SMC 20.04.009 (Parking & Loading). The other businesses in the Aspen Glen 


shopping center are: Oak Tavern, Pizza Plus, Eldorado Savings Bank, UPS Store, S Mart 


Liquor, Shin Gan Dojo, State Farm Insurance, Elite Dance Academy, Essenza Salon, and 


Lighthouse Coffee. (Exhibit 3 – Adjacent Businesses).  The required parking for these 


adjacent businesses is listed in the table below. 


 


Business Name  Business Type Parking 


Ratio 


Approx. 


SqFt 


Req. Parking 


Spaces 


Oak Tavern Bar/Lounge 1/400sf 2,010 5 


Pizza Plus Restaurant 1/300sf 3,000 10 


Eldorado Savings 


Bank 


Financial Institutions 1/400sf 2,418 6 


UPS Store Copy Center 1/300sf 1,728 6 


S Mart Liquor Liquor Store 1/300sf 1,728 6 


Shin Gan Dojo Personal Instructional 


Services 


1/500sf 2,337 5 


State Farm Insurance Office 1/800sf 1,479 2 


Elite Dance 


Academy 


Personal Instructional 


Services 


1/500sf 5,390 11 


Essenza Salon Personal Services 1/300sf 2,460 8 


Lighthouse Coffee Restaurant  1/300sf 2,460 8 


Smog Monkey Auto and Truck Repair 


(light) 


1/500sf 500 1 


Vacant Assumed Retail 1/300sf 16,205 54 


Total    122 
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The site has a total of 206 parking spaces available, more than enough to meet the 


existing demand plus the anticipated demand of the currently vacant buildings and this 


proposed emissions testing facility. 


 


A trip generation letter was not submitted for this use. The City’s Transportation Manager 


reviewed this application and estimated (based on Institute of Transportation Engineers 


data) that this use would be expected to generate no more than 40 average daily trips 


(ADT) with 5.19 peak hour trips.  This level of trip generation is well below the threshold for 


requiring a traffic study. 


  


At the time of the writing of this report, staff had received no public comment on this 


item. 


  


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT: 
 


FINDING C1: 


The proposal, as submitted and conditioned, is in compliance with the Comprehensive 


Plan. 


 


The site has a C (Commercial) Comprehensive Plan land use designation. The 


Commercial land use designation contemplates a wide variety of commercial uses 


including light auto and truck repair.  


 


The Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan that are relevant to this proposal 


include: 
 


Goal MG1: Support economic vitality by providing a non-residential land use base. 


 


Goal EV1: Grow and diversify Sparks’ economy. 


 


Policy C4: Require sidewalks for pedestrians on all street networks within the City. 


 


Allowing this proposed emissions testing center within an existing shopping center would 


provide a non-residential land use and a service that does not exist in the immediate 


vicinity, diversifying Sparks’ economy, which supports Goal MG1 and Goal EV1. The site 


has been developed since 2000 and sidewalks are provided as required by Policy C4.  


Proposed Condition 3 would require that the sidewalk adjacent to this use be kept clear 


of cords or cables associated with this use.  
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FINDING C2: 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, is compatible with the existing or 


permitted uses of adjacent properties. 


 


The existing uses of the adjacent properties are as follows: 


 


Direction  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE  ZONING 


North:  Low Density Residential (LDR) PD (Kiley Ranch South) 


East: Low Density Residential (LDR) SF-15/PUD (The Vistas) 


South:  Commercial (C) PD (Kiley Ranch South) 


West: Low Density Residential (LDR) PD (Kiley Ranch South) 


 


This request to permit Auto and Truck Repair (light) on a site that the Handbook 


designates as subject to the C1 (Neighborhood Commercial) zoning standards requires a 


CUP due to the potential for compatibility issues with adjacent lower-density residential 


uses. Possible concerns associated with auto and truck repair include noise, traffic, and 


parking. An emissions testing center will not generate much noise, as compared to other 


Auto and Truck Repair (light) uses (e.g., tire or oil change shops). The small amount of 


parking demand and trip generation associated with this use can easily be 


accommodated on this site and by the surrounding street network, respectively. 


 


Because there is adequate parking on the site, the expected traffic generation is low, the 


proposed emissions testing facility should be relatively quiet, and the site is located on a 


relatively busy street, City staff views this proposed use as compatible with the existing 


uses adjacent to the site.  


 


FINDING C3: 


The potential impairment of natural resources and the total population which available 


natural resources will support without unreasonable impairment has been considered. 


 


This site was developed as a shopping center in 2000. City staff does not believe that 


approval of this CUP to allow Auto and Truck Repair (light) for an emissions testing facility 


would impair the availability of natural resources or the region’s ability to support its 


population.  


  


FINDING C4: 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, will address identified impacts. 


 


The site has operated as a shopping center since 2000. Identified impacts of the 


proposed emissions testing facility use are as follows. 
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Parking: 


The parking requirement for this use is one space. This business has been allocated two 


spaces per its lease and thus complies with the parking standards of SMC 20.04.009 


(Parking & Loading). 


 


Traffic: 


Anticipated traffic generation for this use is low and should easily be accommodated by 


the street network serving this site. 


 


Noise: 


Emissions testing facilities run idle tests on vehicles. Idling vehicles are quieter than the 


noise generated by the traffic on Vista Boulevard adjacent to the site.  


 


Smog Unit Location: 


The applicant stated that the cables to connect emissions testing equipment (i.e., the 


smog unit) to vehicles will come from the east side of the building across the landscaping 


to the parking lot in front of the building where vehicles will be tested. The cables shall not 


cross the sidewalk (Condition of Approval 3).  The applicant stated that the smog unit will 


be stored in the building when the business is closed.  


  


Finding C5: 


Public notice was given and a public hearing held per the requirements of the Sparks 


Municipal Code and the Nevada Revised Statutes. 


 


Public notice was published in the Reno Gazette-Journal on January 24, 2019. In addition, 


86 notices were mailed to owners of property within 500 feet of the subject property on 


January 23, 2018. The Planning Commission meeting functions as the public hearing 


required by Nevada Revised Statutes and the Sparks Municipal Code. 







CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


PCN19-0001/CU19-0001 


Smog Monkey 
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1. APPROVAL: 


THIS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS APPROVED AS SUBMITTED AND CONDITIONED.  


ANY SUBSTANTIAL CHANGES SHALL REQUIRE REVIEW AND AMENDMENT OF THIS 


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. 


 


2. EXPIRATION DATE: 


EXPIRATION OF THIS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT SHALL COMPLY WITH SPARKS 


MUNICIPAL CODE 20.05.008. 


 


3. SMOG UNIT LOCATION: 


THE APPLICANT SHALL PLACE THE EMISSIONS TESTING EQUIPMENT/SMOG UNIT SO 


THE CONNECTION CABLES FROM THE BUILDING DO NOT CROSS THE SIDEWALK, 


KEEPING THE SIDEWALK CLEAR FOR PEDESTRIANS.  
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Commission Members Present:       


 


 Dian VanderWell, Chair 


 Scott Carey, Vice Chair 


 David Blaco 


 Mary Brock 


 James Fewins 


 Frank Petersen 


 Shelley Read 


 


Staff Present: 


 


 Alyson McCormick 


 Assistant City Attorney 
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SPARKS, NEVADA, THURSDAY, JANUARY 17, 2019, 6:00 P.M. 


-oOo- 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Good evening.  We're 


going to call to order the City of Sparks Planning 


Commission for Thursday, January 17th.  


 And we'll start with roll call.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner VanderWell?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Carey?  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Present.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Blaco?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Present.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Brock?  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Fewins?  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Petersen?  


  COMMISSIONER PETERSEN:  Present.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Read?  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Assistant City Attorney Alyson 


McCormick?  


  MS. MCCORMICK:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Assistant Community Services 


Director Armando Ornelas?  
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  MR. ORNELAS:  Here.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Next, we'll move 


along to public comment.  This is for public comment on 


the agenda or off.  


 Do we have any requests to speak?  


  MS. SMITH:  Madam Chair, we do not.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  


 Next, we'll move to approval of the agenda.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Madam Chair, I move to --   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Read.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  -- approve the agenda.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  I have a first.  


  COMMISSIONER PETERSEN:  I'll second.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Commissioner 


Petersen, thank you.  


 I have a first and a second.  All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Next, we'll move along to approval of the 


minutes.  Approval of the minutes of the January 2nd 


Planning Commission Study Session.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Madam Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Read.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I move to approve the 


minutes of January 2nd Study Session.  
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  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  Second.  Commissioner 


Brock.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Brock is 


second.  I have a first and second.  Any discussion?  


 All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  Motion 


carries.  


 Next, we'll move along to approval, review and 


approval of the minutes of the January 3rd Planning 


Commission meeting.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Madam Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Read.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I move to approve the 


minutes of the January 3rd Planning Commission meeting.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  Second.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Brock, 


second.  I have a first and second.  Any discussion?  


 All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  Motion 


carries.  


 Next, we'll move along to announcements and 
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committee reports.  Mr. Ornelas.  


  MR. ORNELAS:  Madam Chair, under the category 


of announcements, if there is anyone in the audience who 


had received a notice regarding a conditional use permit 


for an office use on property on North Truckee Lane, 


that case was removed from the agenda, as after further 


consideration and review staff determined that a 


conditional use permit was not, in fact, required for 


that use.  So that is not on the agenda.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Next we'll move to informational items.  


  MR. ORNELAS:  I have none, Madam Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  


 Next, we'll move along to public hearing items.  


And we'll start with PCN18-0062, consideration and 


possible action of a conditional use permit.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Madam Chair, members of the 


Planning Commission, Ian Crittenden, Senior Planner.  


 This is a request, as stated, for the approval 


of a conditional use permit to allow the expansion of a 


non-conforming, non-restricted gaming use.  This site is 


located at 950 Holman Way on a site that is 5.99 acres 


in size.  


 As you can see on the vicinity map here, the 


site is the total area here.  This portion here is kind 
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of the Scolari's, and this portion here is the existing 


JJ's gaming area.  


 The grocery store has operated on this site 


since 1966, and a gaming license has been there since 


1979.  The area dedicated to non-restricted gaming was 


increased from 1,136 square feet to 3,170 square feet in 


2012.  


 The site is in the C2, General Commercial, 


zoning district.  Non-restricted gaming is not a 


permitted use in the C2 zoning district.  But as the use 


was established in 1979, it is a legally established 


non-conforming use.   


 Sparks Municipal Code Section 20.06.003(C)(1) 


states that a non-conforming use shall not be extended 


or enlarged by more than 10 percent of the area lawfully 


occupied by the non-conforming use as of the date on 


which it became non-conforming, except by conditional 


use permit.  Then large enlargement of the 


non-conforming use shall not extend onto additional 


parcels.  


 As the requested expansion of the gaming area 


is greater than 10 percent, a conditional use permit is 


required.  


 The existing non-restricted gaming area is 


3,100 square feet.  The applicant is proposing to expand 
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that by 4,726 square feet to approximately -- or to 


7,895 square feet.  This is a 149 percent increase, or 


approximately two times the current size.  


 The total area of the Scolari's tenancy is, 


including non-restricted gaming area, is 35,601 square 


feet.  The existing non-restricted gaming area uses 


approximately 9 percent of that space.  And the 


requested expansion would increase the non-restricted 


gaming area to 22 percent.  


 The Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation for 


this site is Commercial, or C.  The C2, General 


Commercial, zoning district is consistent with the 


commercial land use designation.  


 The site has existing mature landscaping that 


complies with Sparks Municipal Code Section 20.04.006 


that deals with landscaping and screening.  


 The applicant did submit a parking analysis for 


the site in connection with this request and a request, 


separate request for an administrative review for a new 


coffee kiosk proposed in the southeast portion of the 


site, you can see here.  I mention that because their 


parking analysis and their trip generation analysis took 


both pieces into consideration.  


 The addition of the parking, or the coffee 


kiosk will reduce the number of parking spaces.  The 
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existing number of parking spaces is 317.  The addition 


of the coffee kiosk reduces that to 303.  


 Based on the actual occupancy and looking at 


the site after development of both the coffee kiosk and 


the expansion of the gaming area, the parking analysis 


showed that 302 parking spaces will be required.   


 And as it came up during the Study Session, 


there is some additional information I wanted to give 


you guys on -- or give the Planning Commission on -- I'm 


sorry; I've got the wrong set of notes in here -- based 


on the existing parking requirements and the parking 


requirements of the proposed.  


 So, as it currently sits, JJ's occupies, as 


mentioned, 3,170 square feet.  And their current parking 


demand is 27.7 parking spaces.  The existing Scolari's 


requires, or their parking demand is 108.1 parking 


spaces, for a total of 135.8 parking spaces.  


 The proposed expansion would increase the JJ's 


area to -- I'm sorry; I've forgotten what that number 


was -- 7,895 square feet, which would require 68.9 


parking spaces.  But that reduction to the Scolari's 


would drop their parking requirement to 92.4 parking 


spaces, with a total of 161.3 parking spaces, which is a 


total additional required parking spaces of 25.5.  


 As mentioned, all of that math goes into based 
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on what the existing uses are in the site to a total 


required parking for the site of 302.4 parking spaces.  


And 303 parking spaces will be provided.   


 So they do comply with City parking standards 


for the complex.  


 The applicant also submitted a trip generation 


letter for, as I mentioned, both the proposed expansions 


of the non-restricted gaming area and to the new coffee 


kiosk.  The additional gaming area would have an 


addition of 64 average daily trips, with 4 of those 


being a.m. peak-hour trips and 6 of them being 


p.m. peak-hour trips.  


 The coffee kiosk would generate an additional 


386 average daily trips, with 42 of those being in the 


a.m. peak-hour and 20 of them being in the 


p.m. peak-hour.   


 However, the reduction in grocery store area 


would reduce average daily trips by 1,547, with 18 fewer 


trips in the a.m. peak-hour and 79 fewer in the 


p.m. peak-hour.  Cumulatively, this will result in a 


reduction of average daily trips of 1,097 trips, with an 


increase of 28 a.m. peak-hour trips and a reduction of 


53 p.m. peak-hour trips.  


 Staff has received some comments from the 


neighbors, or from the citizens that got notice.  Two of 
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those phone calls were looking just for more information 


and didn't state a position on this request.  Two of 


those phone calls were in opposition.  


 Staff also received three emails in opposition 


to this request.  One was initially attached to the 


staff report.  One was handed out at the Study Session.  


And another one was received today, and it should have 


been handed out to staff, or to the Planning Commission 


today.  


 Both, or all of those should be available on 


the website either today or tomorrow.  


 There are five findings related to conditional 


use permits.  


 Finding C1 addresses compliance with the 


Comprehensive Plan.  The site has a C, or Commercial, 


land use designation.  This land use designation does 


not mention non-restricted gaming facilities.  But as 


this is a non-conforming use, that would be expected.  


However, the commercial land use designation does allow 


a wide variety of intense commercial activities that are 


not dissimilar to gaming uses.  


 The goals and policies in the Comprehensive 


Plan that are relevant to this proposal include:  Goal 


MG1, to support economic vitality by providing 


non-residential land use -- or, excuse me -- support 
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economic vitality by providing a non-residential land 


use base; Goal MG2, to foster diversity in the land use 


mix, including residential, commercial, industries, 


employment, and recreational areas citywide; Policy CF1, 


when reviewing a new development, the City will not 


approve an application unless City services can be 


provided at acceptable levels; and Policy C4, require 


sidewalks for pedestrians on all street networks within 


the City.  


 So allowing the expanding of this 


non-restricted gaming area in this location would 


provide a non-residential land use, specifically a 


recreational one, which supports Goals MG1 and MG2.  


 The site has been developed since 1966 and 


has -- and City services are available at acceptable 


levels, including sidewalks, which supports Policies CF1 


and C4.  


 Finding C2 addresses compatibility with the 


surrounding properties.  To the east of the site is more 


commercial properties.  As you can see here, the site 


kind of is the whole property, but there's additional 


commercial to the east of it and on this property.  And 


then, across Pyramid Way, there's more additional 


commercial properties being developed.  And then to the 


north and west of the site are properties with the 
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designation of MF14, which is Multi-Family.  Those have 


been developed as townhomes.  To the south of the site, 


the properties are designated IDR, which is Intermediate 


Density Residential, and are developed predominantly as 


duplexes.  


 This request would not change the types of uses 


that are already allowed on the site, but would only 


change the size of those areas that are used for 


non-restricted gaming and grocery store.   


 While gaming does have a higher parking demand 


than a grocery store, gaming has lower traffic, or 


generates fewer trips.  


 Ultimately, because there is adequate parking 


on the site for the proposed expansion of the 


non-restricted gaming use, as well as the coffee kiosk, 


and the traffic study shows a drop in average daily 


trips, and the non-restricted gaming use still 


represents less than a quarter of the total Scolari's 


site, City staff believes that this expansion of this 


non-conforming gaming use is compatible with the 


existing uses adjacent to the site.  


 Finding C3 addresses natural resources.  As 


this site has been developed since 1966, staff does not 


believe that this request would impair the availability 


of natural resources or the region's ability to support 
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the population.  


 Finding C4 requires that the application, as 


submitted and conditioned, will address identified 


impacts.  Staff identified two main impacts, potential 


impacts.  Those were parking and traffic.  As mentioned, 


the parking study submitted by the applicant calculated 


total parking demand for the proposed expansion of the 


non-restricted gaming area and the construction of the 


coffee kiosk to be 302.4 spaces.  And there will be 303 


spaces available.  


 The parking code for this, the parking for this 


site is in compliance with Sparks Code.  


 And then traffic, I think, as stated earlier, 


the applicant's traffic letter shows that 64 average 


daily trips, additional daily trips will be generated by 


this use, or the expansion of this use, with an 


additional 4 in the a.m. and 6 in the p.m.  However, the 


trip generation letter also indicates the total number 


of average daily trips would decrease with the reduction 


of the shopping area, that grocery area.  


 Finally, Finding C5 requires that public notice 


be given.  Public notice was published in the Reno 


Gazette-Journal on January 3rd, 2019.  In addition, 166 


notices were mailed to owners of property within 500 


feet of the subject property on January 2nd, 2019.  The 
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Planning Commission functions as the required public 


hearing.  


 As stated, staff does support this request.  


That is the end of any presentation.  I'd be happy to 


answer any questions that the Planning Commission may 


have.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Do any Commissioners have any questions at this 


time, or we can -- is the applicant's representative?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Yeah.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Go ahead and have 


them.  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Thank you, Madam Chair, 


Planning Commission.  Good evening.  For the record, 


Garrett Gordon tonight on behalf of Scolari's.  With me 


tonight are Joey and Jerry Scolari, who have been 


long-standing members of northern Nevada.  I'm happy to 


appear for them and have them here with me tonight.  


 I think, my list of items, Ian did a fantastic 


job, as always, covering each and every one, including 


the findings.   


 We are excited about the upgrades and the 


additional amenities that will be provided at this site 


this year.  We did submit two applications, as you 


heard, one for a coffee kiosk.  That's already been 
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approved by staff.  It will be a human being coffee 


kiosk, very nice, modern-looking amenity in the 


southeast corner of the parking lot.  


 To be sure we covered both parking and traffic 


for the kiosk and for the gaming expansion, we submitted 


them together.  The traffic study coupled both uses.  


The traffic generation study that coupled both uses to 


make sure both met all the findings.  


 So we're happy to answer any questions and look 


forward to completing this project at some point in this 


year, probably start construction in June and finish up 


by the end of the year.  


 Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Okay.  This is a public hearing.  So I'm going 


to open the public hearing.  


 Do we have any requests to speak?  


  MS. SMITH:  Madam Chair, I do have two cards.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  


  MS. SMITH:  They are both in opposition.  They 


did not wish to speak when they turned them in.  


However, they wanted to reserve the right to speak --   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  


  MS. SMITH:  -- if their questions weren't 


answered.  
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  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  


 Karen Bolin, would you like to come up and 


speak?  


 If you could state your name and your address, 


for the record, please.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  My name is Karen Bolin.  I 


live at 917 Russell Way in Sparks.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  And we didn't get a 


notification, which I was a little bit offended about, 


because we are right across the street from the 500-foot 


mark.  


 What is the expansion, what are you putting in 


there?  I mean is it more slot machines, is it -- I mean 


what is it?  What's the expansion consist of?  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  We can come up and answer 


that on the record, if you want, Madam Chair. 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Ms. Bolin, you need to 


address us.  Okay.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  Oh, I'm sorry.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  And then, the thing is, 


and then we'll take your questions down.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  Okay.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  And then what we'll do is 


we'll call the applicant back up to answer your question 
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for you.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  Okay.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  So if I could do 


correctly what your question is, is you want to know 


what is included in the expansion, what they're doing?  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  Yeah, what is the gaming 


expansion?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  And what's going to stop it?  


I mean, you know, in a few years, are we going to have 


more, is it going to be bigger and bigger and bigger?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  


  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  Are they going to keep coming 


back?  And, you know, we've lived in the neighborhood 


for 35 years.  And I don't think that's really good use 


of the property, because we have plenty of gaming around 


anyway.  And we live in a poor neighborhood.  And I 


think that it draws economics from the neighborhood that 


could be better spent on food and life and those kind of 


things.  


 And I just don't think it's a good use for our 


particular neighborhood.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  We appreciate your 


comment.  Thank you.  And we'll make sure we have the 


applicant answer your question.  
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  MS. KAREN BOLIN:  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Then, there's Larry 


Bolin.  Do you wish to speak?  


 Okay.  Thank you, sir.  


 All right.  With that, I'm going to close the 


public hearing, and I'm going bring it back to the 


Commission.  


 If the applicant can step up, please.  And if 


you don't mind addressing Ms. Bolin's question. 


 MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Sure.  Thank you, Madam 


Chair.  Again, for the record, Garrett Gordon on behalf 


of the applicant.  


 So, currently, there is 50 gaming machines.  


This expansion would increase it to 92.  It would also 


probably double the sportsbook, William Hill Sportsbook, 


then also provide some other amenities that we thought 


would be nice, a bigger kind of conference, catering, 


game room, if you will.  You know, there's a market out 


there for fancy football leagues to come and make their 


picks and be there, some other, have a birthday party or 


have some other amenity there that the community can 


use.  


 The amount of gaming and the increase was not 


arbitrary in that, in order to keep the economic 


viability of a supermarket there, a grocery store -- 
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it's a competitive market, as we all know.  And so it's 


very important to have the revenue from the gaming to 


offset, potentially, the losses or break even with the 


grocery store.   


 So, coupled together, we think it's a win-win.  


And, again, the grocery store will stay.  Increase to 


JJ's will be a good asset, we believe, to the community.  


And we thank you, thank staff for recommending approval.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Okay.  Do any of the Commissioners have any 


questions?  


 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  


 Garrett, I had a question for you.  Sorry.  No.  


Sorry.  


 Since I understand it, I just want to make sure 


I had my numbers correct.  So there's a sportsbook, and 


there's currently 55 machines?   


 MR. GARRETT GORDON:  There's currently 50 


machines.  For the record, Garrett Gordon on behalf of 


the applicant.  


 There's currently 50 machines.  And this 


expansion would go to approximately 92.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  And there's an existing 


bar in the current -- 
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  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Correct.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  -- current use?  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Right.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Would that be expanded?  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  I believe, the bar area 


stays -- oh, the bar area will be expanded as well, 


correct.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  Are there any plans 


for future expansion beyond this one?  Because it's my 


understanding they kind of went from a grocery store, 


slot machine area.  Then it became expanded, and they 


added the sportsbook and the bar.  And so now it's 


expanding.  Are there any other future expansions at 


this time?  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  I would say -- for the 


record, Garrett Gordon -- at this point in time, no.  I 


think, we've picked the number that works for the 


property.  Not to say, you know, I wouldn't reserve the 


right to come back and make the same request in the 


future.   


  This is a very unique piece of property in that 


it's had an unrestricted, non-restricted gaming license 


since 1979.  Which I can do the math of '79.  I was born 


in 79.  And I turn 40 on Monday.  So it's 40 years it 


has a non-restricted gaming license.  So it's very 
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unique.  They could go, from the state level, to a 


thousand machines, you know.  But it's certainly subject 


to, you know, local government approval.  


 So to answer the question, at this point in 


time, there's no plans to going there.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Is the -- I guess, a 


follow-up, Madam Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Go ahead.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Just popped into my head.  


Sorry.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  It's quite all right. 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  I always appreciate your 


questions, Commissioner, so no problem.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you.  Is the site, 


is the site viable for future gaming expansions?  I know 


we have the parking analysis.  It seemed like it was 


pretty tight.  And your argument is, is, you know, part 


of the compatibility.  But this all keeps the grocery 


store and the other commercial uses viable.  


 Would the site be able to accommodate future, 


future gaming expansion?   


 MR. GARRETT GORDON:  I guess, it depends.  


Right?  I mean it depends on parking, traffic, what the 


current tenants are in there, what their ratios for 


parking are and their trip generation, what could go, 
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you know, in there in the future.  We now have a kiosk 


with a drive-through.  So that's certainly added to not 


only the current daily trips, but a.m. peak and 


p.m. peak.  So we're kind of constrained there.  


 But you saw in the numbers, when you decrease 


grocery store, which has a very high parking ratio, as 


you know, with gaming, which is a little bit lower, you 


know, we're always going to be fine there.  But you just 


got to look at it on a comprehensive level each, each 


crack at the apple.  So.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you.  And happy 


birthday. 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Thanks.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Do any other 


Commissioners have any questions?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Yes.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Blaco.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  How many square feet does 


this leave the store to be after the expansion?   


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  So the grocery store is 


currently 35,601 square feet.  And we're increasing this 


to 78,095.  I have the percentage of that 8,000 is 


approximately 8 percent, or 22 percent.  But I'd have to 


do the math.  I can pull up my phone real quick, if you 


want.  
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  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  No, that's fine.  I was 


just curious in relation to what it says. 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  We're at 27,710 --   


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  -- remaining square feet 


in the grocery store, Commissioner.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  And it's my understanding 


that you're insinuating that the grocery store is not 


profitable, or you're operating at a loss at this time?  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Well, let me say -- for 


the record, Garrett Gordon -- it's not a finding for -- 


you know, that I have to make or that staff has to make 


for, you know, financial viability or profit or loss.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay. 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  I just mention, in 


response to a question, there is a method to the 


madness.  It's not an arbitrary number.  Just the 


financials of the whole site, we expand it to a level 


where it works.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  I also have one 


more question, but I'm not sure who would be the person 


to answer it.  What would, essentially, be the 


difference between a gaming area and a casino, like by 


definition?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Do you want to come up 
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here?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  And I'm just wondering 


if -- 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Blaco, can 


you -- I guess, specifically word it, what you're 


trying, what your question is.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I wondering, at what point 


will this be held to the same restrictions as a casino 


would be, as far as like proximity to public parks or 


so? 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  So I could, I mean I 


can --  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Like what, what point does 


it hit that?   


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Commission, I can take a 


stab at it.  


 So, typically, if you're over 15 machines, 


you're a casino.  You're a resort hotel.  You have to 


build 200 to 300 rooms, no matter, depending on what 


jurisdiction you're in, you got to build a swimming pool 


and a restaurant and do, do a Nugget.  Right?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  M-hm (affirmative).  


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  But this property is so 


unique in that it has a grandfathered gaming license, 


which allows you to do a limited number of slot machines 
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without being called a casino or a resort hotel.  In 


that context, we have a gaming area.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  M-hm (affirmative). 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  And in the City of Sparks, 


you can't expand that non-conforming use, that gaming 


area, more than 10 percent without a use permit.  So 


that's why we're here.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Yeah, I understand. 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  So the gaming area is 


important for the 10 percent of the restricted use.  But 


we're not a casino, because we're not a Nugget.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Well, I guess, just my 


concern is that I've noticed that that gaming area is 


significantly different than any other gaming area I've 


seen in the sense that it has its own entrance, and it's 


walled off from the rest of the store.  And it just 


seems that it's not necessarily a gaming area in the 


traditional sense.  


 And I'm just wondering if there is ever a point 


at which it would be restricted and considered to be a 


casino, essentially. 


 MR. GARRETT GORDON:  And there's also a reason 


for that, is that, you know, this gaming area, 


non-restricted use, had to go to the state gaming, 


right, and they want to make sure we have a plan, 
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security plan.  You know, if you block it off, it makes 


it easier to prevent minors from coming in and out and 


gambling.  


 So it's a security plan, and the location of 


the walls and the location of the entrances and the 


security cameras are all part of the package that the 


state reviews and approves.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Thank you. 


  MR. GARRETT GORDON:  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Any other Commissions have any questions?  


 Okay.  With that, I'll entertain a motion or 


further questions.  


 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Sorry, Madam Chair.  I had 


a couple questions for staff.  


 Ian, I was a little confused with your analysis 


for Finding C1.  And I was just reading the staff 


report.  And this is a non-conforming use that is 


expected, and the commercial land use designation does 


not allow a wide variety of intense commercial land uses 


that are not dissimilar to non-restricted gaming uses.  


 So it's staff's opinion, are you saying that 


the proposed expansion of the non-conforming use is 


similar to other commercial uses?  
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  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Staff was just drawing an 


analogy that, yes, this, as far as Finding C1 is 


concerned -- sorry.  I'm going to get it in front of my 


eyes, so I don't misspeak here.  


 It looks for compliance with the Comprehensive 


Plan.  As a non-conforming use, you can never strictly 


find compliance with non  -- 


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Yeah.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  -- with the Comprehensive 


Plan, because it's non-conforming.  But what we've put 


in there was that the uses of a non-restricted gaming 


facility are not so dissimilar as to make that -- how do 


I put this?  It's not that big of a difference between 


some of the other uses.  


 Now, obviously, we don't allow them in this 


district for a reason.  But when we're looking at 


something that's a non-conforming use, we want to make 


sure we understand that if we're expanding the 


non-conforming use, you know, it's not -- they're not 


making fireworks next-door.  It's not an industrial use 


that really doesn't -- this is a use that is, you could 


draw parallels to a lot of what they view to other 


commercial uses that are permitted.  


 So while, strictly speaking, it's not a use 


that's listed in that district, it is, does have full 
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similarities to many uses that are, is all staff was 


trying to do, to make clear.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you.  I appreciate 


that.  That explains that is.  That does help.  


 So in terms of the proposed use, so the only 


identified impacts are traffic and parking?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  That's what staff identified, 


yes.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  Thank you.  


 Thank you, Madam Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I actually have one more 


question.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Blaco.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  For it to be considered a 


gaming area, is it the requirement that there is a 


market attached to it, or could there would be no market 


and still be considered a gaming area?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  So per the Code, the City of 


Sparks Code, Commissioner Blaco, there's no difference 


between a casino and a non-restricted gaming area, or a 


non-restricted gaming location.   


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay. 


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Those are synonymous.  There's 


a bunch of semantics that happen at other levels.  But, 
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essentially, if you've got non-restricted gaming, you 


are a casino, and if you're a casino, you have 


non-restricted gaming.  They're, essentially, the same 


thing, but just not -- we don't use the term casino in 


our Code very often.  We use non-restricted gaming.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Well, all right.  So, like 


the other non-constricted, non-restricted gaming 


establishments, is there rules that they need to follow 


about being as near to a public park as this one is?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  We do not make separation 


requirements -- 


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  -- for non-restricted gaming.  


They're limited to certain zoning districts.  But that's 


all.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions from 


the Commissioners?  


  COMMISSIONER PETERSEN:  If not, Madam Chairman, 


I'd like to make a motion.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Petersen, 


I'll let you.  


  COMMISSIONER PETERSEN:  I move to approve the 


conditional use permit CU18-0015 associated with 


PCN18-0062, adopting Findings C1 through C5, and the 
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facts supporting these findings as set forth in the 


staff report, subject to the two Conditions of Approval 


as listed in the staff report.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I second that.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I have a first and 


a second.  Any further discussion?  


 Commissioner Carey?  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Couple comments for the 


record, if I may.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Sure.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  This was a tough, tough 


case.  We've been getting a lot of those lately.  It 


must be the year.  


 I can certainly understand, you know, the 


economic argument and trying to keep the store.  It's an 


important store for the community.  And it's been there 


a long time.  And certainly the Scolari's family's been 


a great operator.  


 But I respectfully disagree with the 


recommendation from staff.  And I won't be supporting 


the motion for approval.   


 I think, with respect to the 149 percent 


increase and two and a half, expanding it two and a half 


times the size of an existing non-conforming use, I just 


think that that's too big.  And I'm really struggling 
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with making Finding C1 and C2.  


 From a land use perspective, I can certainly 


understand how this, you know, this use got put in 


there.  But I don't think that it meets the intent of 


our land use plan.  And I don't see how allowing 


expanding non-restricted gaming on commercial areas 


surrounded by residential is consistent with our plan 


and policies.  


 With respect to Finding C2, I can't find the 


compatibility.  I just think, with the size, the feet 


requested is too much with what the surrounding uses 


are.  And, I think, really, if this is -- and if this 


motion is successful, I would just put on record that I 


think this is probably the absolute maximum amount of 


gaming space that can be accommodated on this site 


without there being additional impacts.  


 And I won't be supporting the motion.  Thank 


you for allowing me to put that on the record.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Any further?  


 (Applause).  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I'll call for the 


vote.  All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any opposed?  
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  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Nay.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Nay.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  The motion 


carries.  


 Next, we'll move along to PCN18-0067, 


consideration and possible action of a request for a 


conditional use permit. 


 MR. CUMMINS:  Thank you, Madam Chair, Planning 


Commissioners.  Jonathan Cummins, Planner.  


 PCN18-0067 is a request for a conditional use 


permit to allow a parking facility on .24 acres at 


601 Field Street, outlined in cyan.  


 The property is zoned MUD with a mixed 


residential land use designation where the parking 


facilities require conditional use permits per the 


Municipal Code.  


 The proposed site will be for the private use 


of the Boys & Girls Club, who own the parcel as well as 


the main site, which is about a hundred feet to the west 


nearby, just across the City limits.  


 Boys & Girls Club provides transportation to 


members to and from schools around the area.  And that 


results in a small fleet of vehicles that they use to 


provide that service.  


 The current parking facility where the vehicles 
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are stored is tucked into the existing parking lot at 


the main building, which is just below the legend at the 


far left of the map.  


 So the Boys & Girls Club is proposing to the 


City of Reno to expand their main facility to include a 


new charter school.  And as a result, that part of the 


parking lot where they're currently storing their 


vehicles will need to sort of be reaccommodated on the 


site somewhere.  And so Boys & Girls Club purchased the 


proposed site in 2011 and is now ready to demolish the 


existing building and establish the use as parking to 


accommodate their expansion.  


 The proposed site will be for company vehicles 


only.  The proposed conditions of approval will require 


signage on the site to that effect.   


 Use of the site will be primarily during 


after-school hours, with minimal use before school.  


That point addresses one of the Commission's questions 


in Tuesday's Study Session.  And the applicant's 


respective, as well as myself, we both confirmed that 


with the director today at the Boys & Girls Club.  


 To address the second question from Tuesday's 


Study Session, only drivers and employees of the Boys & 


Girls Club will be walking to and from the two sites.  


Students, other children will not be going back and 
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forth.  They have a loading area which is at the 


northern part of the main site on the Reno side of the 


facility.  


 Staff believes that each of the following 


findings can be made by the Planning Commission.  


 Finding C1 requires conformance with the 


Comprehensive Plan.  Staff believes that the proposed 


use will contribute to the economic vitality of the 


neighborhood by allowing the Boys & Girls Club to 


expand, contributing to Goal MG1.  


 The project also contributes to a greater 


diversity in the land use mix of the neighborhood, 


working toward Goal MG2.  


 Finding C2 requires compatibility with the 


surrounding uses.  All the properties surrounding the 


site are zoned MUD with a mixed residential designation 


as well.  There's a mix of single-family, multi-family 


uses around the site as well as a small church directly 


to the north of the facility between the proposed 


parking site and the Boys & Girls Club parking lot to 


the north.  


 Given that the use is strictly for parking by 


Boys & Girls Club vehicles, staff believes that the 


compatibility of uses in the general vicinity of the 


site remain roughly the same as exist there today.  
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 What impacts might be created by the proposed 


use, staff believes, would be mitigated by the layout 


proposed by the applicant, which includes appropriate 


fencing and landscaping.  


 Finding C3 addresses impairment of natural 


resources.  Previous use of the site is a single-family 


residence with a detached garage.  Staff believes that 


natural resources are not being negatively impacted by 


the proposed new use.  


 Finding C4 addresses any other identified 


impacts.  Those impacts are addressed in the proposed 


Conditions of Approval, to include that the applicant 


will maintain sidewalks along Field Street directly to 


the east of the property; that landscaping would be 


installed to meet the mixed-use district standards 


outlined in the Municipal Code; signage to indicate the 


private use of the site and lighting that will keep the 


lot both well-lit and also not affect neighbors.  


 Staff received no comments from outside 


agencies.  


 Finding C5 requires noticing.  Notices were 


mailed to 57 property owners within 500 feet of the 


site.   


 Staff did receive two inquires from resident in 


the neighborhood just asking for clarification.  And 
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once I explained the project to them, they had no other 


concerns.  


 Additionally, notice was published on January 


3rd in the Reno Gazette-Journal.   


 And staff is recommending approval of the item.  


And I'll be happy to take your questions.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Would the applicant like to do a presentation?  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  Thank you, and good evening.  


For the record, Angela Fuss with Lumos & Associates here 


today on behalf of the applicant.  


 This project is kind of an interesting land use 


project, in the fact that the main Boys & Girls Club 


campus is within the City of Reno jurisdiction, and this 


parcel is within the City of Sparks jurisdiction.   


 The Boys & Girls Club has owned this property 


for the last eight years or so.  So at some point, they 


always anticipated using this piece of property for some 


function.  


 They have to go through a separate process to 


expand the building itself.  And, again, that's through 


Reno.  They already have an existing special use permit.  


They recently went through the site plan review process, 


and that was approved.  So they are expanding.   


 The area where they are expanding is where they 
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can you remember house their fleet.  So what this will 


do is open up a new parcel, so they'll be able to hold 


their buses and their shuttles.  They have two trailers, 


a flatbed truck.   


 It will be fenced.  It will be gated.  The only 


one that will be able to use it will be the actual 


Boys & Girls Clubs.  There's no parents coming.  There's 


no drop-off.  There's no pick-up.   


 We've added a landscape strip within the 


parking lot so that we don't have just a stale parking 


lot.  We actual have some landscaping in it.  We also 


have about a 10-foot strip outside of our property 


between the sidewalk and where our gate is.  So we'll 


landscape that area.   


 And then there's a sidewalk there now.  It's 


not in very good shape.  So we'll be repairing that and 


replacing it with a four-foot-wide sidewalk, which ties 


into the existing sidewalk on both the north and the 


south side.  


 So, like I said, it's a pretty basic request, 


but it's unique in that this is on the City of Sparks 


side, and then the actual use of the Boys & Girls Club 


is within the City of Reno.  So it's kind of a 


hodgepodge.  And, unfortunately, you guys don't get to 


see the whole package.  But what you're seeing is the 
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only thing that impacts this parcel, that is, the 


parking.  


 So I'm available if you have any questions.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 This is a public hearing, and I'll open the 


public hearing.  


 Do I have any requests to speak?  


  MS. SMITH:  Madam Chair, I do not.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.   


  I will close public hearing and bring it back 


to the Commissioners.  Any questions?  


 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  I had a question for the 


applicant.  


 Angela, does the Boys & Girls Club have any 


boarding programs?  I guess, what I'm getting at is, is 


there, will there be any early morning idling of the 


club vehicles on this, on this proposed parking lot?  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  So they do operate with the 


before and after school program at this building.  The 


shuttles and the buses that will use this parking lot 


are mostly for some of the off-site facilities.  So 


there's a number of schools that don't have before and 


after, like elementary schools that don't have before 


and after school program.  So they're able to transport 
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kids from different facilities to their schools.  


 But, like I said, this facility in the morning 


has very few kids that actually come there in the 


morning.  The bulk of their shuttle buses and vans are 


going to other locations, other Boys & Girls Club 


facilities.  


 Does that answer your question?  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  So there will be early 


morning idling of some of the vehicles?  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  Well, when parents do drop 


off or pick up, again, associated with Boys & Girls 


Club, that happens on the main campus site.  The buses 


and the shuttles, they will leave the parking lot and go 


to the other facilities.  If there's any drop-off and 


pick-up, it goes to the main campus, not associated with 


the parking lot.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  I guess, what I'm getting 


at is if, you know, there's a vehicle on this, on this 


parking lot that is picking up, you know, off-site, so 


maybe the pick-up's at 8:00 o'clock, they'd be idling at 


7:00 a.m. to go to the -- to make the pick-up.  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  Yeah, so the only idling is 


really when the driver gets in the vehicle and leaves 


the site.  They're not sitting there in the parking lot 


other than to get in the vehicle and leave the site to 
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go to other facilities.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Yeah.  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  Just like when you get in 


your car and leave your driveway.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  Thank you.  That 


answers my question.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions?  


 Commissioner Fewins?  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Question for staff.  


Commissioner Fewins.  


 And, Jonathan, when you get a conditional use 


permit, and it's currently zoned single-family 


residential, and that would turn into the parking lot, 


is there any economic downsides about not having the tax 


base for single-family home and turning it into a 


parking lot?  


  MR. CUMMINS:  To clarify -- Jonathan Cummins.  


 To clarify, the zoning is MUD, mixed 


residential, which has a variety of uses.  Essentially, 


the owner who is paying the property taxes on the 


.24-acre site with a dwelling unit on the site would 


potentially be different going forward, being that it 


would just be a paved lot.  So it would potentially 


impact to the county and property taxes.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Okay. 
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  MR. CUMMINS:  But that's the only thing that I 


can think of along those lines.  


 Did that answer your question?  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  It does.   


  MR. CUMMINS:  Okay. 


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Would you say that a 


parking lot typically has less revenue than 


single-family, or mixed residential?  


  MR. CUMMINS:  I would have to make assumptions 


at that point.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Okay.  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Mr. Ornelas. 


  MR. ORNELAS:  I would -- Armando Ornelas, 


Assistant Community Services Director.  


 I think, the assumption would be that, in fact, 


you know, a parcel with a structure on it would generate 


more property tax revenue.  However, given the age of 


the structure, this is probably fully depreciated, and 


so it's probably minimal.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Okay.  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions from 


the Commissioners?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I have one question for 


the applicant, please.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Blaco.  
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  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Will we be allowing staff 


to park in this parking lot, also?  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  This is pretty much a parking 


lot specific to the fleet, because they have some 


odd-shaped vehicles that are bigger than normal cars.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay. 


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  It's going to be specific for 


those users.  And, like I said, we have eight shuttle 


buses and vans, and those are larger than average 


vehicles.  We have two trailers.  So it's not your 


typical parking lot in that you're going to have striped 


parking for your average size car.  It's specific for 


the Boys & Girls Club fleet vehicles.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  Thank you.  


  MS. ANGELA FUSS:  M-hm (affirmative).  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions?  


 I will entertain a motion.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Madam Chair, I'd like to 


make a motion.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Read.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I move to approve the 


Conditional Use Permit CU18-0017 associated with 


PCN18-0067, adopting Finding C1 through C5, and the 


facts supporting these findings as set forth in the 


staff report, subject to the eight Conditions of 
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Approval as listed in the staff report.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I'll second this.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I have a first and 


a second.  Any further discussion?  


 Okay.  All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any opposed?  


 Okay.  Thank you.  Motion carries.  


 Next, we'll move along to General Business, 


review and possible amendment of the Sparks Planning 


Commission Rules of Procedures.  


  MS. MCCORMICK:  Madam Chair, members of the 


Planning Commission, Assistant City Attorney Alyson 


McCormick, for the record.  


 This agenda item gives the Planning Commission 


the opportunity to discuss and decide whether to adopt 


various amendments to your Rules of Procedure, as 


proposed by staff.   


 You are required to review the Rules of 


Procedure annually.  So this agenda item gives you the 


opportunity to comply with that requirement as well.  


 Staff has proposed two versions of amendments, 


option A and option B.  Both versions would clarify that 


actions should not be taken at a Study Session, except 


under particular circumstances.  
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 Both options would also explain that the 


process for appointing members of the Planning 


Commission to committees, subcommittees, or other bodies 


follows the same process as for a typical motion.  


 Both options would also state that the Planning 


Commission's establishment of subcommittees follows that 


same process for a typical motion as well.  


 Staff has also proposed grammatical and 


clerical changes to help clean up and clarify some of 


the rules, also.  


 The main difference between option A and 


option B is about the standing agenda item for 


announcements and committee reports.  Option A would 


eliminate this item altogether from the Planning 


Commission's agenda.  Option A would also allow Planning 


Commission members to report actions of various 


committees or other bodies during the comments from 


Commissioners agenda item.  Or, if needed, for a longer 


presentation, a special agenda item could be listed 


under General Business.  


 In contrast, option B would keep the standing 


agenda item for announcements and committee reports and 


would require members of the various committees to 


report on the actions of those committees during this 


agenda item at the first Planning Commission meeting of 
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each month.  


 The Planning Commission may choose to adopt 


either option A or option B, either of those options 


with additional changes, no amendments, or completely 


different amendments than those proposed by staff.  


 Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 


adopt option A, which allows more flexibility for 


reports on committee actions.  


 And that concludes my presentation.  I'm happy 


to answer any questions.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Do the Commissioner have any questions?  


 No.  Thank you.  


 Okay.  With that, I will take a motion.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Commissioner Fewins.  


I'll make a motion.   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Yes. 


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  I move to adopt the 


amendments of the Sparks Planning Commission Rules of 


Procedure set forth in option A, as presented by staff.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I'll second.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I have a first and 


a second.  Any further discussion?  


 Okay.  All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   
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  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any opposed?  


 Okay.  Thank you.  Motion carries.  


 MS. MCCORMICK:  Thank you. 


 CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Next, we move along to 


election of the Sparks Planning Commission chairman for 


a term of one year from the following pool of 


candidates, listed in alphabetical order:  David Blaco, 


Mary Brock, Scott Carey, James Fewins, Frank Petersen, 


Shelley Read, and Dian VanderWell.  


 So at this point in time, I will take a motion 


for a new chair.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Madam Chair?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Yes.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  I make a motion to elect 


Mr. Carey as our next chairman.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I have a motion.  


Can I get a second?  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I'll second.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Commissioner Read.  


I have a second.  So I have a first and second.  Any 


further discussion?  


 Okay.  All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Any opposed?  


 Okay.  Motion carries.  
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 Next, we have election of Sparks Planning 


Commission vice-chairman for a term of one year from the 


following pool of candidates, listed in alphabetical 


order:  David Blaco, Mary Brock, James Fewins, Frank 


Petersen, Shelley Read, and Dian VanderWell.  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  Madam Chair?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Brock.  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  I move to nominate Shelley 


Read as Vice Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Commissioner Fewins.  


Second.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I have a first and 


a second.  Any further discussion?  


 Okay.  All in favor?  


  (Commission members said "aye.")   


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any opposed?  


 Thank you.  Motion carries.  


 Next, we will move along to public comment.  


 Do we have any requests to speak?  


  MS. SMITH:  I have none.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  With that, I will 


close the public comment.  


 Next, we'll move along to comments from the 


Commissioners.  
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 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  


 First, thank you to my colleagues for electing 


me as chairman.  That's a great honor.  I really 


appreciate the nomination from Commissioner Fewins.  


 I also wanted to publicly extend my 


appreciation to Mayor Smith and the Sparks City Council 


for reappointing me to this Commission.  I look forward 


to serving the City for the next four years.  


 Thank you very much.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you. 


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I have. 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Read.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  I would like to also make a 


comment.  I also would like to thank the City Council 


for reappointing me as well.   


  And thank you, Commissioner Brock, for the 


nomination for Vice Chair.  


 I'd also like to say happy birthday.  My 


daughter's birthday is today.  She's 14 years old, so.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Great.  Thank you.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  So she's at home watching, 


right?  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Yeah, she's -- 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Next, I'll take a -- 
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there you go.   


  Next, I'll take a motion to adjourn.  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  So moved.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Do I have a second?  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  I'll second that.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  I have a first and a 


second.  We're adjourned.  Thank you.  


                          -oOo- 


  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 








City of Sparks 


Planning Commission Item 


Meeting Date: February 7, 2019 


Subject: PCN18-0068 – Consideration of and possible action on a request for a 


Conditional Use Permit to amend Special Use Permit SP050011 to allow for a 


transportation passenger terminal on a site approximately 2.67 acres in size 


located at 1421 Victorian Avenue, Sparks, Nevada, in the MUD (Mixed Use 


District – Downtown/Victorian Square) zoning district. (For Possible Action)  


Petitioner: Greyhound Lines, Inc. 


Recommendation: The Community Services Department recommends approval of 


PCN18-0068 as submitted and conditioned; see suggested motion 


below. 


Financial Impact: NA 


Business Impact (per NRS Chapter 237): 


 A Business Impact Statement is attached. 


X A Business Impact Statement is not required because 


X this is not a rule; 


(term excludes vehicles by which legislative powers are exercised under NRS Chapters 271, 278, 278A or 


278B) 


POSSIBLE MOTION 


I move to approve Conditional Use Permit CU18-0018, associated with PCN18-0068, 


adopting Findings C1 through C5, and the facts supporting these findings as set forth in 


the staff report, and subject to the 5 Conditions of Approval. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Armando Ornelas Karen L. Melby 


___________________________________ ___________________________________ 


Armando Ornelas Karen L. Melby, AICP  


Asst. Community Services Director Development Services Manager 
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CASE NUMBER: PCN18-0068 


REQUESTED ACTION(S): Approval of a Conditional Use Permit to amend 


Special Use Permit SP050011 allow for a 


Transportation Passenger Terminal in the MUD 


(Mixed Use District – Downtown/Victorian 


Square) zoning district 


PROPERTY OWNER: Regional Transportation Commission 


of Washoe County


APPLICANT: Greyhound Lines, Inc. 


LOCATION: 1421 Victorian Avenue 


PARCEL SIZE: Approximately 2.67 acres 


EXISTING ZONING: MUD (Mixed Use District) 


EXISTING LAND USE: MUD - D/VS (Mixed Use District – 


Downtown/Victorian Square) 


WARD INFORMATION: Ward 1, Donald Abbott 


APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: Sparks Municipal Code (SMC) – 


Title 20 (Zoning Code). 


Planning Case Summary
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BACKGROUND 
 


In 2005, the City of Sparks approved Special Use Permit (SUP) SP050011 for the 


development and use of Centennial Plaza, located at 1421 Victorian Avenue (Exhibit 1 - 


Vicinity Map) on a site approximately 2.67 acres in size, as a Regional Transportation 


Commission (RTC) bus terminal.  


 


According to the 2005 SUP application and staff report, Centennial Plaza was intended to 


provide connections to “local bus services.” Centennial Plaza was constructed with 15 


bus bays, employee parking, and a 12,814+ square-foot building, including 1,938+ square 


feet of retail space, to serve as a transfer facility for RTC’s regional bus service.  


 


RTC’s regional bus service operations have not, however, grown to the extent that all the 


bus bays are needed for its operations. RTC buses are currently using 10 of the 15 bus 


bays at Centennial Plaza. In August of 2018, RTC offered 5 bus bays and 1,244 square feet 


of retail space for lease to other bus service operators. RTC subsequently entered into an 


agreement to lease to Greyhound 2 bus bays and 1,170 square feet of retail space.    


 


In 2015, the City amended Sparks Municipal Code (SMC) Title 20 (Zoning Code). The 


changes included replacing SUPs with Conditional Use Permits (CUPs). Like SUPs before, a 


CUP must be amended in the event of “substantial material changes in the project” or if 


the City “determines that proposed changes to an approved project will materially 


impact surrounding properties.” A CUP may be amended through the same procedure 


as for a new CUP application.  


 


SUP SP050011 for Centennial Plaza was approved with 14 Conditions of Approval. This 


request is for approval of a CUP to amend SUP SP050011 to allow Greyhound Lines, Inc. 


(Greyhound), to operate its intercity and interstate bus services on this site.  


 


Greyhound initiated litigation against the City, asserting that the existing SUP allows 


Greyhound to operate at Centennial Plaza and an amendment to the SUP is therefore 


not required. This litigation remains pending. Nevertheless, Greyhound submitted a CUP 


application to the City for the “Greyhound Passenger Terminal Space” on December 20, 


2018 (see Application).  


 


ANALYSIS 
 


City staff has concluded that a private intercity and interstate bus station qualifies as a 


“transportation passenger terminal,” based on the following definition in SMC 


20.08.002(A): 
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Facilities for passenger transportation operations, and holding facilities, which 


includes rail stations, bus terminals, urban and regional transit stations and scenic 


and sightseeing facilities but does not include airports and heliports. . . This does not 


include bus shelters, which are permitted in all districts. (Emphasis added). 


 


The site is zoned MUD (Mixed Use District) and has a Comprehensive Plan Land Use 


designation of Downtown/Victorian Square (D/VS). Transportation passenger terminals 


are permitted by CUP in this zoning district. Uses that require a CUP are considered 


permitted uses that may require additional conditions to mitigate possible impacts on 


surrounding land uses and development or to address public health, safety, and welfare 


problems. 


 


Based on City staff’s review of SUP SP050011, Centennial Plaza was designed and 


approved as a facility for RTC’s regional bus service. Centennial Plaza functions as a local 


bus transfer station, enabling RTC customers to make connections between buses arriving 


and departing from Centennial Plaza or to connect to RTC’s transfer station in downtown 


Reno to access other RTC bus routes departing from that facility. While there are certainly 


RTC passengers who begin or conclude their bus travel at Centennial Plaza, SUP SP050011 


was approved based on the belief that the vast majority of RTC passengers would arrive 


to and depart from this facility by RTC bus. 


 


In contrast, during an October 22, 2018 presentation to the City Council, Greyhound 


Chief Operating Officer Bill Blankenship made several remarks acknowledging that 


Greyhound passengers will be picked up and dropped off by private vehicles, including 


but not limited to shuttles and ride-share services. Mr. Blankenship also stated that 


Greyhound would work with the RTC to “make sure they get an appropriate loading zone 


identified for passengers.” As discussed more fully below, the traffic analysis submitted by 


Greyhound with its CUP application similarly estimates that approximately 67 percent of 


passengers using Greyhound’s services will be dropped off or picked up by private 


automobiles or shuttles.  


 


Neither the application nor the staff report relating to the 2005 SUP contemplate public 


parking or drop-off and pick-up areas for passengers arriving at or departing Centennial 


Plaza by private vehicle. Rather, Centennial Plaza was designed for “people without 


cars” to use “local bus services” (SUP Application at 8; SUP Staff Report at 4). While there 


are bus bays available at Centennial Plaza to accommodate Greyhound or other private 


carriers’ buses, public parking and a pick-up and drop-off area are currently non-existent 


on this site. The absence of public parking and, most concerning, a loading and 


unloading area, poses public safety concerns about where Greyhound passengers will 


be dropped off or picked up, particularly if this occurs on a public street such as Victorian 


Avenue. 
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Greyhound’s proposed operations thus constitute a substantial and material change in 


the use of Centennial Plaza. As a result, amending the SUP through the CUP process set 


forth in SMC 20.05.008 is required. 


 


Greyhound is leasing 1,244 square feet within the building at Centennial Plaza for a ticket 


office and waiting area for Greyhound passengers. Interior improvements will consist of 


replacing the existing concrete paver floor with poured-in-place concrete and installing 


a kiosk for customer ticketing and Greyhound staff. Electrical power will be extended 


from the existing building. Greyhound passengers will use the existing building restrooms. 


No improvements to the exterior lighting and existing HVAC systems will be required. 


Greyhound buses will utilize the existing site circulation and bus slots on the site. (Exhibit 2 – 


Site Plan). 


 


Centennial Plaza has 15 bus bays. RTC staff has stated that Centennial Plaza is served by 


8 RTC buses per hour while the facility was designed to serve 40 buses per hour, indicating 


available capacity. Greyhound will be using 2 bays on the southwest side of the building.  


 


Greyhound submitted a traffic analysis prepared by Solaegui Engineers with their CUP 


application. Trip generation for Greyhound’s operations was estimated based on bus, 


employee, and passenger information provided by Greyhound and from site-specific 


data collected at Greyhound’s former station in Reno by Solaegui Engineers. Schedules 


provided by Greyhound indicate that five buses arrive and five buses depart from the site 


during a typical weekday. Bus operation is anticipated to generate 20 trips per day with 


one arrival and one departure occurring during both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 


Mechanical tube counts were conducted at the Reno facility on December 11, 2018, to 


verify trip generation; 22 trips per day were attributed to buses and 12 trips were 


attributed to three observed employees. In total, the Greyhound facility is anticipated to 


generate a total of 78 trips per day with 9 trips occurring during both the AM and PM 


peak hours.   


 


Passenger information provided by Greyhound indicates an average of ten buses arriving 


or departing per day with an average of 10 passengers per bus, resulting in an average 


of 100 passengers per day arriving or departing from the facility. Solaegui Engineers 


observed that on December 11, 2018, 46 percent of the passengers were dropped off or 


picked up by automobiles, 33 percent of the passengers arrived or departed by foot, 


and the remaining 21 percent were dropped off or picked up by shuttles. As previously 


stated, these data indicate that a minimum of 67 percent of passengers will be dropped 


off or picked up by automobiles or shuttles. 


 


City staff’s primary concern regarding an intercity and interstate bus terminal operating 


at Centennial Plaza is the current absence of a designated passenger drop-off and pick-


up zone. Victorian Avenue, adjacent to Centennial Plaza to the north, has two narrow 


lanes with no on-street parking and no shoulder. Victorian Plaza Circle/14th Street 


(bordering Centennial Plaza on the east) is also constrained. The Sparks Police 
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Department is concerned about the obstruction of these streets by vehicles dropping off 


or picking up passengers and the safety of pedestrians exiting or entering vehicles. The 


City’s Transportation Manager has stated that passenger loading and unloading needs to 


occur on-site, within the Centennial Plaza facility, so as to not negatively impact the 


surrounding streets.  


 


In its CUP application, Greyhound proposes that employee parking and the loading and 


unloading of passengers occur within the A Street public right-of-way located west of 


Centennial Plaza. However, Centennial Plaza is a block from Fire Station #1. The Sparks 


Fire Department objects to the use of A Street for this purpose, particularly because 


access to A Street is via 16th Street, the street that provides egress and ingress for Fire 


Station #1’s fire apparatus. Fire Station #1 is by far the City’s busiest fire station, 


responding to nearly half of all the emergency calls addressed by the Sparks Fire 


Department. Moreover, during major special events on Victorian Square, Victorian 


Avenue is closed. This requires that fire apparatus leaving Fire Station No. 1 for certain 


calls use the A Street cul-de-sac to pass through Centennial Plaza and connect to 


Victorian Plaza Circle. Installing a loading zone on A Street for Greyhound would 


compromise this access.   


 


Regarding the use of A Street for employee parking, SMC 20.05.009.B(a) permits on-street 


parking to be counted toward required off-street parking if it is located along the 


frontage of the use. A Street does not qualify as frontage for the Centennial Plaza site. 


However, Centennial Plaza is located within Parking District No. 1. Staff therefore believes 


the need for employee parking is satisfied by the availability of City owned parking 


facilities within Parking District No. 1. 


 


Accordingly, City staff believes a loading zone must be provided on the Centennial Plaza 


site to mitigate these public safety impacts, with appropriate signage installed to direct 


drivers to this zone to drop off or pick up passengers. These are the principal proposed 


Conditions of Approval for this CUP (Conditions 4 and 5). Condition 4 also recognizes that 


federal and state law may require changes to operation Centennial Plaza over time. As 


proposed, Conditions 4 and 5 are written to allow RTC and Greyhound to modify the 


location of the loading zone within the Centennial Plaza site and corresponding signage 


if changes are required to address operational issues that may arise in the future.  


 


Pursuant to SMC 20.04.009, two (2) off-street parking spaces should be provided for 


Greyhound’s use. However, City staff is not proposing a requirement for off-street parking 


as a Condition of Approval. Staff believes the need for parking is mitigated by the 


addition of an on-site loading zone. In addition, there is off-street parking generally 


available to the public on adjacent properties.  
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FINDINGS: 
 


FINDING C1: 


The proposal, as submitted and conditioned, is in compliance with the Comprehensive 


Plan. 


 


The site has a MUD-Downtown/Victorian Square (MUD-D/VS) land use designation. The 


MUD-D/VS land use designation allows a transportation passenger terminal with a CUP.   


 


The Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan that are relevant to this proposal 


include: 
 


Goal C2: Provide a transportation network that supports business formation and attraction 


and economic vitality.  


 


Policy C9: Ensure the transportation system meets the needs for all persons including 


children and seniors.  


 


The use of this site as a transportation passenger terminal for Greyhound would provide a 


transportation mode for interstate travel, which is not currently available within Sparks, 


supporting Goal C2. Greyhounds provides an alternative transportation option not 


currently provided in Sparks, supporting Policy C9.  


 


FINDING C2: 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, is compatible with the existing or 


permitted uses of adjacent properties. 


 


The existing uses, Comprehensive Plan land use designations, and zoning for the adjacent 


properties are as follows: 


 


Direction  SURROUNDING LAND USES LAND USE / ZONING 


North:  (Future)Apartments and 


commercial uses  


MUD-D/VS 


East: Apartments and Nugget Casino MUD-D/VS 


South:  Interstate 80 Not Zoned 


West: Mix of commercial and 


residential land uses 


MUD-D/VS 


 


Centennial Plaza is located in the Victorian Square area, which is the heart of downtown 


Sparks. There is a mix of residential, gaming, bars, restaurants, and various commercial 


land uses. The RTC transit facility is existing and adding Greyhound will provide an 


alternative transportation mode in Sparks. Adding approximately 10 Greyhound buses 


per day is not anticipated to adversely impact surrounding land uses provided the 


impacts of this use are mitigated.  
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FINDING C3: 


The potential impairment of natural resources and the total population which available 


natural resources will support without unreasonable impairment has been considered. 


 


This site was developed as Centennial Plaza in 2006. City staff does not believe that 


approval of this CUP would impair the availability of natural resources or the region’s 


ability to support its population.  


  


FINDING C4: 


The application, as submitted and conditioned, will address identified impacts. 


 


The primary impact associated with adding an intercity and interstate transportation 


passenger terminal at Centennial Plaza results from passengers arriving or departing by 


private vehicles. 


 


Pick-up/drop-off area: 


As discussed in the Analysis section above, a loading zone for passengers to be picked 


up or dropped off must be established on the Centennial Plaza site rather than on the 


surrounding City streets (Condition 4). Installing a pick-up and drop-off lane on the 


Centennial Plaza site will reduce the obstruction of City streets, reduce risks to motorists 


and pedestrians, and maintain emergency access for the Sparks Fire Department during 


special events on Victorian Square.  


  


Parking: 


Additional off-street parking will not be required for Greyhound passengers as described 


in the traffic analysis prepared by Solaegui Engineers. Staff believes the need for 


passenger parking is mitigated by the addition of an on-site loading zone. Greyhound has 


stated that there will be three employees. Centennial Plaza is located within Parking 


District No. 1. Staff believes the need for employee parking is satisfied by the availability of 


City-owned parking facilities within Parking District No. 1.  


 


Directional Signs: 


To direct vehicles dropping off or picking up passengers on the Centennial Plaza site, 


directional signs and pavement markings must be installed to the approval of the City 


Engineer (Condition 5).  


 


Finding C5: 


Public notice was given and a public hearing held per the requirements of the Sparks 


Municipal Code and the Nevada Revised Statutes. 


 


Public notice was published in the Reno Gazette-Journal on January 24, 2019. In addition, 


42 notices were mailed to owners of property within 500 feet of the subject property on 


January 23, 2019. The Planning Commission meeting functions as the public hearing 


required by Nevada Revised Statutes and the Sparks Municipal Code.  
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1. APPROVAL: 


THIS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS APPROVED AS SUBMITTED AND CONDITIONED.  


ANY SUBSTANTIAL CHANGES SHALL REQUIRE REVIEW AND AMENDMENT OF THIS 


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. 


 


2. EXPIRATION DATE: 


EXPIRATION OF THIS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT SHALL COMPLY WITH SPARKS 


MUNICIPAL CODE 20.05.008. 


 


3. COMPLIANCE WITH SP050011:  


THE APPLICANT SHALL OPERATE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CONDITIONS OF 


APPROVAL OF THE SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR CENTENNIAL PLAZA (SP050011).   


 


4.  PICK-UP/DROP-OFF: 


PASSENGER PICK-UP/DROP-OFF LOCATION(S) SHALL BE INSTALLED TO THE 


APPROVAL OF THE CITY ENGINEER WITHIN THE CENTENNIAL PLAZA SITE PRIOR TO 


MAY 31, 2019. 


 


IN THE EVENT ANY FEDERAL OR STATE LAWS OR REGULATIONS PREVENT OR 


PRECLUDE COMPLIANCE WITH THIS CONDITION OR REQUIRE CHANGES TO 


OPERATIONS OF CENTENNIAL PLAZA AS APPROVED, THE REMAINING CONDITIONS 


OR PARTS OF CONDITIONS NOT AFFECTED SHALL REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND 


EFFECT. 


  


5. DIRECTIONAL SIGNS AND/OR PAVEMENT STRIPING: 


DIRECTIONAL SIGNS AND/OR PAVEMENT STRIPING INDICATING THE PASSENGER 


PICK-UP/DROP-OFF LOCATION(S) ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO CONDITION OF 


APPROVAL 4 SHALL BE INSTALLED TO THE APPROVAL OF THE CITY ENGINEER PRIOR 


TO MAY 31, 2019. 
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SPARKS, NEVADA, TUESDAY, JANUARY 15, 2019, 12:00 P.M. 


-oOo- 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  I'm going to call 


to order the Study Session of the City of Sparks 


Planning Commission for Tuesday, January 15th.  


 And we'll start with roll call.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner VanderWell?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Carey?  Absent.  


 Commissioner Blaco?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Brock?  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Fewins?  


  COMMISSIONER FEWINS:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Petersen?  


  COMMISSIONER PETERSEN:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Commissioner Read?  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Assistant City Attorney Alyson 


McCormick?  


  MS. MCCORMICK:  Here.  


  MS. SMITH:  Assistant Community Services 


Director Armando Ornelas?  


  MR. ORNELAS:  Here.  
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  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  All right.  Next, we'll 


go to public hearing items.   


  PCN18-0062, consideration and possible action 


on a conditional use permit.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Chairman VanderWell, members 


of the Planning Commission, Ian Crittenden, Senior 


Planner.  


 This is a request for a conditional use permit 


to allow for the expansion of an existing non-restricted 


gaming use.  The site is located at 950 Holman Way on a 


site that's 5.99 acres in size.  You may recognize it 


here on the corner of Pyramid and Holman.   


 This is the Scolari's shopping center.  And 


JJ's gaming is a non-restricted gaming facility that is 


attached to and part of kind of that center.  They are, 


however, they don't have a -- they have a separate 


entrance.  They're not connected internally, or at least 


not at the customary.  I don't know if there's a non -- 


in-the-back place they connect with.  Anyway, they are 


separate.  


 The grocery store has operated on the site 


since 1966.  And there's been a gaming license for 


non-restricted gaming there since 1979.  The area 


dedicated to non-restricted gaming was expanded in 2012 


from 1,136 square feet to 3,170 square feet.  
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 The site is in the C2 zoning district.  The C2 


zoning district does not allow non-restricted gaming 


facilities.  But as this area, or as this use was 


established in 1979, it is considered a non -- a legally 


established non-conforming use.  


 Section 20.06.003(C)(1) of the Sparks Municipal 


Code states that a non-conforming use shall not be 


extended or enlarged by more than 10 percent of the 


lawfully occupied -- of the area lawfully occupied by 


the non-conforming use as of the date of which it became 


non-conforming, except by conditional use permit.  The 


enlargement of the non-conforming use shall not extend 


onto additional parcels.  


 And as this request would expand or extend that 


use beyond 10 percent, it is required to go through a 


conditional use permit.  


 The existing non-restricted gaming area is -- 


we'll move forward to -- there we go.  The existing 


non-conforming, or non-restricted gaming area is, is 


this area here.  And it is 3,169 square feet.  And the 


applicant proposes to expand that by 4,726 square feet 


to 7,895 square feet.  So they'll go from this area 


here.  They will occupy this area internal.  


 So all of this expansion is internal to the 


store.  They're not expanding and building more 
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building.  They're just taking over more of the grocery 


store area of the site.  


 That expansion to 7,895 square feet does 


constitute a 149 percent increase, or roughly two and a 


half times that size.  


 The total area of Scolari's -- I think, I have 


a better image in here of this.  Sorry.  Bear with me 


one second.  I don't have these in the best order.  


 Well, it's essentially the same one.  The total 


square footage of Scolari's is 35,601 square feet.  The 


existing non-restricted gaming area is approximately 


9 percent of that area.  The requested expansion would 


increase it to approximately 22 percent of the total 


area of Scolari's.  


 The Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation for 


this site is Commercial, or C.  And the zoning of C2 is 


consistent with that land use.  


 The site has existing and mature landscaping.  


So that's not a particular concern.  


 And the applicant submitted a parking analysis 


with this request.  And the parking analysis addressed 


both the expansion of the non-conforming, non-restricted 


gaming -- I'm going get those two mixed up, because 


there's too many "non"s.  But the non-conforming use, or 


the non-restricted gaming expansion and an 
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administrative review that was submitted at the same 


time for a coffee kiosk.  Which, if you go back.  Sorry.  


There you go.  


 On this site, you can see this was a proposal  


through an administrative review.  And so they did a 


combined parking analysis for both of those.  


 The existing site has 317 parking spaces.  The 


creation of the coffee kiosk area will reduce, because 


at going to take up some of that parking space, it will 


reduce that to 303 parking spaces.  They went through 


and did a detailed analysis of existing tenancies and 


those expansions and came up with a total number of 


302.4 required parking spaces, which we would round up 


to 303 parking spaces, which is the exact number of 


parking spaces that they would have available after the 


creation of the coffee kiosk area.   


 That does comply with City standards for 


parking requirements.  


 The applicants also submitted a trip generation 


letter.  And, again, they did it in connection with that 


coffee kiosk request.  So these two things are kind of 


tied together, at least from their analysis point of 


view.  


 So the additional gaming area will generate an 


additional 64 average daily trips, with 4 additional 
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a.m. peak-hour trips and 6 p.m. peak-hour trips.   


 The coffee kiosk, on the other hand, will 


generate an additional 386 average daily trips, with 42 


peak-hour trips in the a.m. and 20 additional 


p.m. peak-hour trips in the -- yeah, 20 in the p.m.   


 However, the reduction in grocery store square 


footage would reduce the average daily trips by 1,547, 


with 18 fewer a.m. peak-hour trips and 79 fewer 


p.m. peak-hour trips.   


 Cumulatively, this would be a reduction of 


average daily trips from -- it would be a reduction of 


1,097 total trips, or average daily trips, with an 


increase of 28 a.m. peak-hour trips and a reduction of 


53 p.m. peak-hour trips.  


 I know there's a lot of numbers thrown at you, 


but if you have questions, you can ask me when I finish 


up my presentation.  


 Staff also received two phone calls about this 


item, just looking for some more information.  Sometimes 


those notices can be a little bit vague, and the general 


public sometimes has a little bit understanding what was 


going on.  And so we got two phone calls about that.  


 We also received two phone calls in opposition 


to this item.   


 And staff also received two emails in 
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opposition to this item, one of which went out with the 


packet, and the second one was handed out to you before 


the meeting.  


 There are five findings related to conditional 


use permits.  I'll go through those in detail on 


Thursday.  But staff does believe that the findings can 


be made and is recommending approval of this request.  


 That's the end of my presentation.  If you have 


any questions, I'm available to answer those.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Do you want to put on the record that 


Commissioner Carey is here now?  


  MS. SMITH:  Yes.  Commissioner VanderWell, or 


Chairman VanderWell, Commissioner Carey is now present 


as of 12:07. 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 All right.  With that, do any of the 


Commissioners have any questions?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I just have a question.  


Where does this stand as far as like his proof to the 


Gaming Commission; do they need to approve it first 


before it come to us, or do we need to approve it and 


then it goes to them?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  I'm not sure what that 


position or that process is with the Gaming Commission.  
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  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  They don't require 


prior approval on any of this with them before it comes 


to us?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  We don't require prior 


approval.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I'm trying to access their 


gaming license through the Gaming Control Board's 


website, but it wasn't letting me, so I couldn't exactly 


see what their approved for as far as the number of slot 


machines that are allowed on that, on that property.  I 


don't know if there is a restriction.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  I believe, those restrictions 


happen at restricted gaming licenses.  And I don't know 


what that number is.  But they're beyond that now.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  And so expansion beyond that, 


they still fall into the non-restricted gaming.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  So this doesn't 


fall under any kind of restriction?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  I'm sure they'll have a 


process they'll have to go through with the Gaming 


Commission.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  But we don't require any sort 


of notification of where they're at in that process.  
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  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Typically, in the past, is 


it usually the City will approve it and then the Gaming 


will approve it, or is it Gaming and then the City; is 


there like an order of operations there?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  It looks like 


Ms. McCormick can answer that question.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MS. MCCORMICK:  Typically, the Gaming 


Commission will require the City or any other local 


agency.  I imagine if any additional approval is needed 


for this expansion, that they would call us, so.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  


My apologies for being late.  


 I was curious.  I apologize if you covered it.  


How was this permitted in 2012? 


 MR. CRITTENDEN:  So the --  


 COMMISSIONER CAREY:  When they expanded 


originally?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  They applied for a permit.  


And it went through actually some arbitration in the end 


to kind of get approved, because our zoning code was 


different at the time and had a different caveat as to 
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how much could be expanded.  And there was some 


adjudication that happened there.  And in the end, our 


Code is different now.  It does allow for expansions 


beyond 10 percent.  Which at the time, that's all it 


allowed, back in the day, but.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  And what is the -- with 


the proposed use, what's the required parking, and 


what's being provided on the site?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  So total -- the parking 


analysis was done in conjunction with the request for a 


coffee kiosk down on the southwest portion of the site.  


It had 317.  The addition of the coffee kiosk reduces 


the total number of parking spaces to 303.  And the 


parking analysis done by the applicant shows a required 


number of parkings per our Code at 302.4, which rounded 


up is 303.  So they're providing exactly the same amount 


as required by Code.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  So Code requires 303 


parking spaces for the entire site?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  M-hm (affirmative).  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  With all uses?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Yep.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  What's the additional 


gaming area, how many more spaces?  Because I understand 


it's different than retail.  Retail is like 1 to 300.  
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Gaming is like 1 to 100.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Yeah, give me one second.  


It's broken down very --   


  MR. ORNELAS:  The formula --   


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Yeah.  Yeah, it's 1 per 100 


exactly.  And then they have some accessory uses that 


are 1 per 300, which is how our Code breaks that down.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  So the new proposed gaming 


area is how many spaces?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  The new proposed gaming area 


is a total of 68.9.  Or that's the total area.  I don't 


have it broke down for just the expansion.  I can break 


it down, and we can work that out for Thursday, if you'd 


like it, but.  But that's just the total for the new 


space.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  I'm just trying to 


wrap my head around, you know, the compatibility with 


surrounding uses.  And I'm trying to get an idea of the 


intensification of this non-conforming use.  I thought 


parking spaces might be limited there. 


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  We had -- 


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  If you'd follow up, I'd 


appreciate it.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  They had a parking analysis 


and a traffic analysis or trip generation.  Both were 







 


 


STUDY SESSION, CITY OF SPARKS PLANNING COMMISSION 


Tuesday, January 15, 2019 


15 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


 


done for the site.  The parking analysis, they came in 


right at the number that would be required by Code.  


 The traffic, they're actually showing a net 


drop in total average daily trips with the expansion due 


to the high trip generation of the grocery store that is 


going away.  So.  


 But I can break that down a little further for 


you on Thursday, if you'd like.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  You're welcome.  


 Any other questions from the Commissioners?   


  COMMISSIONER READ:  Madam Chair?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Yes, Commissioner Read.  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  You had mentioned that you 


had two calls opposing this.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  M-hm (affirmative).  


  COMMISSIONER READ:  What were their reasons?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  They didn't really articulate 


strong reasons.  They didn't want more gaming, was 


essentially was it came down to, didn't think that this 


was a use they wanted, you know, more of over there.  I 


mean it's really hard for me to quantify what exactly 


they don't like about it.  


 The two emails we received were more clear 


about their specific concerns about the impacts of this 
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request.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Any other 


questions?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  I actually did.  I'm 


sorry.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Blaco.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  It's my understanding that 


that intersection at Holman and Pyramid is kind of a 


dangerous intersection for pedestrians.  Does this have 


any impact as far as like the safety of that 


intersection that could be perceived?  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  Sure.  So normally we address 


those kind of impacts through traffic analysis or 


through a -- yeah, like a traffic study.  


 The traffic study, like the tipping point from 


where we require those is typically an increase in any 


of your peak-hour trips by 80 or more trips.  Since none 


of the trip generation that was shown ever hit that, 


that point of 80 peak-hour trips of a change, a traffic 


study wasn't required.  


 And so those kind of improvements wouldn't 


typically be requested without a traffic study.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  However, just for your 


information, one of the conditions of approval of the 
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administrative review for the coffee kiosk was that this 


entrance into the site be closed.  It's really close to 


that corner.  And so whether or not that has major 


impacts on the pedestrian safety there, it does just 


help clean up that intersection in general, just for 


additional information.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Primarily, my concern was 


that the patrons of this establishment are more likely 


to consume a few alcoholic beverages, being that it's 


leaning towards a gaming area rather than a market.  I 


just want to make sure that it safe to put in there.  


Because it's such close proximity to the Burgess Park 


over there.  There, you know, lots of children in very 


close proximity to this.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  And that's why we do, you 


know, the analysis of parking and stuff.  We can't 


really, we can't control -- 


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Yeah.  


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  -- you know, whether or not 


people break the law after the point, you know, those 


kind of things.  Or a good example of that, also, is if 


a bar wanted to locate in this shopping center, there 


wouldn't be any additional process, they'd just --  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay. 


  MR. CRITTENDEN:  That's a permitted use.  And 
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so to try to have additional restrictions on a gaming 


facility because they serve alcohol is really hard for 


us to justify, when if all they did was serve alcohol, 


there wouldn't be any additional requirements.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions?  


 Okay.  Thank you.  


 Next, we'll move along to PCN18-0067, 


consideration and possible action of a conditional use 


permit for a parking facility. 


 MR. CUMMINS:  Thank you, Madam Chair, Planning 


Commissioners.  I'm Jonathan Cummings, Planner.  


 PCN18-0067 is a CUP request for a parking 


facility in the mixed-use district.  601 Field Street 


has a mixed residential land use designation.  And so 


under those classifications, the parking facility is 


allowable only through a conditional use permit.  


 The Boys & Girls Club provides a -- which is 


here.  The site's outlined in cyan.  The Boys & Girls 


Club facility is here, across the city limits in Reno.  


 The Boys & Girls Club provides transportation 


services to students to schools around the area in the 


morning and in the afternoon.  And as such, they have a 


small fleet of buses and other vehicles that they have 


to store on their site.  Currently, they're storing 
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these vehicles here, at the back of their parking lot, 


on the Reno sites of their main facility.   


 Boys & Girls Club is proposing to, per the City 


of Reno, expand their facility to include a charter 


school.  And as such, they'll need to sort of get rid of 


that parking there to allow for the expansion.  In 2011, 


they acquired the property here on Field Street in the 


City of Sparks.  And now they're proposing to demolish 


the home that's on the side and use it for the storage 


of those vehicles.  


 The site will only be used by company vehicles.  


The condition that you read in the staff report will 


require signage to that effect.  


 We'll also have conditions on landscaping, 


fencing, and sidewalk improvements along the Field 


Street side of the property to sort of improve the site 


overall for the neighborhood and mitigate whatever 


impacts might be caused by moving vehicles in and out of 


the site all day.  


 Essentially, this site would be used for that 


purpose only during daytime hours primarily.  So impacts 


are minimal.  


 Staff believes that the Planning Commission can 


find, make each of the five required findings for a CUP.  


And I'll go into those in detail on Thursday.  And we're 
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recommending approval.  I'll be glad to take your 


questions.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  Do any of the 


Commissioners have any questions?  


 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Jonathan, does the club 


operate any before-school programming?  Is it still just 


primarily after-school programming?  


  MR. CUMMINS:  I think, the bulk is after 


school.  But I believe that there is some services that 


provide early morning before-school for students who 


need it.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  So is there a 


possibility that some of these company vehicles on the 


proposed parking lot would be operating in the early 


morning hours?   


  MR. CUMMINS:  There very well could be, yes.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  


  MR. CUMMINS:  Yes.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions?  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Is there -- yeah, sorry.  


Yes. 


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Commissioner Blaco.  


Thank you.  
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  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Do they intend to increase 


the amount of foot traffic between the two facilities, 


other than like -- like, let's say, if they were to pick 


up from like a school or whatever, would they drop them 


off first and then park the vehicle, or would they -- 


  MR. CUMMINS:  Yes.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  -- just park the vehicle 


and have everybody walk over from that lot?  


  MR. CUMMINS:  Drop-offs would continue to be in 


front of the main facility.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  MR. CUMMINS:  A driver, essentially, would be 


the only one walking back and forth between the parking 


lot and the facility.  


  COMMISSIONER BLACO:  Okay.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Anyone else?  


 Okay.  Thank you.  


  MR. CUMMINS:  You're welcome.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Next, we have General 


Business, which is review and possible amendment of the 


Sparks Planning Commission Rules of Procedure.  


  MS. MCCORMICK:  Thank you, Madam Chair and 


Planning Commissioners.  


 I came before you about a month ago to seek 


your input on potential ideas for amendments to the 
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Rules of Procedure.  The rules state that you must 


review the rules for possible amendments annually.  So 


this is the action item for that.  


 Based on Commissioner Carey's suggestions, I  


propose two potential options for amendments to the 


rules.  It's also up to the Planning Commission to make 


no changes or make different changes than the two 


options that I've suggested.  


 Both of the options, option A and option B, 


that I've proposed would clarify that Study Sessions are 


generally not for taking action on items, and would 


address the process for appointing members of the 


Planning Commission to committees or subcommittees or 


creating subcommittees as needed.  And then both 


versions also include some grammatical and clerical 


changes that I thought improved the readability of the 


rules as I was going through them.  


 The main difference between option A and 


option B is about the standing agenda for announcements 


and committee reports.  Option A, which is what I 


recommend the Commission approve, would eliminate this 


item from the Planning Commission's agenda entirely.  


And option A would also allow Planning Commission 


members serving on committees or other bodies to report 


on actions of those bodies during the comments from the 
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Commissioners portion of the agenda.  Or if the special 


agenda item needed to be added to the agenda as a 


general business item, we would also do that for the 


lengthier presentation on actions of the body.  


 Option B, in contrast, would keep that standing 


agenda item and require more regular reporting from 


members of those committees and subcommittees.  


 The Planning Commission can adopt option A.  


You could adopt option B.  You could adopt either 


option A or B with additional changes or -- or reject 


portions of the changes.  You could adopt no amendments.  


You can, essentially, do -- do whatever you feel.  


 As I said, I recommend that the Commission 


adopt option A, because it allows for more flexibility 


about committee reports than option B.  I think, to some 


extent, it might be kind of silly to have a monthly 


report that various -- that committee X hasn't had a 


meeting or something like that.  


 But option B is also workable.  


 Are there any questions?  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Do any of the 


Commissioners have any questions?  


 Commissioner Carey.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  No question, just, just 


comments for my colleagues.  
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 Thanks, Alyson, for drafting this and stuff.  I 


think, you captured what I was looking for perfectly.  


 I think, you know, A or B is fine, in my 


opinion.  I just thought it would be nice to bring some 


attention to these committee reports.  I've been on the 


Commission 27 months.  I think, we've only done 


committee reports, you know, like once.  


 So, I think, I would be in support of option A, 


following staff's recommendation.  


 If we do have a need for a committee report, 


you know, and this is -- and what I'm talking about is 


committees that Commissioners are appointed to from the 


Commission as the acting representative.  For instance, 


I'm this Commission's representative on the RTC 


Technical Advisory Committee.  I think, maybe we have 


one on -- maybe this Commission has a representative on 


the Citizens Advisory Committee.  


  COMMISSIONER BROCK:  I'm on that.  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  Okay.  You're on it.  Good 


for you.   


  And, I think, it's a good practice that maybe 


quarterly, or whatever, we provide an update to the 


public and to the other committee members on what's 


going on really briefly.  


 I would be in support of option A.  Maybe that 
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could just be done in Commissioner reports or comments, 


if that's acceptable.  


 Thank you for bringing this up.  


  MS. MCCORMICK:  Thank you.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Any other questions or 


comments from any other Commissioners?  


  COMMISSIONER CAREY:  And for clarification -- 


I'm sorry.  For the record, because I'm this committee's 


representative on the Regional Road Impact Fee Technical 


Advisory Committee.  Too many acronyms.  Sorry.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Thank you.  


 Are there any other questions, comments?  


 Okay.  Terrific.  


 Okay.  Review informational items, please.  


  MR. ORNELAS:  Madam Chair, members of the 


Planning Commission, I'm Armando Ornelas, the Assistant 


Community Services Director.  


 In terms of informational items, the next 


meeting of the Planning Commission following this 


Thursday's meeting is scheduled for February 7th.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  All right.  Public 


comment?  


 We're good.  Okay.  


 Synopsis of the City Council.  


  MR. ORNELAS:  So there's been -- again, Armando 
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Ornelas, Assistant Community Services Director.  


 There has been one City Council meeting since 


we last met on January 3rd, and that was yesterday.  And 


the City Council did reappoint Commissioners Carey and 


Read to the Planning Commission.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Congratulations.  


  MR. ORNELAS:  And then, secondly, the City 


Council approved a number of changes to the Stonebrook 


Final Planned Development Handbook.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Okay.  That's it?  


  MR. ORNELAS:  That's it.  


  CHAIRMAN VANDERWELL:  Perfect.  All right.  Any 


comments from the Commissioners?  


 Okay.  I'll take a motion to adjourn.  


 Okay.  See everybody on Thursday.   


                          -oOo-  


  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







