
THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN PUBLIC MEETINGS FOR ALL AGENDAS.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Eagle Mountain City will make reasonable accommodation
for participation in all Public Meetings and Work Sessions. Please call the City Recorder’s Office at least 3
working days prior to the meeting at 801-789-6610. This meeting may be held telephonically to allow a member of the
public body to participate. This agenda is subject to change with a minimum 24-hour notice.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

April 28, 2020, 5:30 PM
Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

5:30 P.M. WORK SESSION - ELECTRONIC MEETING VIA LIFESIZE

Proposed Interim Adjustments to Procedures Relating to Public Meetings 

Public meetings will be held electronically in accordance with Executive Order 2020-1 Suspending the
Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202 and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease COVID-19
Novel Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18, 2020.   

The public may monitor or listen to open portions of the meeting electronically by following the instructions
below.  

Lifesize electronic meeting through Granicus at
https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs.  Copy and paste the link to
your web browser to view the live stream and meeting documents.  

For information regarding revised practices for public meetings in Eagle Mountain City,
click the link below.
Revised Meeting Practices PC

1. DISCUSSION ITEMS

1.A. Development Code Amendments
Amendments including, but not limited to, Business Park Zones (Education/Medical, Light
Manufacturing/Distribution, Office Professional) and sign regulations.  Discussion item only; no
action to be taken.

6:30 P.M. POLICY SESSION - ELECTRONIC MEETING VIA LIFESIZE

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1

https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/85091999aac51e4eceb6377a9a8165ac0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/577595/Revised_Meeting_Practices_PC.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/c7e84e5348a43168116ea9cc668a5a900.pdf
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3. DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES

4.A. April 14, 2020 Minutes
Regular Planning Commission meeting. 
04.14.2020 PC Minutes

5. STATUS REPORT

6. ACTION ITEMS - PUBLIC HEARINGS 

To provide comment during a public hearing, please fill out the Public Comment form online at
https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs.  The City Recorder's Office
will call you during the public hearing(s) to make comment. 

6.A. Development Code Amendment - Airpark Zone (EMMC 17.45) - Public Hearing
This is a proposal at the request of the Planning Commission to amend/remove Chapter 17.45
Airpark Zone.
Airpark Zone Ch 17.45

6.B. Development Code Amendment - Commercial Zones (EMMC 17.35) - Public Hearing
This proposal amends Chapter 17.35 Commercial Zones, creating the Commercial Regional
Zone. 
Commercial Zones - Commercial Regional

6.C. Development Code Amendment - Sign Regulations and Sign Permits (EMMC 17.80) - Public
Hearing
This is a proposal to amend Chapter 17.80 to clarify standards for "official" signs owned and
operated by Eagle Mountain City.
Sign Code Amendment - Official Signs

7. ACTION ITEMS

7.A. Overland Village 2 Concept Plan
Concept Plan Review for Village 2 of the Overland Master Development Plan, located north of
Village 1, west of Pony Express Parkway.
Overall Villages Plan
Overland Village 2 Traffic Study
Overland MDP Map
Overland MDA
Overland Master Trails Plan
Overland - Parks & OS Examples
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https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/500e436d7a4d21bc2f44fe4f732df15d0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/577615/04.14.2020_PC_Minutes.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/3c5cd0f5662183b052de613df17b2da70.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576965/Airpark_Zone_Ch_17.45.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/ead24b4e37523c7f3b11177c179ef93a0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/577443/Commercial_Zones_-_Commercial_Regional.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/e84620a6879912bdb10dc682625c267a0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/e84620a6879912bdb10dc682625c267a0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576956/Sign_Code_Amendment_-_Official_Signs.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/9aa6599cbdea946410476a21116e545e0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576091/Overall_Village_Plan_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576092/Overland_Village_2_TIA_Report_Final_2_14_20.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576093/Overland_MDP_Map_2017.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576094/Approved_-_Overland_MDA.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576095/Overland_-_Trails_Plan_2017.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576096/Overland_-_Parks___OS_Examples_2017.pdf
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Overland Village 2 Concept Plan 4.14.2020

8. DISCUSSION ITEMS

9. NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING

10. ADJOURNMENT

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted on this 24th day of April, 2020,
on the Eagle Mountain City bulletin boards, the Eagle Mountain City website www.emcity.org, posted to the Utah State public notice website
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html, and was emailed to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the jurisdiction of the public
body.

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC, City Recorder
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576097/Overland_Village_2_Concept_Plan_-_Updated_4.14.2020.pdf
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html


To comply with social distancing practices, the following procedures have been implemented to limit the 
number of people in attendance at meetings, while still providing ample opportunity for public input 
and ensuring legal requirements are met. 

1. Meeting Schedule.   

A. All meetings will be held as planned until further notice.  Any changes to meeting schedules 
will be posted via social media and other normal channels of communication.  

B. An electronic Lifesize meeting will be livestreamed via Granicus at 
https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs to allow 
the public remote attendance to the Work Session and Policy Session.

2. Work Sessions – Limiting Physical Attendance.  

A. The Council Chambers will be open to administrative staff to participate in the Work Session 
meeting, from that location.   

B. The Planning Commission will participate electronically from remote locations to limit the 
number of people in the Council Chambers. City staff may also participate electronically.  

C. Agenda items will be evaluated to determine if a presentation is necessary. 

3. Policy Meetings – Limiting Physical Attendance. 

A. Planning Commissioners will participate electronically from remote locations to limit the 
number of people in the Chambers. City Staff may also participate electronically. 

B. General public comment will not be taken during meetings. General comments may be 
submitted through the following electronic options, prior to the meeting:

i. Telephonic message: 801-789-6611,
ii. Written comments through the Public Comment Submission Format 

https://emcity.seamlessdocs.com/f/3pp842tmesrx, or 
iii. Written comments through email: recorder@emcity.org 

C. Action Items.  
i. Policy Session.  The Planning Commission will act on the consent agenda and policy 

session items where public comment is not accepted (normal practice). 
ii. Public Hearings.  On items where a public hearing is required by law, residents will 

be encouraged to provide comments prior to the public hearing date. At the public 
hearing, the Commission will receive a summary presentation and discuss the issue.  
Comments received prior to the hearing will be added to the record before closing 
the hearing and taking final action. Members of the public that wish to make a 
public comment during the hearing may fill out a Public Comment Submission Form 
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at https://emcity.seamlessdocs.com/f/3pp842tmesrx, and submit the form prior to 
the meeting. Comments for public hearings may also be submitted through the 
following electronic options: 

a. Telephonic message:  801-789-6611; 
b. Written comments through email: recorder@emcity.org  

A computer, with remote access to the electronic meeting, will be available in the 
foyer at City Hall to accommodate those that prefer to make comments, in person, 
rather than using the other electronic means, provided.

iii. Questions.  Staff will ensure any questions received through email, the website or 
by phone, are answered.  
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN City
Planning Commission MEETING 
MINUTES

April 14, 2020, 5:30 p.m.
Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Meeting – April 14, 2020 Page 1 of 13

5:30 P.M. – Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Work Session

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, 
Rich Wood, and Brett Wright.   

CITY STAFF PRESENT:  Steve Mumford, Community Development Director; Michael Hadley, 
Planning Manager; Jessa Porter, Planner; Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder; and Elizabeth 
Fewkes, Recording Secretary. 

City Recorder Fionnuala Kofoed explained the procedural adjustments due to the electronic 
meeting and the proposed interim adjustments to practices relating to the Planning Commission 
Work Sessions and Policy Meetings.

Public meetings will be held electronically in accordance with Executive Order 2020-1 
Suspending the Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202 and 52-4-207 due to 
Infectious Disease COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18, 
2020.

Commissioner Wood called the work session to order at 5:30 p.m.

1. Discussion Items

1.A. Commercial Regional Zone – Discussion Item

Commissioner Wood thanked the Planning Commission for their efforts in the previous meeting 
and staff for their efforts during the crisis to facilitate the continuance of City meetings and the 
fulfillment of Planning Commission responsibilities. 

The Planning Commission reviewed Commissioner Wood’s Google Doc with suggestions for 
the creation and of land use designations for Commercial Regional and Office Professional 
zones. The Commission discussed and amended land usage for public parks, plazas, trails, and 
open space; grocery stores; tobacco specialty business; pawn shops; check cashing and deferred 
deposit lenders; and outdoor storage/parking of recreational vehicles, trailers, boats, and similar 
vehicles.

Commissioner Wood stated the following Planning Commission work session meeting would 
include zone designations recommendations for the City's General Plan Future Land Use Map. 
Mr. Mumford explained the land uses are not limited to the zone designation within the General 
Plan; the Future Land Use Map only denotes the location where the zone is most appropriate. 
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Eagle Mountain Planning Commission – April 14, 2020 Page 2 of 13

Commissioner Wood suggested removing the Commercial Development Standards from the 
General Plan category table and instead include the information as Code verbiage in Eagle 
Mountain Municipal Code Chapter 17.35 to reduce spacing restrictions and increase clarity. 

Commissioner Wood stated he reviewed the land uses of other cities and most have an Office 
Professional zone and requested the Commission’s feedback on the creation and inclusion of the 
Office Professional zone. Discussion ensued and the Planning Commission determined to 
recommend the implementation of the Office Professional zone. 

1.B. Business Park Zone – Discussion Item

Commissioner Wood expressed concern with lack of use directives in the current Business Park 
Zone and explained his zoning districts and land use designation suggestions. 

Discussion ensued regarding heavy manufacturing and industrial uses and the Commission 
concluded to further research and discuss concerns and allowance at a future date. 

Commissioner Wood requested the Commercial Regional and Office Professional Commercial 
zones return to the next work and policy sessions and the Business Park zone for work session 
only. 

Commissioner Pengra said the applicant with an Airpark Zone application sent an email to staff 
requesting to pull his rezone application. Commissioner Wood suggested the removal of the 
Airpark Zone designation due to the lack of need for the zone after the withdrawal of the 
application and its exclusion from the General Plan. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:27 p.m. 

6:30 P.M. – Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Policy Session

Commissioner Wood called the meeting order at 6:32 p.m. and announced the meeting was being 
held remotely via Lifesize. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance

City Recorder Fionnuala Kofoed led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest

None. 

4. Approval of Meeting Minutes

MOTION: Commissioner Wright moved to approve the March 10, 2020 Planning 
Commission meeting minutes. Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. 
Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, and 
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Eagle Mountain Planning Commission – April 14, 2020 Page 3 of 13

Christopher Pengra. Those voting nay: None. The motion carried with a 
vote of 4:0. Commissioner Wells abstained as she was no in attendance at 
the March 10, 2020 meeting. 

5. Status Report

Community Development Director Steve Mumford said a status report from the previous City 
Council meeting has been sent via email and informed the Planning Commission the City 
Council had approved an ordinance amending Municipal Code Chapter 17.35 Commercial Zone,
and the Ranches Golf Course and Event Barn Site, with the requirement the applicant provide a
detailed putting green plan due to the green counting in place of the fee-in-lieu as an open space
amenity for housing units.

6. Action and Advisory Items 

Commissioner Wood explained statements of policy and how the public comment portion of the 
remote meeting would be conducted and commenting options.

6.A. Development Code Amendment – Retaining Walls in PUEs – Public Hearing

Mr. Mumford presented the item and said it is often difficult for property owners to lose five feet 
of their property to place a retaining wall outside of a public utility easement, especially on 
smaller lots. While it is important for the City to obtain public utility easements on the backs and 
sides of lots in case utilities are needed in those areas, the City does not often use them for more 
than the occasional drainage system. The City Attorney recommended that the Municipal Code
be amended to allow the City Engineer the ability to approve retaining walls within public utility 
easements when he determines that it will not unreasonably interfere with the easement.

Commissioner Wood opened the public hearing at 6:42 p.m. No comments were submitted to the 
City Recorder's Office phone line at 801.789.6611 or online via the City website at 
https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs, and no public 
was in attendance to make comment. As there were no comments, Commissioner Wood closed 
the hearing. 

MOTION: Commissioner Wells moved to recommend approval to the City Council of 
the amendment to Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Section 15.80.050 
Retaining Walls in PUEs. Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. 
Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Christopher 
Pengra, and Erin Wells. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

6.B. McDonald’s – Site Plan & Conditional Use Permit – Public Hearing

Planning Manager Michael Hadley presented the item. This proposed project is for a
McDonald’s fast food restaurant. This application is for a site plan located in the Porter’s 
Crossing Town Center Lot 3 and is approximately 0.974 acres in size. Porter’s Crossing Town 
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Eagle Mountain Planning Commission – April 14, 2020 Page 4 of 13

Center was approved by the City Council on May 3, 2011, along with a master site plan; the
preliminary plat was approved in April 2011. 

Mr. Hadley suggested the Planning Commission consider if the building materials and elevations 
and the 6-foot-6-inch monument sign, that exceeds the height maximum of five feet, meet the 
intent of Municipal Code. He stated the monument sign would be located in the southwest corner 
of the lot.

Mr. Hadley stated staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend approval of the site 
plan to the City Council with the conditions that the applicant adds rock building materials to the 
building, the monument sign complies with City requirements, and any additional conditions that 
the Planning Commission deems appropriate. 

Commissioner Pengra verified the lighting complies with the dark sky ordinance. Commissioner 
Wells verified parking lot access points and expressed concern regarding pedestrian traffic 
passing across the drive-through lane. 

Applicant representative Darrin Perkes explained the site plan is for a standard McDonald's site
and said the building faces south with customer entrances on the east side and the southwest 
corner, and an employee entrance is located on the rear of the building. He explained the three 
drive-through windows are located on the west side of the building and customers parking to the 
west of the building would cross the drive-through lane to reach the southwest corner entrance. 
The drive-through lanes will have stop-bar pavement stripping at the second, main pickup 
window and at the third pick up window, only used when needed for large orders. 

Mr. Perkes said it is common to have parking and successful pedestrian crossings on the drive-
through side of McDonald’s locations. He explained the site plan included the installation of 
five-foot safety rail fencing at southwest entrance to prevent pedestrians crossing the drive-
through lane at the low-visibility point at the corner of the building.  

Commissioner Wood suggested the configuration may be safer if the drive-through windows 
were moved to the south side of the building, facing Pony Express Parkway, and the drive-
through entrance moved to the west side of the building to allow for an increase of parking on 
the east side of the building, facing Porters Crossing, and to wrap the drive-through traffic to the 
north to prevent drive-through overflow traffic backing up onto Porters Crossing. 

Commissioner Everett said the design adequately addressed pedestrian traffic concerns due to the 
exclusion of an entrance on the drive-through side of the building, the fencing along the 
southwest corner, and the likelihood of customers parking on the east side of the building closest 
to the main entrance. He said requesting a redesign would place undue burden on the applicant.

Discussion ensued regarding drive-through pedestrian and vehicular traffic concerns. 

Mr. Perkes explained the double-lane drive-through supports eleven vehicles and that the drive-
through traffic stripping indicators direct and wrap the traffic back through the parking lot along 

9



Eagle Mountain Planning Commission – April 14, 2020 Page 5 of 13

the east, south, and west sides of the building before it would back up onto the commercial 
subdivision driveway access at Porters Crossing. 

Commissioner Pengra stated an exhibit in the packet included the queue indicator stripping plan 
for the parking lot and said traffic backup onto Porters Crossing is unlikely due to the multiple
parking lot and drive-through access points. 

Mr. Perkes said a 180-degree rotation had been considered for the building but was determined 
to be unfavorable as the drive-through and the menu boards would front on Pony Express 
Parkway decreasing the aesthetics of the location and reducing the drive-through queue length. 
The presented design allows for natural wrapping through the McDonald's parking lot. 

Mr. Perkes said the sign company had inadvertently been supplied erroneous height dimension
requirements and the error was not discovered in time to allow for a redesign before the 
submission was due. He stated willingness to modify the sign height to comply with Municipal 
Code requirements and said the landscape plan design is in the process of alterations to include 
headlight screening berms and shrubbery. Mr. Perkes said he needed to confer with McDonald’s 
corporate representatives to review branding requirements before agreeing to design alteration 
recommendations to increase façade rockery materials. He said McDonald’s attempts to 
accommodate cities whenever possible and did not foresee issues with the request to increase the 
stonework on the monument sign. 

Commissioner Wood opened the public hearing at 7:30 p.m. No comments were submitted to the 
City Recorder's Office phone line at 801.789.6611 or online via the City website at 
https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs, and no public 
was in attendance to make comment. As there were no comments, Commissioner Wood closed 
the hearing. 

Commissioner Everett suggested requesting the applicant remove the drive-through painting 
indicators on the east parking lot access to make the access an exit only. He expressed 
appreciation of the applicant's willingness to adhere to Code requirements. 

Commissioner Pengra stated that McDonald's has experience in construction, layout, and traffic 
flow and did not have concerns with the site plan. 

Commissioner Wright said the drive-through design addressed pedestrian safety issues. He 
agreed with traffic flow concerns and said indicating the east parking lot access as an exit only 
through signage would help to direct traffic to wrap through the parking lot. He agreed it was 
appropriate to request design alterations to meet design aesthetics of other businesses in the area. 

Commissioner Wells expressed concerns the drive-through traffic wrapping through the parking 
lot would increase pedestrian hazards and cause parking obstructions. She acknowledged the 
experience McDonald’s has in facility layout and was not aware of a better solution to address 
her concerns. 

Discussion ensued regarding drive-through and traffic concerns.
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MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to recommend approval to the City Council of the 
McDonald’s site plan with the following conditions:

1. The applicant shall add rock masonry details to the building;
2. The monument sign shall comply with City height requirements and 

the applicant shall add rock masonry details similar to other signage 
in the area; and 

3. The east parking lot access drive-through stripping indicators shall 
be removed. 

Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Matthew 
Everett, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Christopher Pengra, and Erin Wells. The 
motion passed with a unanimous vote.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to approve the McDonald’s conditional use 
permit. Commissioner Wood seconded the motion. Those voting aye: 
Matthew Everett, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Christopher Pengra, and Erin
Wells. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

6.C. Parkway Crossroads – Recorded Plat Amendment - Action Item

Mr. Hadley presented the item. Parkway Crossroads is a mixed-use commercial project located 
at the southeast corner of Ranches Parkway and Pony Express Parkway. This is an application 
for a recorded plat amendment for the Parkway Crossroads development, vacating the existing 
lots 3 & 4 and creating two new lots for new development. The new Parkway Crossroads site 
plan was approved by the City Council on January 21, 2020. Staff recommends the Planning 
Commission recommend approval to the City Council of the Parkway Crossroads recorded plat 
amendment with no conditions of approval. Mr. Hadley presented the recorded plat to clarify the 
item.

MOTION: Commissioner Pengra moved to recommend approval to the City Council of
the Parkway Crossroads Recorded Plat Amendment. Commissioner Wright 
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, Brett Wright, Rich 
Wood, Christopher Pengra, and Erin Wells. The motion passed with a 
unanimous vote.

Commissioner Wood recessed the meeting at 7:50 p.m. and reconvened the meeting at 7:58 p.m. 

6.D. Overland Village 2 Concept Plan

Commissioner Wood explained that due to the Master Development Agreement the concept plan 
included an action item.

Mr. Mumford presented the item and cited the Overland Master Development Agreement 
(Section 6.4) that requires the review and approval of a village concept plan for each village 
prior to approving other development applications within the village. It states, "Master
Developer shall present to the Planning Commission and City Council a Village Concept Plan, 
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and a traffic study based on the Village Concept Plan, before submitting any Development 
Application for any such Village. Each Village Concept Plan shall generally illustrate the various 
types of housing, where density of Residential Dwelling Units within each Village will be 
located, the location and size of parks and trail improvements, the location of roads and
infrastructure improvements, and any potential locations for schools, churches, or other civic or 
community uses."

Mr. Mumford explained the Overland Master Development Plan (MDP) designates Village 2 
with a minimum unit count of 540 units/lots and a maximum count of 743. The proposed Village 
2 concept plan includes the maximum number of units/lots, 743, and includes a mix of lot sizes 
and housing types. The lots range in size from the smallest, at about 5,200 square feet, to the 
largest, at about 11,200 square feet. An approximate percentage breakdown of the lot sizes is as 
follows:  33% Townhomes, 22% Cottage at 5,200 square feet, 15% Collection at 6,000 square
feet, 4% Garden at 6,500 square feet, 14% Collection at 8,000 square feet, 10% Estate at 10,000
to 11,000 square feet, and 2% Homesteads at 11,000+ square feet.

Mr. Mumford said the proposed village plan also includes a ten-acre elementary school site,
already owned by the Alpine School District. Although this concept plan maximizes the allowed 
density, it is unlikely that the maximum number of units will ultimately be developed in this 
village. Increases in lot sizes, reductions in units, minor changes to road and lot configurations,
and minor changes to trail locations and park locations are not considered major changes and
would not require an amendment to this village concept plan. These changes can be
proposed/made at the preliminary plat stage.

Mr. Mumford suggested the Planning Commission consider the Section 6.4 requirements of the 
Overland MDA. Areas with MDA requirement compliance concerns include: the MDA requires 
a minimum of a three-acre park to be improved in village two instead of the two two-acre parks 
in the plan; the proposed 242 units of townhomes may be an inappropriate large number to be 
located at a two-road intersection and the area has insufficient open space; cul-de-sacs exceeding 
the maximum length of 250 feet, per the City’s connectivity code; the exclusion of potential 
locations for schools, churches, and other civic and community uses; the exclusion of trails
approved in the master trail plan and the need for additional trails to provide better connectivity 
and recreation throughout the village; the north-south road in the middle of the development 
connects to the north, potentially bringing traffic from Oquirrh Mountain, Lone Tree, and future
development through this project, in front of all of homes that front along this street; and the 
applicant may consider amending the MDP/MDA to allow for some commercial development at 
the southeast corner (major intersection) or the northwest portion of the development.

Mr. Mumford stated that staff recommends the following conditions, should the Planning 
Commission determine to recommend approval to the City Council should the concept plan 
comply with the Overland MDP and MDA: 1. The north-south road in the middle of the 
development shall be upgraded to a minor collector road; 2. The park shall be increased to a 
minimum of three acres, and be moved to a new location (either adjacent to the hilltop park or 
more centralized in the village); 3. Additional trails shall be added to improve connectivity 
throughout the village; 4. The cul-de-sacs shall not exceed 250 feet in length; 5. Additional open 
space shall be added to the townhome area to improve the livability; and 6. Potential church 
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locations shall be shown on the plan or on another exhibit. Mr. Mumford stated plan 
amendments submitted to staff addressed and met conditions two, four, and six.

Mr. Mumford said the concept plan meets the requirements for lot transitioning at the time of the 
MDA’s creation and explained the MDA restrictions in Section 6.3 limiting multifamily units to
villages five and eight indicated apartments and condominiums and does not prohibit townhomes 
units in the other villages.

Applicant representative Byron Prince with Ivory Development clarified that townhomes were 
not excluded in the multifamily restrictions defined in the agreement as the townhomes units are 
not stacked vertically and the underlying ground the unit sits on would be owned by the home 
owners, and the community areas would be owned by the HOA. 

Mr. Prince stated, a few months ago, he had a heated debate with Councilmember Colby Curtis 
regarding the interpretation of the MDA. He said Councilmember Curtis expressed frustration 
because the total number of units included on the preliminary plat for Village One exceeded the 
concept plan by a few units. Mr. Prince said the number of units was still under the maximum 
number of units allowed per the MDA. Mr. Price recalled that Councilmember Curtis said he 
was being disingenuous and directed him to present “the worst-case scenario” in future concept 
plans to show the maximum number of units that may be included in the final preliminary plat. 
Mr. Prince said, as a result of the discussion, he prepared a “worst-case scenario” concept plan 
including the maximum density allowed per the MDA, even though the concept plan does not 
reflect his intended design, his preferred approach, or good planning practices. He said the 
preliminary plat would depict the actual design plans for Village Two, which contains fewer 
housing units, and hopefully earn the favor and approval of the City Council.  

Mr. Prince explained the actual plan includes the various sizes of single-family lots as presented 
and would most likely result in a replacement of approximately half of the townhomes with 
additional single-family units. He explained he arbitrarily increased the townhome units to reach 
the maximum allowable density. 

Commissioner Pengra said he appreciated Mr. Prince accommodating the Councilmember's 
request and stated his preference to see what is planned over a maximum density proposal. 

Commissioner Wells concurred with Commissioner Pengra’s preference to review the intended 
plans and noted the difficulty in evaluating staff’s recommendations due to the arbitrary number 
of townhomes impact on the recommendations. 

Mr. Prince explained the MDA limits commercial development to Villages 5 and 8. He 
expressed willingness to allow commercial development in Village 2, if a business expressed 
interest and were permitted. 

Commissioner Wood expressed hesitation in approving a concept plan that did not reflect the 
intended or desired plans and suggested the inclusion of a concept plan B of the actual plans. 

13



Eagle Mountain Planning Commission – April 14, 2020 Page 9 of 13

Mr. Prince said, due to the direction he received from the Council, he preferred to move forward 
with the presented concept plan but offered to allow the Planning Commission to view the 
intended concept plan.

Commissioner Everett expressed concern that he did not have time to review the concept plan 
changes that had been submitted to staff and verified the townhomes would have rear-loading 
garages. 

Mr. Prince explained he had spoken with representatives from the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints regarding potential chapel sites and, due to chapel sites located in other 
villages, a site is not currently needed for Village 2. He reserved an area with favorable 
topography in the western corner of the village, due to its distance from the school and other 
church sites, should a church site be needed in the future. 

Mr. Mumford displayed the Village 2 initial concept plan, before the changes to meet 
Councilmember Curtis’ request for a maximum density. Mr. Prince explained the lot size 
designation differences.  

Commission Pengra said the Commission and Mr. Prince have both been placed in a difficult 
position and he was unsure how to move forward. Mr. Prince requested the Planning 
Commission only consider the submitted concept plan in their decision to prevent complications 
with the City Council. 

Commissioner Wood expressed discomfort in voting on a concept plan that was neither what the 
applicant intended to build nor what was in the best interest of the City. He suggested including 
the initial and revised concept plans in the City Council proposal.  

Mr. Prince expressed a willingness to include both plans and stated the purpose of a concept plan 
process is not to define exact density but to provide a general sense of layout and amenities. 

Commissioner Wood said the maximum density concept plan complicates a recommendation for 
approval due to the increase in open space requirements due to the high number of units. 

Mr. Prince explained the MDA allowed for a cash donation of $1.71 million to Cory Wride 
Memorial Park in lieu of open space. The only open space requirement for Village 2 is a three-
acre park.

Mr. Prince said traffic issues are difficult to anticipate and the study did not take into account the 
traffic from future developments to the north. He said he was willing to discuss the potential 
need of a minor collector road with staff before meeting with the City Council. 

Mr. Prince explained the grouping of lot sizes was intended to provide adequate transitioning 
while maintaining a mix of architecture and housing types without the optics of economic 
segregation.  
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Commissioner Wright said, although the Planning Commission does not like and the applicant 
does not plan to build the presented concept plan, per the terms of the MDA, the applicant would 
be allowed to build it. He said the Planning Commission should only vet the presented concept 
plan in accordance with Code requirements, not Commission preference. He agreed with the 
staff recommendation to increase the size of the main road to a minor collector road to facilitate 
traffic flow. He suggested the inclusion of additional trails and open space and the placement of 
the three-acre park in a more accessible location. 

Commissioner Pengra said the MDA predates many of the City’s current Code requirements and 
agreed the Planning Commission should make the decision on the application as presented not 
discussed. He stated he did not believe Councilmember Curtis anticipated the impact of his 
maximum density concept plan request. He said the role of the Planning Commission is to vet 
the application against Code to facilitate City Council decisions. He suggested for Commission 
Wood speak with the Mayor and Councilmembers to indicate the Planning Commission’s 
preferences and concerns. 

Commissioner Everett stated the applicant and the Planning Commission have been put in a 
difficult position. He proposed tabling the application due to significant alterations to the concept 
plan being submitted hours before the meeting. He expressed frustration to have major changes
and insufficient time to adequately review them. 

Commissioner Wood also stated opposition to permitting last-minute changes to an application 
with insufficient time to review the amended plan.  

Commissioner Wright stated the desire for a mutually beneficial, respectful relationship between 
the applicant and the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Mumford explained the action item requirements of the MDA and options for tabling or 
recommending approval to the City Council with the condition of presenting the intended 
concept plan in addition to the maximum density concept plan requested by Councilmember 
Curtis. 

Mr. Mumford stated the expansion of a north to south road into a minor collector road would 
require significant concept plan alterations due to the resulting relocation of roads and lots to 
prevent units fronting on the minor collector road. He presented the Future Land Use and 
Transportation Corridor Plan that was completed after the Overland MDA and MDP were 
approved and explained the closure of the Jake Garn Airport and City expansion resulted in the 
need for an additional minor collector road running north to south through the Overland 
development, linking Pony Express Parkway and Wride Memorial Highway. 

Discussion ensued regarding concerns the allowance of application changes after the submission 
deadline, uncertainty in drafting conditions where the plan does not reflect the intent of the 
applicant, and the resulting difficulty in fulfilling their responsibilities as a Planning 
Commission.
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Mr. Prince explained the placement of the park in Village 2 was due to the location of parks 
within other villages. He agreed to work with staff to adjust the location or size of the park 
and/or the trails within the City rights-of-way. He said the only changes from the original 
submission were the addition of a section of trail and the increase in the park size. Mr. Prince 
stated if the Planning Commission were to table the item in order to have more time to review 
the changes, he did not intend to make changes to the concept plan. 

Commissioner Wells asked Mr. Prince if he would be willing to change the application should 
Councilmember Curtis rescind his requirement for a maximum density concept plan. Mr. Prince 
expressed a willingness to change the concept plan to the intended design if desired by both the 
Planning Commission and City Council. He stated regardless of the concept plan presented, per 
the MDA, he could legally increase or decrease the number of housing units during the final 
design phases of the project. 

Commissioner Pengra requested clarification regarding Mr. Prince’s reasons for adhering to 
Councilmember Curtis’ request for a maximum density concept plan regardless of the Planning 
Commission’s and other Councilmembers directives. 

Mr. Prince stated he had not anticipated the Planning Commission’s request for the intended 
concept plan. He expressed frustration with the process, because it makes him appear 
disingenuous. He stated a second Councilmember agreed with the request for a maximum 
density concept plan and the intended concept plan had been submitted prior to his discussion 
with the City Council. He said he intends to adhere to the concept plan with 630 units. However, 
changes in the market or other factors could causes alterations to the plan. 

Commissioner Pengra said he would never accuse Mr. Prince of being disingenuous and the 
applicant can alter the concept plan regardless of Planning Commission recommendations. 

Commission Wells suggested for staff to discuss concept plan alteration recommendations with 
the applicant and for the Commissioner Wood to discuss the Planning Commission concerns 
with the City Council prior to the next meeting.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to table the Overland Village 2 concept plan
until the next scheduled Planning Commission meeting. Commissioner
Pengra seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, Rich 
Wood, Christopher Pengra, and Erin Wells. Those voting nay: Brett Wright. 
The motion carried with a vote of 4:1.

7. Discussion Items

8. Next scheduled meeting

Discussing ensued regarding the agenda items for the next Planning Commission meeting on 
April 28, 2020. 
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Mr. Mumford asked for clarification regarding application change submissions. He explained he 
has allowed for minor changes that attempt to address staff recommendations to be sent to the 
Planning Commission after the deadline and to be discussed during the meeting. He requested 
direction from the Planning Commission regarding plan changes. 

Commissioner Wright stated he voted against tabling the Overland Village 2 concept plan, 
because the changes were minor and addressed staff recommendations. 

Commissioner Everett said he felt the changes were significant, and he had not been aware of the 
alterations until they were discussed during the meeting. He expressed the desire to have specific 
guidelines to facilitate consistency in staff decisions to accept or reject late application 
alterations. 

Commissioner Wood said the purpose of the policies and procedures is to prevent subjective
judgements on applications to prevent the appearance of favoritism and to provide direction and 
set expectations. 

Commissioner Pengra said the refusal to accept late submissions may slow the application 
process or put staff in difficult positions. He suggested allowing flexibility to permit changes 
with the expectation that the Planning Commission would table the item should the alterations be 
deemed excessive and said the intention of the policy is to prevent the addition of new items not 
changes to address staff recommendations. 

Commissioner Wood suggested discussing an amendment to provide staff direction in the next 
meeting. 

Mr. Mumford said staff allows as much flexibility as possible with the submission timeframe but 
will refuse new materials submitted significantly after the deadline. He said the purpose in 
including late submission alterations is partially to ensure the Planning Commission is aware of 
all the materials and changes given to staff. He stated staff will adhere to policies and procedures 
as much as possible and send emails with additional materials and alterations as soon as possible 
then follow the Planning Commission’s directives concerning those submissions. 

Mr. Mumford and the Planning Commission expressed appreciation for the efforts of the 
Recorder’s Office staff in facilitating and running the remote meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:44 p.m. 

MOTION: Commissioner Pengra moved to adjourn. Commissioner Wells seconded the 
motion. No vote was called.

9. Adjournment

Approved by the Planning Commission on April 28, 2020. 

17



Eagle Mountain Planning Commission – April 14, 2020 Page 13 of 13

______________________________________
Steve Mumford, AICP
Community Development Director 
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

APRIL 28, 2020

TITLE: Development Code Amendment - Airpark Zone (EMMC 17.45) - Public
Hearing

ITEM TYPE: Development Code Amendment

APPLICANT: Planning Commission

ACTION ITEM:
Yes

PUBLIC HEARING:
Yes

REQUIRED FINDINGS:
Code amendments are legislative
actions and decisions are valid if
reasonably debatable and not
illegal. 

PREPARED BY:

Steve Mumford,
Planning

BACKGROUND:
The Planning Commission requested that the Airpark Zone be placed on this
agenda for consideration of removal from the City Code. Several months ago
the Commission expressed concern about the zone, especially the permitted
and conditional uses. The zone was created many years ago, and was intended
for a much more robust airpark than has been recently considered by
landowners/applicants. While the City has reviewed several proposals over the
years for a residential airpark, the current zone allows for manufacturing,
distribution, research and development, shopping centers, aircraft
manufacturing, and much more. There are no active applications for the airpark
zone. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:

RECOMMENDATION:
The following is a recommended motion, if the Commission chooses to
recommend approval:
     - I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
development code amendment to Chapter 17.45, removing the Airpark Zone
from the City Code. 

Attachments :
Airpark Zone Ch 17.45
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Chapter 17.45 
AIRPARK ZONE 

Sections: 

17.45.010    What this chapter does. 

17.45.020    Purpose and objective. 

17.45.030    Permitted uses. 

17.45.040    Conditional uses. 

17.45.050    Prohibited uses. 

17.45.060    Area and density requirements. 

17.45.070    Land use standards. 

17.45.080    Driveways. 

17.45.090    Protection of airspace. 

17.45.100    Open space requirements. 

17.45.110    Supplementary regulations. 

17.45.120    Previous zoning district equivalents. 

17.45.010 What this chapter does. 

This chapter establishes the land use regulations for the airpark zoning district in Eagle Mountain City, 

including permitted and conditional uses, minimum land use standards, and open space provisions. [Ord. 

O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.1)]. 

17.45.020 Purpose and objective. 

The purpose and objective of this chapter is to provide commercial and residential sites with access to 

hangars and taxiways suitable for business and general aviation aircraft. The airpark zone will encourage 

a variety of uses including business parks, light manufacturing, professional offices, restaurants, and 

lodging. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.2)]. 

17.45.030 Permitted uses. 

The following land uses shall be permitted uses in the airpark zone. Any use not specifically permitted in 

this chapter is prohibited. 

A. Aircraft sales, manufacturing, assembly and service operations or other aviation services carried out 

under contract with the city are permitted uses; 

B. Single-family detached dwellings; 

C. Research and development uses, including medical or electronic assembly and manufacturing; 
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D. Wholesale trade, warehousing, distribution and other operations characterized by the need for large 

truck and shipping establishments; 

E. Light manufacturing of finished products or parts, including processing, fabrication, assembly, 

treatment, packaging, and incidental storage of such products. Such uses include, but are not limited to, 

food, beverages, apparel, textiles, pharmaceuticals, household appliances and plastics; 

F. Laundry and dry cleaning establishments; 

G. Commercial recreation including golf courses; 

H. Motels and hotels; 

I. Office/business parks; 

J. Shopping centers that include grocery stores, restaurants without drive-through windows, general retail 

services in multi-unit buildings; 

K. Mixed uses of residential and commercial including small-scale retail, service commercial, or offices; 

L. Public parks; 

M. Public and private utility structures or facilities; 

N. Residential facilities for the elderly; 

O. Manufacturing. [Ord. O-11-2017 § 2 (Exh. A); Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.3)]. 

17.45.040 Conditional uses. 

The following conditional uses and such uses as the planning director and planning commission may 

recommend as similar and consistent with the scale, character and impact of the area will be considered: 

A. Retail establishments such as restaurants, department stores, furniture outlets, warehouse stores, 

hardware and building supply stores, auto parts and gasoline service stations and auto sales facilities; 

B. Printing, lithography and publishing establishments; 

C. Convenience stores; 

D. Restaurants with drive-through windows; 

21



E. Banks and banks with drive-through windows; 

F. Religious or cultural meeting halls; 

G. Public or private schools; 

H. Home businesses (as allowed by Chapter 17.65 EMMC); 

I. Pet stores. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.4)]. 

17.45.050 Prohibited uses. 

The following are prohibited uses and such uses as the planning director and planning commission 

determine to be similar or consistent with the prohibited use: 

A. Sexually oriented businesses; 

B. Multifamily dwellings and twinhomes. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.5)]. 

17.45.060 Area and density requirements. 

The following area and density requirements shall apply to this district: 

A. The minimum lot size for single-family detached dwellings in this zone is one-half acre. Other uses may 

require a minimum size greater than one-half acre and will be evaluated by the city council, after review 

and recommendation by the planning commission, on an individual basis to determine if more property is 

required to reasonably accommodate the proposed use. 

B. Subdivisions in this zone shall not exceed 1.6 dwelling units per acre. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) 

§ 9.6)]. 

17.45.070 Land use standards. 

The diverse types of land uses including aviation, residential, retail, warehouses, light industrial and 

manufacturing require all projects in this zone to be subject to a site plan review and approval. The 

planning commission shall approve all building setbacks and heights in compliance with the Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA). The planning commission shall also approve the setbacks of accessory 

structures, lot widths, and dwelling sizes. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.7)]. 

17.45.080 Driveways. 

Residential driveways shall comply with the following standards: 
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A. Slopes. Driveways shall not exceed grades of 12 percent. The building official may approve driveway 

slopes that exceed 12 percent in circumstances that are deemed necessary because of the topographical 

conditions. 

B. Clear Vision Triangle. Residential driveways when feasible shall not be permitted in the clear vision 

triangle at local streets as described in this title. 

C. Driveway Length. Residential driveways shall be a minimum of 24 feet, measured from the property 

line. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.8)]. 

17.45.090 Protection of airspace. 

The following standards will encourage aviation while at the same time provide for safety of residential 

and commercial development. 

A. Development under Landing and Approach Patterns. All property within one-half mile of the end of an 

active runway and located under the noninterference cone trapezoids established by the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) will be limited to agricultural or open space uses. Lands from one-half to one mile 

from the end of an active runway and located under the FAA cone trapezoid will generally be limited to 

agriculture, open space, low density commercial development or airpark uses. 

B. Radio Communication. All aircraft in Eagle Mountain airspace and below 6,500 feet mean sea level 

(msl) must use radio communication in accordance with and as published in the Federal Aviation 

Administration’s guidelines. 

C. Minimum Altitude. All aircraft transiting Eagle Mountain airspace are requested to maintain an altitude 

in accordance with and as published in the Federal Aviation Administration’s guidelines. 

D. Approaches. Traffic patterns for landing at airports in Eagle Mountain will be from the west. [Ord. O-23-

2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.9)]. 

17.45.100 Open space requirements. 

Projects within this zone are required to provide at least 10 percent of the project areas as improved open 

space. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.10)]. 

17.45.110 Supplementary regulations. 

All properties in Eagle Mountain City are also subject to the supplementary land use provisions of this 

title. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.11)]. 

17.45.120 Previous zoning district equivalents. 
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The equivalent zoning district contained in previous development codes includes the airpark zone. 

Properties zoned prior to the adoption of the ordinance codified in this title shall only be entitled to the 

permitted and conditional uses permissible under the land use ordinance in which the property was 

zoned. With the exception of the land uses, property zoned under previous development codes shall 

comply with all other regulations and standards contained in this chapter so long as it does not restrict 

density entitlements that are solidified in a master development agreement. Property zoned under the 

development code of Eagle Mountain City adopted on September 28, 1999, is entitled to the following 

land uses: 

A. Airpark Zone. Aircraft sales, manufacturing, assembly and service operations or other aviation services 

carried out under contract with the city are permitted uses. The following conditional uses and such uses 

as the planning commission may recommend as similar and consistent with the scale, character and 

impact of the area will be considered: office use, restaurants, hotels, motels, bed and breakfast facilities, 

light manufacturing, warehousing, dwellings, group homes, places of worship, schools (public and 

private), banks and retail goods establishments. All other uses are expressly prohibited. [Ord. O-23-2005 

§ 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.12)]. 
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

APRIL 28, 2020

TITLE: Development Code Amendment - Commercial Zones (EMMC 17.35) -
Public Hearing

ITEM TYPE: Development Code Amendment

APPLICANT: City Staff & Planning Commission

ACTION ITEM:
Yes

PUBLIC HEARING:
Yes

REQUIRED FINDINGS:
Development Code Amendments
are legislative decisions and are
considered valid if reasonably
debatable and not illegal. 

PREPARED BY:

Steve Mumford,
Planning

BACKGROUND:
Recently the Planning Commission and the City Council approved the creation
of the Commercial Community and Commercial Neighborhood Zones, in place
of the previous Commercial Zone. We are now proposing that Chapter 17.35
be amended (see attached) to create a Commercial Regional (CR) Zone. The
proposed code includes permitted and special land uses and development
standards. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
General Plan Designation
Please note that the Commercial Regional Zone is generally most appropriate
in areas designated in the City's Future Land Use Map as Regional
Commercial, but it may also be appropriate in other areas, depending on
surrounding land uses and other circumstances. 

Special Use Standards
We are actively working on drafting special use standards for uses designated
as "special" uses. They are considered prohibited until specific standards have
been approved. 

Minor Changes
After additional research and consideration, some minor changes are also
being proposed for the Commercial Community and Commercial
Neighborhood Zones, including adjustments to the front setback (to provide
space for utilities) and some uses, along with eliminating uses that are not
permitted in any of the three zones. 

RECOMMENDATION:
We recommend the following motion:
I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the proposed
code amendments to Chapter 17.35 to the City Council as presented (or with
minor changes agreed upon at the meeting). 
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Attachments :
Commercial Zones - Commercial Regional
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Chapter 17.35 
COMMERCIAL ZONES 

Sections: 
17.35.010  What this Chapter Does 

17.35.020  Commercial Zones 

17.35.030  Land Use Table 

17.35.040  Commercial Development Standards 

17.35.050  Generally Applicable Provisions 

17.35.010 What this chapter does. 

In order to further the purposes of LUDMA (Utah’s Municipal Land Use, Development, and Management 

Act) and the City’s General Plan, the city is divided into various zones, including a number of commercial 

and office zones. This chapter establishes the land use regulations for these zones in Eagle Mountain 

City, including allowed uses, minimum land use standards, and other development provisions.  

17.35.020 Commercial Zones. 

1. Zone: Commercial Neighborhood (CN). This zone provides small scale commercial retail, 

office, and services, located to accommodate the daily needs of local residents. Uses should be 

integrated with adjacent neighborhoods and impose minimal impacts resulting from traffic, 

lighting, noise, etc. This zone is generally appropriate within some areas designated as 

Community Commercial on the City’s Future Land Use Map, but may also be considered for 

approval in other areas, depending on the surrounding land uses and other circumstances.   

2. Zone: Commercial Community (CC). This zone provides areas of commercial retail, office, and 

services, located near transportation hubs and major intersections and designed to buffer 

neighboring residential areas. Developments should incorporate coordinated circulation, 

architecture, and landscaping, and a balance of uses oriented to local residents and passing 

motorists. This zone is generally appropriate within some areas designated as Community 

Commercial on the City’s Future Land Use Map, but may also be considered for approval in other 

areas, depending on the surrounding land uses and other circumstances. 

3. Zone: Commercial Regional (CR). This zone provides areas appropriate for highway-oriented 

retail and service uses and regional shopping centers that serve community-wide and regional 

shopping needs. The CR zone should be located close to freeways and/or major arterials to 

provide convenient access for major traffic volumes without impacting residential areas. 

Developments should incorporate coordinated circulation, architecture, and landscaping, and 

contain a wide range of retail and service establishments within a unified shopping center 
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complex. When supported by the General Plan, an appropriate mixture of uses, such as 

professional office, and institutional uses, as well as entertainment and recreational venues, is 

allowable. Where necessary and appropriate, the development must provide transitioning toward 

less intensive uses neighboring the district. This zone is generally appropriate within areas 

designated as Regional Commercial on the City’s Future Land Use Map, but may also be 

considered for approval in other areas, depending on the surrounding land uses and other 

circumstances. 

17.35.030 Land Use Table. 

This land use table contains the various land uses that are permitted, special, and prohibited uses in the 

commercial zones. Uses that are not listed in this table are prohibited.  

P = Permitted (Permitted uses may still require approval through an application process as detailed in this 

chapter and other chapters) 

S = Special (Special uses are permitted uses that must also comply with the standards listed in Chapter 

17.75 EMMC that are specific to that type of use) 

BLANK = Prohibited  

Land Use Table 

LAND USE  ZONING DISTRICT 

  

 Commercial 
Neighborhood 

(CN) 

 Commercial 
Community 

(CC) 

Commercial 
Regional 
(CR) 

RESIDENTIAL USES          

Assisted Living Facility (12+ residents)     S    

Assisted Living Facility (up to 12 residents)  P  P    

Bed and Breakfast  P  P    

Caretaker / security guard dwelling unit          

Residential Juvenile Group Home; Residential Facility for Persons 
with a Disability; Residential Rehabilitation and Treatment Facility 

   S    

Skilled Nursing Facility; Transitional Care Facility     P    

CIVIC / INSTITUTIONAL          

Cultural & Entertainment Uses (Theaters, Museums, Galleries, 
Libraries, Performing Arts Studios, Movies, etc.) 

   P  P 

Schools (Public / Charter / Private)  S  S    

Public / Civic buildings & facilities (City Owned)  P  P  P 

Public parks, plazas, trails, and open space  P  P  P 

Religious or Cultural Meeting Halls  P  P    

Sports Facilities / Arenas / Fields (Indoor)     P  P 

Transit Stop (Bus, Light‐Rail)  P  P  P 

COMMUNICATION & UTILITIES          
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Communication Facilities & Towers  S5  S5  S5 

Electrical Substations & Power Transmission Lines     S5  S5 

Public and Private (with franchise agreement) Utility Underground 
Lines, Utility Buildings, and other Above Ground Structures 

S5  S5  S5 

Public and private utility equipment and inventory storage, fenced 
or enclosed 

S5  S5  S5 

COMMERCIAL / NONRESIDENTIAL USES          

Adult Group Care Facility (Nonresidential)     P    

Animal Care Service     S5  S5 

Athletic Instruction, including Dance, Gymnastics, Martial Arts, etc.  P  P  P 

Automobile gas/service stations  P  P  P 

Automobile sales and/or minor service     P  P 

Automobile Service & Repair (minor)     P  P 

Automobile Service & Repair (including auto body)     P  P 

Banks & Credit Unions  P  P  P 

Brewery     P  P 

Car Wash     P  P 

Car Wash (Ancillary to a gas/service station)  S5  P  P 

Check Cashing and Deferred Deposit Lenders3        S5 

Child Day Care Center or Preschool  P  P  P 

Construction and Equipment Sales / Rental        P 

Convenience Store; Corner Market  P  P  P 

Fitness Center   P  P  P 

Flex Office / Retail / Warehouse        P 

Grocery Store, small/Neighborhood (generally < 30,000 sq ft)  P  P  P 

Grocery Store, Medium/Community (generally 30,000 ‐ 75,000 sq 
ft) 

   P  P 

Grocery Store, Large/Regional (generally > 75,000 sq ft)        P 

Hospital         P 

Hotel4     P  P 

Laundry Services (No On‐Site Dry Cleaning)  P  P  P 

Mortuary     P  P 

Moving and storage facilities and businesses          

Office (Medical, Health Care, Professional)   P  P  P 

Outdoor Sales and Display (including storage of materials, 
products, and equipment incidental to an allowed use) 

S5  S5  S5 

Outdoor storage/parking of recreational vehicles, trailers, boats, 
and similar vehicles 

        

Parking Garage     S5  P 

Pawn Shop        P6 

Pharmacy (Retail)  P  P  P 

Plant & Tree Nursery / Garden Center (with outside display; min. 1 
acre lot) 

S5  P  P 
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Portable Storage Container          

Race Tracks for Go‐Carts, ATVs, and other Motorized Sports 
Recreational Facilities 

      S5 

Reception/Conference/Meeting Center  S5  S5  S5 

Recreation (Indoor)     P  P 

Recreational Vehicle Sales/Rentals     P  P 

Research and Development Facilities, including medical or 
electronic assembly and associated light manufacturing 

        

Restaurant or Bakery (without drive‐through services)  P  P  P 

Restaurant (with drive‐through services)  S5  P 

Retail Sales, General1     P  P 

Retail Sales, Neighborhood (generally < 5,000 sq ft)2  P  P  P 

Retail Sales, Regional (generally > 55,000 sq ft)         P 

Salon (hair, nails, etc.)  P  P  P 

Sexually Oriented Business          

State Liquor Store     P  P 

Storage Units (indoor climate‐controlled)          

Temporary Sales (Christmas tree lots, farmers market or 
fruit/vegetable stands, fireworks, food trucks, snow cones, etc.) 

S5  S5  S5 

Tobacco Specialty Business     S5  S5 

1 Includes arts & crafts sales, body art facility, electronic media rental & sales, hardware and home improvement, pet 
store, and uses deemed similar or appropriate by the City 

2 Includes bookstore, copy center or postal center, floral sales, ice cream or dessert shop, and uses deemed similar or 
appropriate by the City 

3 Check cashing and deferred deposit lenders include any business that must register in accordance with Utah Code Ann. 
§ 7‐23‐101, et seq. 

4 Hotels offering extended stay must include a mix of extended stay and standard rooms (maximum 70% extended stay) 
5 These special uses are considered prohibited until special use standards specific to these uses are approved and 
included in Chapter 17.75 EMMC 

17.35.040 Commercial Development Standards. 

This Development Standards table contains required standards for each commercial zone in the city. 

More details and clarification are included as footnotes and as generally applicable provisions later in this 

chapter.  

Commercial Development Standards 

Zone Designation 
CN                   

(Commercial 
Neighborhood) 

CC                   
(Commercial 
Community) 

CR                 
(Commercial 
Regional) 

Maximum Height of Structures  35' 1  50' 1  50' 1 

Minimum Setback Requirements 2    

    Front  5' 10’ Min; 20' 25’ Max  5' 10’ Min; 20' 25’ Max  10' Min 
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    Rear 
20' 

20'                     
(35'3) 

20'                  
(35'3) 

    Side 

None                   
(20'3)                   

None                   
(Equal to building 

height3)                

None                
(Equal to building 

height3)              

1 Height is measured from the average of the highest finished grade and the lowest finished grade of 
the structure to the highest point of the roof, excluding ancillary structures.     

2 The approval authority may approve alternative setbacks if, in its judgment, the setbacks comply with the following:  

      1. Does not interfere with the use, enjoyment, and character of adjacent properties; 

      2. The success of the business necessitates the setbacks, proven by data or research; 

      3. The setbacks are not solely to provide space for parking between the building and the street; 

      4. Topography or natural features make it impossible or impracticable to place the building within the setback 

      *Maximum setback does not apply to anchor buildings if pad sites are provided which comply with this standard. 

3 If adjacent to residential     

17.35.050 Generally applicable provisions. 

All development projects within the commercial zones in this chapter shall conform to the following 

general requirements: 

A. Site Plan Approval. All permitted or special uses in the commercial zones must comply with Chapter 

17.100 EMMC, Site Plan Review, unless exempted in that chapter. 

B. Architecture & Site Design. All permitted or special uses in the commercial zones shall comply with 

Chapter 17.72 EMMC, Commercial and Multifamily Design Standards. Exceptions include communication 

& utility structures, transit stops, temporary commercial uses, and similar uses.  

C. Lighting. All exterior lighting, including parking lot lights, building lights, and other lighting must comply 

with the standards found in Chapter 17.56 EMMC, Outdoor Lighting Standards. Streetlights are required 

to be paid for by developers and installed by the City’s contractor along all roads in and surrounding a 

project, in accordance with Section 15.10.390 EMMC. 

D. Parking. Parking stalls, including ADA stalls, and parking lot improvements shall be provided in 

accordance with the standards in Chapter 17.55 EMMC, Off-Street Parking.  

E. Landscaping. All landscaping shall comply with the standards in Chapter 17.60 EMMC, Landscaping, 

Buffering, Fencing and Transitioning. Landscaping in parking lots shall comply with Chapter 17.55 

EMMC, Off-Street Parking. All landscaping shall be installed prior to the issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy for the building. The City Building Official may approve exceptions as seasonal conditions 

warrant. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner to maintain all approved landscaping in 
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accordance with the approved site plan and in compliance with the City’s parking and landscaping 

requirements.  

F. Buffers and Transitions Between Developments and Uses. Commercial and other non-residential uses 

require buffering or transitioning when built adjacent to residential uses. Buffering standards can be found 

in Chapter 17.60 EMMC, and include walls or fences, landscaping, and distance separations. Screening 

walls shall be built by the developer/builder of the commercial or non-residential use, when adjacent to a 

residential use.  

G. Hillside Development and Sensitive Lands. No construction, development, or earthwork may occur on 

land restricted by utility corridors, natural washes, storm drain retention/detention areas, geologically 

sensitive areas that require special engineering considerations for safe habitation, and steep slopes, 

unless in full compliance with Chapters 15.80, 17.62, other applicable City Codes, and approved by the 

approval authority for site plans. The approval authority may consider, at their discretion, approval of uses 

on land restricted by utility corridors, including parking lots, recreation (trails, plazas, open space), 

appropriate temporary uses, and transit stops. Development projects that include hillsides, ridgelines, or 

retaining walls must comply with the standards in Chapters15.80 and 17.62 EMMC. Development near 

natural washes must include significant setbacks from the edge of the wash to any structure, unless 

approved to pipe the wash. Utility corridors shall be preserved and deeded to the City whenever possible 

for trails and open space corridors.  

H. Signs. Permanent monument signs for a project shall comply with the standards in Chapter 17.80, 

Sign Regulations and Sign Permits, and sign locations shall be reviewed along with the site plan review. 

All business signs require submittal and approval of a sign permit application, and signs may require a 

building permit.  

I. Street Trees. Developers and/or builders shall plant appropriate trees in park strips along all public 

streets. Planting shall be done along with the project landscaping and in accordance with the standards 

found in EMMC 16.35.080. Street trees are required along all collector and arterial roads.  

J. Uses within Buildings. All uses in the commercial zones shall be conducted entirely within a fully 

enclosed building except those uses deemed by the approval authority to be customarily and 

appropriately conducted outside (merchandise, gas pumps, plant nurseries, home improvement material 

yards, automobile sales, etc.). No trash, used materials, wrecked or abandoned vehicles or equipment 

shall be stored in an open area. All such materials shall be kept within an opaque enclosure that is 

architecturally compatible with the main building. Trash enclosures, compactors, truck loading areas, and 

outdoor storage shall be oriented away from residential uses to the extent practical.   
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K. Bicycle Parking. Convenient bicycle parking shall be provided in locations that do not interfere with 

pedestrian circulation. Bicycle parking facilities shall be disbursed throughout larger sites and located in 

convenient and visible areas.  

L. Drive-Through Lanes. Drive-through lanes shall be located away from adjoining residential 

developments. Speakers and menu boards shall be located so that noise is not directed toward 

residential uses and shall incorporate a screen wall and landscaping to mitigate noise. Where possible, 

public access doors shall not be located in an area that requires pedestrians/customers to cross drive-

through lanes. Where unavoidable, improvements shall be provided to slow vehicles or improve visibility 

for pedestrians.  
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

APRIL 28, 2020

TITLE: Development Code Amendment - Sign Regulations and Sign Permits
(EMMC 17.80) - Public Hearing

ITEM TYPE: Development Code Amendment

APPLICANT: City Staff & Planning Commission

ACTION ITEM:
Yes

PUBLIC HEARING:
Yes

REQUIRED FINDINGS:
Code amendments are legislative
actions and decisions are valid if
reasonably debatable and not
illegal. 

PREPARED BY:

Steve Mumford,
Planning

BACKGROUND:
At the suggestion of the City Attorney, we are proposing to add a category for
"official signs" in the Exempt Signs section of Chapter 17.80. The additional
language clarifies that signs that are owned and operated by Eagle Mountain
City and are used for informational or civic purposes, including advertising
special events within the city, are exempt from the regulations in Chapter 17.80
and do not require a permit. Official signs may include electronic message
centers, reader boards, or other replaceable copy signs. Any official sign that
doesn't comply with the standards in Chapter 17.80 requires approval by the
City Council. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:

RECOMMENDATION:
We recommend the following motion:
     - I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
development code amendment to Chapter 17.80 as proposed (or as
amended). 

Attachments :
Sign Code Amendment - Official Signs
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{00485242.DOCX /}   

Chapter 17.80 
SIGN REGULATIONS AND SIGN PERMITS 

 

17.80.120 Exempt signs. 

All signs exempt from the permit process shall comply with the general provisions of this chapter except 

traffic signs approved by the city engineer. No sign permits shall be required for the following signs: 

P.  Official Signs.  Signs that are owned and operated by Eagle Mountain City and are used for 

informational or civic purposes, including advertising special events within Eagle Mountain City.  Official 

signs may include electronic message centers, reader boards, or other replaceable copy signs.  Official 

signs that do not comply with the general provisions of this Chapter 17.80 must be approved by the city 

council. 
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

APRIL 28, 2020

TITLE: Overland Village 2 Concept Plan

ITEM TYPE: Concept Plan

APPLICANT: Ivory Development (Bryon Prince)

ACTION ITEM:
Yes

PUBLIC HEARING:
No

REQUIRED FINDINGS:
The Overland Master
Development Agreement (MDA)
is to be used in considering
approval of this application. The
Commission may make
recommendations and changes
based upon legitimate and quality
planning principles and other
criteria specified in the "Items for
Consideration" section of this
report and Section 6.4 of the
Overland MDA. 

PREPARED BY:

Steve Mumford,
Planning

BACKGROUND:
This item was tabled by the Planning Commission on April 14th, 2020.
Concerns expressed in the meeting included, but were not limited to, the
"maximizing" of density in the plan, the changes to the plan that were submitted
prior to the meeting, the open space sizes and locations (and lack of open
space in the townhome area), and the transportation network. At the time of
this report the applicant has chosen to continue to propose the updated plan
that was reviewed by the Commission at that meeting. 

The Overland Master Development Agreement (Section 6.4) requires the
review and approval of a village concept plan for each village prior to
approving other development applications within the village. It states, "Master
Developer shall present to the Planning Commission and City Council a Village
Concept Plan, and a traffic study based on the Village Concept Plan, before
submitting any Development Application for any such Village. Each Village
Concept Plan shall generally illustrate the various types of housing, where
density of Residential Dwelling Units within each Village will be located, the
location and size of parks and trail improvements, the location of roads and
infrastructure improvements, and any potential locations for schools, churches,
or other civic or community uses."

The Overland Master Development Plan (MDP) designates Village 2 with a
minimum unit count of 540 units/lots and a maximum count of 743. The
proposed Village 2 concept plan includes 742 lots/units, and includes a mix of
lot sizes and housing types. The lots range in size from the smallest, at about
5,200 sq ft, to the largest, at about 11,200 sq ft. An approximate percentage
breakdown of the lot sizes is as follows:
- 33% Townhomes 
- 22% Cottage; 5,200 sq ft 
- 15% Collection; 6,000 sq ft 
- 4% Garden 3rd Car; 6,500 sq ft
- 14% Collection; 8,000 sq ft
- 10% Estate; 10,000 - 11,000 sq ft
- 2% Homesteads; 11,000+ sq ft

The proposed village plan also includes a 10-acre elementary school site, 36



already owned by the Alpine School District. Although this concept plan
maximizes the allowed density, it is unlikely that the maximum number of units
will ultimately be developed in this village. Increases in lot sizes, reductions in
units, minor changes to road and lot configurations, and minor changes to trail
locations and park locations are not considered major changes and would not
require an amendment to this village concept plan. These changes can be
proposed/made at the preliminary plat stage. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
Section 6.4 of the Overland MDA states that "the City's review of the Village
Concept Plan for any Village may consider legitimate and quality planning
principles, adjacent or planned land uses, the location of appropriate public
and private infrastruture, the location of public and private open space, the
location and type of Commercial Uses and Residential Uses in the VIllage, and
the location and amount of any non-standard lots. The City shall have the right
to require changes to the VIllage Concept Plan provided that the changes do
not materially impact Master Developer's ability to obtain the allowed
densities, significantly alter the types or locations of residential or commerical
uses (i.e. townhomes, cluster homes, etc.), significantly alter proposed lot sizes,
or result in unreasonable additional development costs."

ITEMS TO CONSIDER:
Parks
     - The MDA requires a medium park to be improved in Village 2. The park
examples document with the MDA showed a 3-acre and a 5-acre park as
medium park examples. This plan contains a 3-acre park and a couple smaller
ones. Also, the City has planned a park adjacent to the northeast corner of
Village 2. It's a hilltop overlook park, but it would be nice to combine some
more open space there and create a bigger/better park. It may make sense to
shift the 3-acre park to be adjacent to the hilltop park. It would also make
sense to centralize the 3-acre park or place it adjacent to the future elementary
school site. 
     - Although townhomes may be appropriate at the intersection of two major
roads, 242 townhomes is a lot of townhomes in one area. The plan shows very
little open space there...only small common space corridors. This area likely
needs a small pocket park or other recreational facilities. 

Cul-De-Sacs.
      - Cul-de-sac maximum length is 250 feet, per the CIty's connectivity code.
The plan was modified to comply with this requirement.

Roads.
      - The north-south road in the middle of the development connects to the
north, potentially bringing traffic from Oquirrh Mountain, Lone Tree, and future
development through this project, in front of all of the homes that front along
this street. Page 9 of the traffic impact study states "The proposed internal
roadway network for the Overland Village 2 is designed to provide an efficient 37



flow of traffic throughout the development also providing safe ingress and
egress to the existing roadway network. There are collector roads that are
designed within Village 2 that will connect to Village 1 and other villages
throughout the entire Overland Development." Although the TIS states that
collector roads are provided, these roads are not designed any wider than
standard residential roads, and thus do not fully provide for an increased
capacity for vehicles. For the safety of the residents along this road and the
benefit of the overall transportation system we recommend that this road be
upgraded to a minor collector road and that no lots have direct driveway
access onto this road. However, considering that the Master Development
Plan does not include a collector road in this location (the City's previous
master transportation plan did not include a collector road here), we are willing
to recommend instead that the developer provide additional asphalt on the
road to provide a sort of collector road similar to Lone Tree Parkway or
Golden Eagle Road (not a full 77-foot ROW, but at least 35 feet of asphalt,
also similar to the road that is being improved in Brandon Park Estates). 

Commercial Development.
      - The southeast corner of the development is an ideal location for some
commercial development (at the intersection of Pony Express Parkway and the
Major Arterial Road (referred to as Airport Road). We recommend that the
village plan include a minimum 5-acre commercial area there, and reduce the
density in that location accordingly. It may require an amendment to the
MDP/MDA to allow for that. We believe it would be beneficial to the overall
development to include a commercial area in this location. 

RECOMMENDATION:
The village plan, or the plan along with recommendations/changes, should be
given a recommendation of approval if it complies with the Overland MDP and
MDA. We recommend the following conditions:
(1) The north-south road in the middle of the development shall include a
minimum of 35 feet of asphalt.
(2) A commercial corner shall be added to the southeast corner of the village
(corner of Pony Express Parkway and the major arterial road (Airport Road),
and the density of the village reduced accordingly. 

Attachments :
Overall Villages Plan
Overland Village 2 Traffic Study
Overland MDP Map
Overland MDA
Overland Master Trails Plan
Overland - Parks & OS Examples

Overland Village 2 Concept Plan 4.14.2020
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/576092/Overland_Village_2_TIA_Report_Final_2_14_20.pdf
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1.0 Executive Summary 

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

This report presents the results of a traffic impact analysis for the Overland Village 2 

Development, located in Eagle Mountain, Utah. The project site is located west of Pony 

Express Parkway, and north of the existing Overland Village 1 Development. North of the 

proposed site is currently vacant land. The proposed parcel of land for the Overland 

Village 2 Development is also currently vacant land. The closest major intersection is Pony 

Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road, which is signalized and located to the south of this 

development. Figure 1 illustrates the Vicinity Map and the location of this development 

in relation to the adjacent roadway network. Access to the Overland Village 2 

Development will initially be serviced from two accesses onto Pony Express Parkway. As 

development to the west continues and as future development of Airport Road by the 

City occurs, two future accesses to will intersect the future Airport Road alignment that is 

planned along the south side of this development.  Two accesses are also planned to 

connect to a future development that is planned to the north of this development.   

The proposed Overland Village 2 Development will consist of 501 Single-Family Residential 

Homes, and 242 Townhomes. For purposes of this study, the analysis will consist of one 

phase at full build-out of all units.  Refer to Figure 2 for the Site Plan of the Overland Village 

2 Development and the proposed access locations. 

This study projects the traffic associated with the Overland Village 2 Development at full 

build-out.  It should be noted the opening year of operation for this site is anticipated for 

the end of 2025. The traffic associated with this development is generated using the latest 

version of the Trip Generation Manuals published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE). It is anticipated the Overland Village 2 Development will generate 6,500 

Average Daily Trips (ADT) with 482 AM peak hour trips and 632 PM peak hour trips on an 

average weekday. 
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As growth continues to occur within the Eagle Mountain City limits, the Overland Village 

2 Development will be the second of many “Villages” within the overall Overland 

Development Plan.  

1.2 PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

2019 Existing Scenario 

Figure 3 illustrates the 2019 Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes that were 

collected on December 10, 2019 at the Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road 

intersection.  

Using the 2019 Existing traffic volumes and lane configuration, the analysis of the Pony 

Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road intersection currently functions at a Level of Service 

(LOS) “A” overall in both the AM and PM peak hours. The eastbound movement functions 

with a LOS “B” in both the AM and PM peak hours. No improvements are needed under 

the existing conditions as the movements at this intersection function at acceptable 

levels of service. 

2025 Opening Year Scenario 

It is assumed 2025 will be the full build-out year of this development. Using projected 

growth rates from the City’s General Plan and from other studies performed in this area, 

the 2025 Opening Year traffic volumes were generated. These traffic volumes can be 

found in Figure 4 of this report. Analyzing these traffic volumes with the existing lane 

configuration and roadway network, the Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road 

intersection will continue to function at a LOS “A” in both the AM and PM peak hours.  All 

movements will also continue to function at the same LOS “B” or better, with a minor 

increase in delay time.  

It is anticipated before the 2025 Opening Year, the Overland Village 1 Development, 

located directly south of the proposed Overland Village 2 Development, will be fully built 

out. One access is from Sheps Ridge Road and the other from Lowes Peak Drive. These 

are existing roadways, however at the time the traffic counts were performed, there was 
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very minimal traffic using these accesses as the development is not fully occupied. For 

purposes of this study, the projected traffic volumes as found in the “SITLA Village 1 – 

Traffic Impact Study” were used at these two accesses onto Pony Express Parkway from 

the Overland Village 1 Development. 

It is anticipated the movements at the stop controlled eastbound leg of the Sheps Ridge 

Road and Pony Express Parkway intersection will function at a LOS “D” or better during 

the AM and PM peak hours. The eastbound movement at the Lowes Peak Drive and Pony 

Express Parkway intersection is also anticipated to function at a LOS “D” in the AM and 

PM peak hours.  

No improvements are recommended at these intersections under the 2025 Opening Year 

conditions. As future roadways are constructed, mainly Airport Road and as Mid Valley 

Road is extended to the west, additional accesses to the Overland Village 1 

Development will be created and traffic patterns will adjust. 

2025 Opening Year with Project Scenario 

With the addition of the Overland Village 2 Development, the 2025 Opening Year with 

Project traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 11. These traffic volumes were analyzed 

with the existing lane configurations and roadway conditions. The Pony Express Parkway 

and Mid Valley Road intersection will continue to function at an overall acceptable LOS 

“A” during the AM and PM peak hours.  

The Overland Village 1 Developments two accesses onto Pony Express Parkway from 

Sheps Ridge Road and Lowes Peak Drive will also continue to function at the same level 

of service “D” or better as under the 2025 Opening Year scenario. 

With the addition of the Overland Village 2 Development, there will be two accesses onto 

Pony Express Parkway. These are listed as Access #1 and Access #2 in the figures of this 

report. As development continues to the west within Village 2 and as the City constructs 

the future alignment of Airport Road, additional accesses will be constructed. With full 

build-out of Village 2 and only the two accesses onto Pony Express Parkway, the 
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eastbound movements exiting the proposed site at Access #2 will function at a level of 

service “E” during both the AM and PM peak hours. The eastbound moment at Access 

#1 will function at a level of service “F” in the AM and PM peak hours. 

It is recommended that Airport Road be constructed as soon as funding is available. By 

constructing Airport Road and extending Mid Valley Road to the west, additional 

accesses will be created to both the Overland Village 1 and Village 2 Developments. As 

these additional accesses are constructed, traffic patterns will adjust and become more 

evenly distributed (as shown in the 2045 Scenarios), which will improve the level of service 

at Access #1 and Access #2. 

2030 Future Year Scenario 

Five years after Opening Year is anticipated to be the year 2030. Using the projected 

growth rates as outlined in the City’s General Plan and the previously performed traffic 

studies for other developments in this area, Figure 5 illustrates the projected 2030 Future 

Year traffic volumes. These are the anticipated traffic volumes at the study area 

intersections, without the addition of the Overland Village 2 Development.  

The Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road signalized intersection, with the existing 

lane configuration, will function at a LOS “B” or better in both the AM and PM peak hours. 

No improvements are needed. It is recommended as development occurs along Mid 

Valley Road, the full build-out of the southern half of the road be completed. 

As traffic volumes continue to grow along Pony Express Parkway, and without the 

addition of Airport Road and Mid Valley Road extending to the west, the eastbound legs 

of the Sheps Ridge Road and Lowe Peak Road intersections with Pony Express Parkway 

will function at a LOS “E” or better under the AM and PM peak hours. It is recommended 

Airport Road be constructed to its full build-out and the southern half of Mid Valley Road 

also be constructed. This will provide additional accesses in and out of the Overland 

Village 1 Development and reduce the number of vehicles along Pony Express Parkway 

and at the intersections of Sheps Ridge Road and Lowe Peak Road, improving the LOS. 
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2030 Future Year with Project Scenario 

With the addition of the Overland Village 2 Development, the 2030 Future Year with 

Project traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 12. It is assumed the Airport Road and Mid 

Valley Road improvements will not be implemented by 2030, therefore it is anticipated 

there will only be Access #1 and Access #2 onto Pony Express Parkway for Village 2. The 

eastbound movements exiting the development will experience delays and function at 

LOS “F” under the AM and PM peak hours. It is recommended by 2030, Airport Road be 

constructed. This will provide two additional accesses in and out of the Overland Village 

2 Development which will redistribute the projected traffic volumes from Access #1 and 

Access #2. This will improve the LOS and decrease the delay time for vehicles exiting the 

proposed development.  

The Sheps Ridge Road and Lowe Peak Road intersections with Pony Express Parkway will 

also experience delays for the eastbound movements onto Pony Express Parkway. It is 

also recommended Mid Valley Road be fully constructed as outlined in the City’s General 

Plan. This will also provide additional accesses from the Overland Village 1 Development 

that will redistribute the traffic and provide better levels of service and reduce the delays. 

2045 Future Year Scenario 

Using the anticipated PM peak hour traffic volumes as illustrated in the Overland Village 

1 Traffic Impact Study that were obtained from the Wasatch Front Regional Council 

(WFRC)/Mountainlands Association of Governments (MAG) travel demand model, the 

Future 2045 PM peak hour traffic volumes were forecasted. It should be noted that the 

AM traffic volumes are not available and it is anticipated the PM peak hour volumes will 

represent the worst-case scenario for the study area intersections. Using the existing lane 

configuration and the projected traffic volumes for the 2045 Future Year PM peak hour, 

the Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road intersection is anticipated to function at 

an overall LOS “A”. No recommendations are needed at this intersection; however, it is 

assumed the full build-out of Mid Valley Road will be complete by the 2045 Future Year 
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Scenarios. It is also assumed Mid Valley Road will extend to the east from this intersection, 

making the intersection a full 4-legged intersection. 

It is also assumed by 2045 the Airport Road and Pony Express Parkway intersection will be 

fully built as per the City’s General Plan. It is assumed this will be a signalized 4-legged 

intersection. Using the projected traffic volumes from previous traffic studies that were 

performed, it is assumed this intersection will function at an acceptable LOS “C”. 

If Mid Valley Road is not improved, the Sheps Ridge Road and Lowe Peak Road will 

continue to experience heavy delays for vehicles exiting the Overland Village 1 

Development. 

2045 Future Year with Project Scenario 

Using the 2045 Future Year traffic volumes, combined with the Overland Village 2 project 

generated traffic volumes, the 2045 Future Year with Project traffic volumes are 

generated. These traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 13. The Pony Express Parkway 

and Mid Valley Road intersection will function at a LOS “C” under the PM peak hour. 

Similar to the 2045 Future Year scenario, no additional improvements are needed at this 

intersection. 

Also similar to the 2045 Future Year scenario, with the improvements to Mid Valley Road 

as outlined in the City’s General Plan, this will provide additional accesses to Overland 

Village 1, which will improve the LOS at the Sheps Ridge Road and Lowes Peak Road 

intersections with Pony Express Parkway. This will also provide access to an additional 

north/south route, which will reduce the amount of traffic along Pony Express Road.  

The Airport Road and Pony Express Parkway signalized intersection will continue to 

function at an acceptable LOS “C” or better with the addition of the Overland Village 2 

Development. Therefore, no additional improvements are needed at this intersection.  

With the addition of Airport Road, two additional accesses to the Overland Village 2 

Development will be constructed. This will provide alternate routes for vehicles entering 
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and exiting the development and reduce the number of vehicles at Access #1 and 

Access #2, which will improve the LOS. It is recommended as traffic volumes along Pony 

Express Parkway continue to grow and as additional roadways are constructed, these 

intersections be monitored. It is anticipated that with a signal at Airport Road and Pony 

Express Parkway, there will be gaps in the traffic that will allow vehicles to exit Overland 

Village 2 Development safely, something which is not captured in the analysis for Level 

of Service.  

The proposed internal roadway network of the Overland Village 2 is designed to provide 

an efficient flow of traffic throughout the development also providing safe ingress and 

egress to the existing roadway network. There are Collector Roads that are designed 

within Village 2 that will connect to Village 1 and other Villages throughout the entire 

Overland Development. 

Summary of Recommendations 

Recommendations to improve the flow of traffic within this study area are as follows: 

• By 2025 and the full build-out of Overland Village 2, it is recommended Airport 

Road be constructed. This will provide two additional accesses to and from the 

development that will reduce the amount of traffic trying to exit onto Pony Express 

Parkway from Access #1 and Access #2. 

• By 2025 it is recommended that Mid Valley Road be fully constructed and 

accesses from Overland Village 1 be constructed. This will allow additional access 

to and from the site which will reduce the amount of traffic at the Sheps Ridge 

Road and Lowe Peak Road intersections with Pony Express. The Signalized 

intersection of Mid Valley Road and Pony Express Parkway will allow gaps in the 

flow of traffic such that vehicles should be able to exit the development safely. 

• With the addition of Airport Road and the full build-out of Mid Valley Road, all 

intersections should function at acceptable levels of service. 
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• All accesses to the Overland Village 2 Development along Airport Road should 

align with the proposed accesses to the existing Overland Village 1 Development.  

• Each of the site accesses will be designed and constructed with one receiving 

lane and one exiting lane that will allow left and right turn movement out of the 

development. Left turn movements into the development will be made from the 

existing left turn pockets along Pony Express Parkway and Airport Road. The 

projected traffic volumes entering and exiting the proposed development along 

Pony Express Parkway and Airport Road will not warrant separate right turn lanes 

once all accesses are constructed. 
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2.0 Introduction 

2.1 DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Overland Village 2 Subdivision is situated on over 166 acres of vacant land 

along the west side of Pony Express Parkway, just north of the Overland Village 1 

Subdivision and south of the Cedar Valley Airport in Eagle Mountain, Utah. Refer to the 

Vicinity Map and Site Plan in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. The proposed site will consist 

of 501 Single-Family Residential Homes and 242 Townhomes. Full build-out of this 

development is anticipated for the year 2025. This section of Eagle Mountain is primarily 

agricultural with developments being constructed surrounding the Overland Village 2 

proposed development. The Overland Village is a very large Master Planned 

Development that is currently under construction with the first Village. Future traffic 

volumes from the study performed for the Overland Village 1 Development were used 

along the surrounding roadways to analyze the projected future traffic volumes. The City 

has future plans when funding becomes available to construct Airport Road. It will be a 

new Arterial Roadway that will run south of the Overland Village 2 Development and 

connect into Six Mile Cutoff Road near to the Cedar Valley Airport. It is anticipated 

vehicles traveling north from Eagle Mountain will use this new Airport Road to access SR 

73 and then to Redwood Road, Mountain View Corridor and I-15 as this provides a more 

direct route on higher speed roadways than Pony Express Parkway. 

 

The Overland Village 2 Subdivision is anticipated to generate 6,500 Average Daily Trips 

(ADT); with 482 AM peak hour trips and 632 PM peak hour trips. As development begins, 

these trips will access the proposed development by two proposed accesses onto Pony 

Express Parkway. As the future Airport Road is complete, and development continues to 

the west, the Overland Village 2 Subdivision will have two additional accesses onto 

Airport Road. As future development occurs to the north of Overland Village 2, it is also 

planned that two accesses will connect these two developments. As these additional 

accesses are constructed, the project trip distribution will change as vehicles find 

different routes in and out of the overland Village 2 Subdivision.  
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3.0 Existing Conditions 

3.1 ROADWAYS 

Pony Express Parkway: Pony Express Parkway is dedicated by the City as a Parkway, 

which consists of two lanes in each direction with a center landscaped median. Pony 

Express Parkway extends from the southern limits of the City to Redwood Road. The 

posted speed limit along the frontage of the Overland Development is 40 mph. 

 

Mid Valley RD: Mid Valley RD is a road that runs east/west off of Pony Express PKWY. It is 

currently only built out to half the ultimate width. It consists of a two-lane road with one 

lane in each direction. As development occurs in this area, the southern half will be 

constructed, which will ultimately make Mid Valley Road a Minor Arterial roadway that 

will extend west. This road provides access to Frontier Middle school. It is assumed the 

speed limit at the current time is 25 MPH. 

  

3.2 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

From conversations with Eagle Mountain City Engineering Staff, it was determined existing 

traffic counts would need to be collected along Pony Express Parkway at the intersection 

with Mid Valley Road. Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes were collected at 

the Mid Valley Road/Pony Express Parkway intersection on December 10, 2019, between 

the peak hours of 7 AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM. From the existing counts that were 

collected, it was determined the peak hours at the study area intersections are from 7:15 

AM to 8:15 AM and from 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM. These volumes are illustrated in Figure 3. 
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4.0 Opening & Future Year Conditions 

 

Based on conversations that were held at the beginning of this project with Eagle 

Mountain City Engineering Staff and the recent growth in this area, it is assumed this area 

will experience fairly high growth over the next few years and then taper off as 

developments occupy the open land. The projected population growth found in the 

City’s General Plan projects the population growth through 2030 at a 4.47%. We also 

looked at the growth rates that were used in previously performed traffic studies for similar 

developments in this area.  For purposes of this study, it was determined for the next 6 

years (to 2025) a growth of roughly 5% will occur as developments continue to be 

constructed.  For the next 5 years, until 2030, a similar growth will continue to occur. The 

growth after 2030 will taper back a little as development will occupy the open land. It is 

assumed 3% will continue until 2045.  

The future traffic volumes were also generated by using the projected traffic volumes 

found in previously performed studies and their site projected volumes.  

It should be noted that as development continues and as funds become available, the 

City will expand on its transportation system by constructing additional roadways. Airport 

Road is planned by the City to be a Major Arterial that will run along the south boundary 

of Overland Village 2 and extend east and west. It is anticipated a signalized intersection 

will be constructed at the intersection of Airport Road with Pony Express Parkway. Airport 

Road will provide direct connection to Six Mile Cutoff Road that also provides access to 

SR-73. Mid Valley Road will also extend to the west. With more access to Six Mile Cutoff 

Road and Eagle Mountain Blvd., traffic along Pony Express Parkway will not experience 

such high growth rates as projected. 

The 2025 Opening Year traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 4. The 2030 Future Year 

traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 5 and the 2045 Future Year traffic volumes are 

illustrated in Figure 6. These volumes are the anticipated traffic volumes on the existing 

roadway network whether the proposed Overland Village 2 Development is constructed 

or not. 
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5.0 Trip Generation and Trip Distribution 

 

The proposed site will consist of 501 Single-Family Residential Homes, and 242 Townhomes. 

For purposes of this study, the trip generation was performed at full build-out of this site. It 

is assumed full build-out will occur in 2025.  Using land use codes for Single-Family 

Detached Housing and Multi-family Housing (Low-Rise), trip generation rates were 

determined using the 10th Edition of the Trip Generation Manual, an ITE information report, 

published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington DC.  Trips generated 

by the proposed development which will occur during the peak hours of the proposed 

development were used for the analysis. The Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic rates 

are used to generate the AM and PM peak hour volumes. The trips generated from the 

proposed development are presented in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 - Trip Generation – Average Weekday Driveway Volumes 

5.1 SITE TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION 

Site ingress/egress traffic at the proposed site accesses were distributed based on the 

anticipated direction vehicles would be coming from or going to.  Directional distribution 

was estimated based on current land uses within the proximity of the proposed 

development, mainly employment districts, shopping area, schools, etc. Figure 7 

illustrates the site traffic distribution percentages for the development within the 2025 

Opening years and the 2030 Future years with only the two project accesses onto Pony 

Express Parkway, Access #1 and Access #2. As development occurs in this study area 

and the future construction of Airport Road and future improvements to Mid Valley Road, 

the project trip distribution percentages will change as additional accesses are 

constructed. Figure 8 illustrates the anticipated site traffic distribution percentages for the 

ITE Land 

Use Code 

Land Use 

Description 
Size 

Daily 

(AADT) 

Trip Generation 

(AM) 

Trip Generation 

(PM) 

Enter Exit Enter Exit 

210 SF Housing Units 501 DU 4,729 93 278 312 184 

220 Townhome Units 242 DU 1,771 26 85 86 50 
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2045 Future year scenarios. Using the distribution percentages along with projected traffic 

volumes outlined in Table 1, Figure 9 illustrates the site traffic volumes anticipated for the 

Overland Village 2 Development in the 2025 Opening Year and 2030 Future Year 

scenarios. Using the percentages in Figure 8 and the projected traffic volumes in Table 1, 

Figure 10 illustrates the site traffic volumes anticipated for the overland Village 2 

Development in the 2045 Future Year scenarios. 
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6.0 Opening and Future with Project Traffic Conditions 

 

The projected future traffic volumes represent the traffic that will be added to the study 

area with the addition of the proposed Overland Village 2 Development. Using the 

projected traffic volumes from the 2025 Opening Year (Figure 4), 2030 Future Year (Figure 

5) and the 2045 Future Year (Figure 6) scenarios in addition to the site generated traffic 

volumes as illustrated in Figures 9 and 10, the 2025 Opening Year with Project, 2030 

Opening Year with Project and 2045 Future Year with Project traffic volumes are 

generated. Per the developer’s schedule, it is anticipated that the proposed site will be 

built out in 2025. The 2025 Opening Year with Project traffic volumes, which illustrate the 

full build-out of the Overland Village 2 Development with the projected traffic, are 

illustrated in Figure 11. Five years after opening, the 2030 Future Year traffic volumes with 

Project are illustrated in Figure 12. Twenty years after opening, the 2045 Future Year with 

Project traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 13. 
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7.0 Capacity Analysis 

Intersection capacity analysis was performed at the study area intersections and the 

proposed accesses to the Overland Village 2. Synchro Version 10 was used to analyze 

the study intersections for the proposed trip conditions according to methods put forth 

by the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 6th Edition).  

The Level of Service (LOS) of an intersection ranges from A to F where LOS A has a low 

vehicular delay indicating smooth free-flowing traffic. LOS F has a high vehicular delay 

and indicates the worst-case scenario with high congestion and a complete breakdown 

of traffic flow. Although LOS A through C are the desired levels, LOS D is considered 

acceptable in urban conditions. Traffic conditions with LOS of E or F are generally 

deemed unacceptable and represent significant travel delay, increased accident 

potential, and inefficient motor vehicle operation. Table 2 shows the relation between 

LOS and vehicular delay for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

Table 2 - Signalized and Unsignalized intersection LOS and Delay Parameters 

 

Level of Service 

(LOS) 

Vehicular Delay (seconds/vehicle) 

Signalized Intersection Stop Controlled Approach 

A 0.0 <10.0 0.0 < 10.0 

B >10.0 < 20.0 > 10.0 < 15.0 

C > 20.0 < 35.0 > 15.0 < 25.0 

D > 35.0 < 55.0 > 25.0 < 35.0 

E > 55.0 < 80.0 > 35.0 < 50.0 

F > 80.0 > 50.0 

 

The 2019 Existing, 2025 Opening Year, 2030 Future Year Traffic, and 2040 Future Year 

traffic volumes at each of the study area intersections were input into the Synchro 
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Software. The levels of service at each of the turning movements can be seen in the 

following tables.  

Table 3 – 2019 Existing Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2019 Existing Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall  

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour A(6) A(5) A(5) B(14) N/A 

PM Peak Hour A(3) A(3) A(3) B(16) N/A 
  

 
 

 

 

 

Table 4 – 2025 Opening Year Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2025 Opening Year Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall 

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour A(8) A(7) A(6) B(14) N/A 

PM Peak Hour A(4) A(4) A(4) B(15) N/A 
  

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd 

AM Peak Hour 1.3 A(0) A(0) D(26) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.7 A(0) A(0) C(22) N/A 
  

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr 

AM Peak Hour 1.2 A(0) A(0) D(27) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.7 A(0) A(0) D(26) N/A 
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Table 5 – 2030 Future Year Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2030 Future Year Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall 

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour B(10) B(11) A(8) B(14) N/A 

PM Peak Hour A(5) A(4) A(5) B(14) N/A 
  

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd 

AM Peak Hour 1.6 A(0) A(0) E(36) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.8 A(0) A(0) D(30) N/A 
  

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr 

AM Peak Hour 1.4 A(0) A(0) E(38) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.8 A(0) A(0) D(34) N/A 
  

 
 

 

 

 

Table 6 – 2045 Future Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2045 Future Year Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall 

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour A(8) A(8) A(8) B(14) N/A 
  

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 0.4 A(0) A(0) E(42) N/A 
  

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 0.4 A(0) A(0) E(43) N/A 
  

4: Pony Express Pkwy & Airport Rd 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour C(26) C(28) C(24) C(26) C(25) 
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With the addition of the Overland Village 2 Development, the following tables illustrate 

the levels of service under the 2025 Opening Year with Project, 2030 Future Year with 

Project and 2045 Future with Project traffic scenarios. 

Table 7 – 2025 Opening Year with Project Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2025 Opening Year w/ Project Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall 

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour A(8) A(7) A(7) B(14) N/A 

PM Peak Hour A(4) A(4) A(4) B(15) N/A 
  

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd 

AM Peak Hour 1.4 A(0) A(0) D(28) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.7 A(0) A(0) C(24) N/A 
  

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr 

AM Peak Hour 1.3 A(0) A(0) D(30) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.7 A(0) A(0) D(28) N/A 
  

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 

AM Peak Hour 4.2 A(0) A(0) E(49) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 2.6 A(0) A(0) E(48) N/A 
  

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 

AM Peak Hour 4.5 A(0) A(0) F(56) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 3.3 A(0) A(0) F(67) N/A 
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Table 8 – 2030 Future Year with Project Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2030 Future Year w/ Project Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall 

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour B(11) B(12) A(9) B(14) N/A 

PM Peak Hour A(5) A(5) A(5) B(14) N/A 
  

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd 

AM Peak Hour 1.7 A(0) A(0) E(41) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.8 A(0) A(0) D(32) N/A 
  

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr 

AM Peak Hour 1.6 A(0) A(0) E(43) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 0.8 A(0) A(0) E(37) N/A 
  

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 

AM Peak Hour 6.9 A(0) A(0) F(94) N/A 

PM Peak Hour 3.7 A(0) A(0) F(82) N/A 
  

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 

AM Peak Hour 7.3 A(0) A(0) F(106) A(0) 

PM Peak Hour 5.1 A(0) A(0) F(123) A(0) 
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Table 9 – 2045 Future Year with Project Traffic LOS 

Intersection 

2045 Future Year w/ Project Traffic LOS(Delay) 

Overall 

LOS 
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 

  

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour C(29) D(37) C(21) B(17) C(22) 
  

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 0.4 A(0) A(0) E(45) N/A 
  

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 0.4 A(0) A(0) E(46) N/A 
  

4: Pony Express Pkwy & Airport Rd 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour C(33) D(39) C(28) C(26) C(25) 
  

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 0.6 A(0) A(0) E(44) N/A 
  

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 1.5 A(0) A(0) F(78) N/A 
  

7: Airport Rd & Access #3 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 1.3 N/A B(12) A(0) A(0) 
  

8: Airport Rd & Access #4 

AM Peak Hour - - - - - 

PM Peak Hour 1.6 N/A B(12) A(2) A(0) 
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8.0 Recommendations 

Based on the information presented in this report, the following improvements are 

recommended as part of this development.  The following recommendations are made 

for the intersections within this study area and to accommodate the new site accesses.  

2019 Existing Scenario 

The Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road intersection currently functions at a LOS 

“A” under both the AM and PM peak hours. No improvements are needed under the 

2019 Existing Conditions. 

2025 Opening Year Scenario 

Under the 2025 Opening Year scenario, without the Overland Village 2 Development, 

and using the existing lane configuration and roadway network, the Pony Express 

Parkway and Mid Valley Road intersection will continue to function at a LOS “A” in both 

the AM and PM peak hours.  

It is recommended that by 2025, Mid Valley Road should be fully built-out in order to 

provide additional access to and from the Overland Village 1 Development. This will help 

reduce the number of vehicles using the Sheps Ridge Road and Lowes Peak Road 

intersections, improving the LOS and reducing the delay for vehicles exiting the 

development. It should also be noted, with the Mid Valley Road and Pony Express 

Parkway intersection now signalized, this will provide gaps in the flow of traffic along Pony 

Express Parkway which will allow vehicles a safer movement out of the development from 

these two roadways. 

It is also recommended Airport Road be constructed to its full build-out. This will provide 

additional accesses in and out of the Overland Village 1 Development and reduce the 

number of vehicles along Pony Express Parkway and at the intersections of Sheps Ridge 

Road and Lowe Peak Road, improving the LOS. 
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2025 Opening Year with Project Scenario 

With the addition of the Overland Village 2 Development, the 2025 Opening Year with 

Project traffic volumes at the Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road intersection will 

continue to function at an overall acceptable LOS “A” during the AM and PM peak 

hours. No additional improvements are needed at this intersection. 

It is assumed, until the City is able to construct Airport Road, there will only be Access #1 

and Access #2 into and out of the Overland Village 2 Development. This will cause the 

eastbound movement out of the development to experience delays with the increase 

of traffic along Pony Express Parkway. It is recommended that Airport Road be 

constructed as soon as funding is available. By constructing Airport Road and extending 

Mid Valley Road to the west, additional accesses will be created to both the Overland 

Village 1 and Village 2 Developments. As these additional accesses are constructed, 

traffic patterns will adjust and become more evenly distributed (as shown in the 2045 

Scenarios), which will improve the level of service and reduce delays at Access #1 and 

Access #2. 

2030 Future Year Scenario 

In the 2030 Future Year scenario, the Pony Express Parkway and Mid Valley Road 

signalized intersection, will function at a LOS “B” or better in both the AM and PM peak 

hours. It is recommended as development occurs along Mid Valley Road, the full build-

out of the southern half of the road be completed. The extension of Mid Valley Road to 

the west will also provide additional access to the Overland Village 1 Development which 

will help reduce the amount of traffic at the Sheps Ridge Road and Lowes Peak Road 

intersections with Pony Express Parkway. This will also provide connection to another 

north/south Major Arterial that will reduce the amount of traffic along Pony Express 

Parkway. 
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2030 Future Year with Project Scenario 

As mentioned under the 2030 Future Year scenario, it is recommended, Airport Road be 

constructed. This will provide two additional accesses in and out of the Overland Village 

2 Development which will redistribute the projected traffic volumes from Access #1 and 

Access #2. This will improve the LOS and decrease the delay time for vehicles exiting the 

proposed development.  

With the addition of Airport Road and with Mid Valley Road fully constructed, all other 

intersections will function at acceptable levels of service. 

It is recommended that as Airport Road is constructed, the intersection with Pony Express 

Parkway be signalized. Signalizing this intersection will also provide adequate gaps in the 

flow of traffic along Pony Express Parkway which will allow vehicles to exit Overland 

Village 2 at Access #1 and Access #2 safely and reduce delays. 

2045 Future Year Scenario 

With Airport Road fully built out and Mid Valley Road fully built out, no additional 

recommendations are needed at any of the study area intersection. All intersections will 

function at acceptable levels of service under the 2045 Future Year scenario with these 

improvements.  

It is assumed the Airport Road and Pony Express Parkway intersection will be fully built as 

per the City’s General Plan. It is assumed this will be a signalized 4-legged intersection.  

2045 Future Year with Project Scenario 

With the recommended improvements to Airport Road and Mid Valley Road, under the 

2045 Future Year with Project scenario, all study area intersections will function at 

acceptable levels of service and no additional recommendations are needed. Using the 

2045 Future Year traffic volumes, combined with the Overland Village 2 Project 

generated traffic volumes, the 2045 Future Year with Project traffic volumes are 

78



Overland Village 2 TIA 

39 

 

generated. These traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 13. The Pony Express Parkway 

and Mid Valley Road intersection will continue to function at a LOS “C” under the PM 

peak hour. Similar to the 2045 Future Year scenario, no additional improvements are 

needed at this intersection. 

The proposed internal roadway network of the Overland Village 2 is designed to provide 

an efficient flow of traffic throughout the development, as well as provide safe ingress 

and egress to the existing roadway network. There are Collector Roads that are designed 

within Village 2 that will connect to Village 1 and other Villages throughout the entire 

Overland Development. 

All accesses to the Overland Village 2 Development along Airport Road should align with 

the proposed accesses to the existing Overland Village 1 Development.  

Each of the site accesses will be designed and constructed with one receiving lane and 

one exiting lane that will allow left and right turn movement out of the development. Left 

turn movements into the development will be made from the existing left turn pockets 

along Pony Express Parkway and Airport Road. The projected traffic volumes entering 

and exiting the proposed development along Pony Express Parkway and Airport Road 

will not warrant separate right turn lanes once all accesses are constructed. 
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9.0 Appendix 
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Existing Traffic Counts 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2019 Existing AM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 108 111 154 488 503 144

Future Volume (veh/h) 108 111 154 488 503 144

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 117 121 167 530 547 157

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 248 221 576 2039 1565 447

Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57

Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 743 3647 2821 780

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 117 121 167 530 356 348

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 743 1777 1777 1730

Q Serve(g_s), s 1.9 2.2 4.9 2.3 3.3 3.4

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.9 2.2 8.2 2.3 3.3 3.4

Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.45

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 248 221 576 2039 1019 993

V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.55 0.29 0.26 0.35 0.35

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1022 909 576 2039 1019 993

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.4 12.6 5.8 3.3 3.6 3.6

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.4 2.1 1.3 0.3 0.9 1.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.4

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.8 14.7 7.0 3.7 4.5 4.5

LnGrp LOS B B A A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 238 697 704

Approach Delay, s/veh 14.3 4.5 4.5

Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 8.9 22.5

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.2 4.2 5.4

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.7 0.6 3.4

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.9

HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2019 Existing PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 14 8 9 642 554 10

Future Volume (veh/h) 14 8 9 642 554 10

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 15 9 10 698 602 11

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 54 48 723 2297 2308 42

Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65

Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 809 3647 3664 65

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 15 9 10 698 299 314

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 809 1777 1777 1859

Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 0.2 0.1 2.4 2.0 2.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.2 0.2 2.1 2.4 2.0 2.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.04

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 54 48 723 2297 1149 1201

V/C Ratio(X) 0.28 0.19 0.01 0.30 0.26 0.26

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1151 1025 723 2297 1149 1201

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.2 13.2 2.6 2.2 2.1 2.1

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.7 1.8 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.5

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 15.9 15.0 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.6

LnGrp LOS B B A A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 24 708 613

Approach Delay, s/veh 15.6 2.5 2.6

Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 5.3 22.5

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 2.2 4.0

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.8 0.0 2.9

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 2.8

HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2025 Opening AM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 149 206 654 674 193

Future Volume (veh/h) 145 149 206 654 674 193

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 158 162 224 711 733 210

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 304 271 452 1964 1507 432

Arrive On Green 0.17 0.17 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55

Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 594 3647 2819 781

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 158 162 224 711 478 465

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 594 1777 1777 1730

Q Serve(g_s), s 2.6 3.1 12.0 3.6 5.4 5.4

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.6 3.1 17.4 3.6 5.4 5.4

Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.45

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 304 271 452 1964 982 956

V/C Ratio(X) 0.52 0.60 0.50 0.36 0.49 0.49

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 985 876 452 1964 982 956

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.3 12.5 9.8 4.1 4.5 4.5

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.4 2.1 3.9 0.5 1.7 1.8

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.9 1.0 1.3 0.5 0.9 0.9

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.7 14.6 13.6 4.6 6.2 6.2

LnGrp LOS B B B A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 320 935 943

Approach Delay, s/veh 14.1 6.8 6.2

Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 10.1 22.5

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.4 5.1 7.4

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 4.2

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 7.6

HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening AM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 796 856 25

Future Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 796 856 25

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 - 50 - - 50

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 88 12 3 865 930 27

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1369 465 957 0 - 0

          Stage 1 930 - - - - -

          Stage 2 439 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 138 544 714 - - -

          Stage 1 344 - - - - -

          Stage 2 617 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 137 544 714 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 257 - - - - -

          Stage 1 343 - - - - -

          Stage 2 617 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 25.5 0 0

HCM LOS D

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 714 - 274 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.365 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 10.1 - 25.5 - -

HCM Lane LOS B - D - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.6 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening AM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 874 873 25

Future Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 874 873 25

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 - 50 - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 83 9 3 950 949 27

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1444 488 976 0 - 0

          Stage 1 963 - - - - -

          Stage 2 481 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 123 526 703 - - -

          Stage 1 331 - - - - -

          Stage 2 588 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 123 526 703 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 243 - - - - -

          Stage 1 330 - - - - -

          Stage 2 588 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 26.7 0 0

HCM LOS D

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 703 - 256 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.357 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 10.1 - 26.7 - -

HCM Lane LOS B - D - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.5 - -
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2025 Opening PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 56 14 26 860 742 91

Future Volume (veh/h) 56 14 26 860 742 91

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 61 15 28 935 807 99

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 140 125 543 2183 1957 240

Arrive On Green 0.08 0.08 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61

Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 615 3647 3280 391

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 61 15 28 935 450 456

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 615 1777 1777 1800

Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.3 0.7 4.0 3.8 3.8

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 0.3 4.6 4.0 3.8 3.8

Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.22

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 140 125 543 2183 1091 1106

V/C Ratio(X) 0.44 0.12 0.05 0.43 0.41 0.41

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1094 974 543 2183 1091 1106

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.9 12.6 4.1 3.0 2.9 2.9

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.1 0.4 0.2 0.6 1.2 1.1

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 15.0 13.0 4.3 3.6 4.1 4.1

LnGrp LOS B B A A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 76 963 906

Approach Delay, s/veh 14.6 3.6 4.1

Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 6.8 22.5

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.6 3.0 5.8

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.9 0.1 4.3

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 4.2

HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening PM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 905 826 85

Future Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 905 826 85

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 - 50 - - 50

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 54 8 12 984 898 92

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1414 449 990 0 - 0

          Stage 1 898 - - - - -

          Stage 2 516 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 129 557 694 - - -

          Stage 1 358 - - - - -

          Stage 2 564 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 127 557 694 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 251 - - - - -

          Stage 1 352 - - - - -

          Stage 2 564 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 22.3 0.1 0

HCM LOS C

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 694 - 269 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - 0.23 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 10.3 - 22.3 - -

HCM Lane LOS B - C - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.9 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening PM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 945 906 84

Future Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 945 906 84

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 - 50 - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 51 5 11 1027 985 91

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1567 538 1076 0 - 0

          Stage 1 1031 - - - - -

          Stage 2 536 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 102 488 644 - - -

          Stage 1 305 - - - - -

          Stage 2 551 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 100 488 644 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 218 - - - - -

          Stage 1 300 - - - - -

          Stage 2 551 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 25.7 0.1 0

HCM LOS D

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 644 - 230 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - 0.246 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 10.7 - 25.7 - -

HCM Lane LOS B - D - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.9 - -
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2025 Opening w/ Project AM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 149 206 678 746 193
Future Volume (veh/h) 145 149 206 678 746 193
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 158 162 224 737 811 210
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 304 271 425 1964 1544 400
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.17 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 552 3647 2887 723

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 158 162 224 737 516 505
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 552 1777 1777 1740
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.6 3.1 12.0 3.8 6.0 6.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.6 3.1 18.0 3.8 6.0 6.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.42
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 304 271 425 1964 982 962
V/C Ratio(X) 0.52 0.60 0.53 0.38 0.53 0.53
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 985 876 425 1964 982 962
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.3 12.5 10.8 4.1 4.6 4.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.4 2.1 4.6 0.5 2.0 2.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.9 1.0 1.4 0.5 1.1 1.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.7 14.6 15.4 4.7 6.6 6.6
LnGrp LOS B B B A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 320 961 1021
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.1 7.2 6.6
Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 10.1 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.0 5.1 8.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 4.4

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 7.9
HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w/ Project AM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 820 928 25
Future Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 820 928 25
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 88 12 3 891 1009 27
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1461 505 1036 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1009 - - - - -
          Stage 2 452 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 120 512 667 - - -
          Stage 1 313 - - - - -
          Stage 2 608 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 120 512 667 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 235 - - - - -
          Stage 1 312 - - - - -
          Stage 2 608 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 28.5 0 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 667 - 251 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.398 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.4 - 28.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - D - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.8 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w/ Project AM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 898 945 25
Future Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 898 945 25
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 83 9 3 976 1027 27
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1535 527 1054 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1041 - - - - -
          Stage 2 494 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 107 496 656 - - -
          Stage 1 301 - - - - -
          Stage 2 579 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 106 496 656 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 222 - - - - -
          Stage 1 299 - - - - -
          Stage 2 579 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 29.9 0 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 656 - 234 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.39 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5 - 29.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - D - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.7 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w/ Project AM

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 962 934 48
Future Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 962 934 48
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 158 39 13 1046 1015 52
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1590 534 1067 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1041 - - - - -
          Stage 2 549 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 98 491 649 - - -
          Stage 1 301 - - - - -
          Stage 2 542 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 96 491 649 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 213 - - - - -
          Stage 1 295 - - - - -
          Stage 2 542 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 49.5 0.1 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 649 - 213 491 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.02 - 0.74 0.08 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.7 - 58.5 13 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 5 0.3 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w/ Project AM

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 5

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 1095 946 48
Future Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 1095 946 48
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 158 39 13 1190 1028 52
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1675 540 1080 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1054 - - - - -
          Stage 2 621 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 86 486 641 - - -
          Stage 1 296 - - - - -
          Stage 2 498 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 84 486 641 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 202 - - - - -
          Stage 1 290 - - - - -
          Stage 2 498 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 56 0.1 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 641 - 202 486 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.02 - 0.78 0.081 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.7 - 66.7 13.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 5.4 0.3 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2025 Opening w Project PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 56 14 26 940 788 91
Future Volume (veh/h) 56 14 26 940 788 91
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 61 15 28 1022 857 99
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 140 125 524 2183 1971 228
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.08 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 587 3647 3303 371

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 61 15 28 1022 474 482
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 587 1777 1777 1804
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.3 0.8 4.6 4.1 4.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 0.3 4.9 4.6 4.1 4.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.21
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 140 125 524 2183 1091 1108
V/C Ratio(X) 0.44 0.12 0.05 0.47 0.43 0.43
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1094 974 524 2183 1091 1108
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.9 12.6 4.3 3.1 3.0 3.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.1 0.4 0.2 0.7 1.3 1.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 15.0 13.0 4.5 3.8 4.2 4.2
LnGrp LOS B B A A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 76 1050 956
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.6 3.8 4.2
Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 6.8 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.9 3.0 6.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.2 0.1 4.5

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 4.4
HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w Project PM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 985 872 85
Future Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 985 872 85
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 54 8 12 1071 948 92
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1508 474 1040 0 - 0
          Stage 1 948 - - - - -
          Stage 2 560 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 111 537 664 - - -
          Stage 1 337 - - - - -
          Stage 2 535 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 109 537 664 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 233 - - - - -
          Stage 1 331 - - - - -
          Stage 2 535 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 24.1 0.1 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 664 - 250 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.018 - 0.248 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5 - 24.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.9 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w Project PM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 1025 952 84
Future Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 1025 952 84
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 5 11 1114 1035 91
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1660 563 1126 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1081 - - - - -
          Stage 2 579 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 88 470 616 - - -
          Stage 1 287 - - - - -
          Stage 2 524 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 86 470 616 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 202 - - - - -
          Stage 1 282 - - - - -
          Stage 2 524 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 27.8 0.1 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 616 - 214 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.018 - 0.264 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.9 - 27.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - D - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1 - -

105



HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w Project PM

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1032 1013 160
Future Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1032 1013 160
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 102 25 43 1122 1101 174
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1835 638 1275 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1188 - - - - -
          Stage 2 647 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 67 419 540 - - -
          Stage 1 252 - - - - -
          Stage 2 483 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 62 419 540 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 167 - - - - -
          Stage 1 232 - - - - -
          Stage 2 483 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 47.5 0.5 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 540 - 167 419 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.081 - 0.612 0.06 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 12.2 - 55.7 14.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - 3.3 0.2 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2025 Opening w Project PM

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 5

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1086 1150 160
Future Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1086 1150 160
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 102 25 43 1180 1250 174
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2013 712 1424 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1337 - - - - -
          Stage 2 676 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 51 375 474 - - -
          Stage 1 210 - - - - -
          Stage 2 467 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 46 375 474 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 140 - - - - -
          Stage 1 191 - - - - -
          Stage 2 467 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 67.4 0.5 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 474 - 140 375 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.092 - 0.73 0.067 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.4 - 80.1 15.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - 4.3 0.2 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2030 Future AM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 176 181 251 796 820 235
Future Volume (veh/h) 176 181 251 796 820 235
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 191 197 273 865 891 255
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 352 313 365 1901 1459 417
Arrive On Green 0.20 0.20 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 491 3647 2821 779

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 191 197 273 865 580 566
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 491 1777 1777 1730
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.2 3.8 10.4 5.0 7.6 7.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.2 3.8 18.0 5.0 7.6 7.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.45
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 352 313 365 1901 950 925
V/C Ratio(X) 0.54 0.63 0.75 0.46 0.61 0.61
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 953 848 365 1901 950 925
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.1 12.4 13.9 4.8 5.4 5.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 2.1 13.1 0.8 2.9 3.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.1 1.2 3.0 0.8 1.6 1.6
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.4 14.4 27.0 5.6 8.3 8.4
LnGrp LOS B B C A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 388 1138 1146
Approach Delay, s/veh 13.9 10.7 8.4
Approach LOS B B A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 11.2 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.0 5.8 9.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 4.4

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 10.2
HCM 6th LOS B
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future AM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 969 1044 25
Future Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 969 1044 25
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 88 12 3 1053 1135 27
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1668 568 1162 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1135 - - - - -
          Stage 2 533 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 87 466 597 - - -
          Stage 1 269 - - - - -
          Stage 2 553 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 87 466 597 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 198 - - - - -
          Stage 1 268 - - - - -
          Stage 2 553 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 36 0 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 597 - 213 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.469 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.1 - 36 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.3 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future AM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 1047 1061 25
Future Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 1047 1061 25
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 83 9 3 1138 1153 27
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1742 590 1180 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1167 - - - - -
          Stage 2 575 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 78 451 588 - - -
          Stage 1 258 - - - - -
          Stage 2 526 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 78 451 588 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 188 - - - - -
          Stage 1 257 - - - - -
          Stage 2 526 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 37.6 0 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 588 - 199 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - 0.459 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.2 - 37.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.2 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2030 Future PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 71 18 33 1047 903 115

Future Volume (veh/h) 71 18 33 1047 903 115

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 77 20 36 1138 982 125

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 165 147 460 2150 1918 244

Arrive On Green 0.09 0.09 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 509 3647 3265 403

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 77 20 36 1138 550 557

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 509 1777 1777 1798

Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 0.3 1.3 5.5 5.3 5.3

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 0.3 6.6 5.5 5.3 5.3

Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.22

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 165 147 460 2150 1075 1087

V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.14 0.08 0.53 0.51 0.51

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1077 959 460 2150 1075 1087

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.8 12.4 5.2 3.4 3.4 3.4

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.0 0.4 0.3 0.9 1.7 1.7

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.5

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 14.8 12.8 5.6 4.4 5.1 5.1

LnGrp LOS B B A A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 97 1174 1107

Approach Delay, s/veh 14.4 4.4 5.1

Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 7.3 22.5

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.6 3.2 7.3

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.2 0.2 5.0

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.1

HCM 6th LOS A

112



HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future PM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 1107 1011 85

Future Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 1107 1011 85

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 - 50 - - 50

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 54 8 12 1203 1099 92

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1725 550 1191 0 - 0

          Stage 1 1099 - - - - -

          Stage 2 626 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 80 479 582 - - -

          Stage 1 281 - - - - -

          Stage 2 495 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 78 479 582 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 193 - - - - -

          Stage 1 275 - - - - -

          Stage 2 495 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 29.5 0.1 0

HCM LOS D

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 582 - 208 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 - 0.298 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 11.3 - 29.5 - -

HCM Lane LOS B - D - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1.2 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future PM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report

02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 1147 1091 84

Future Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 1147 1091 84

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 - 50 - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 51 5 11 1247 1186 91

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1878 639 1277 0 - 0

          Stage 1 1232 - - - - -

          Stage 2 646 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 63 419 540 - - -

          Stage 1 238 - - - - -

          Stage 2 484 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 62 419 540 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 168 - - - - -

          Stage 1 233 - - - - -

          Stage 2 484 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 34.4 0.1 0

HCM LOS D

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 540 - 178 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.02 - 0.318 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 11.8 - 34.4 - -

HCM Lane LOS B - D - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1.3 - -
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Overland Village 2 TIA 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2030 Future w/ Project AM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 176 181 251 820 892 235
Future Volume (veh/h) 176 181 251 820 892 235
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 191 197 273 891 970 255
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 352 313 344 1901 1490 391
Arrive On Green 0.20 0.20 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 455 3647 2879 730

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 191 197 273 891 618 607
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 455 1777 1777 1739
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.2 3.8 9.6 5.2 8.3 8.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.2 3.8 18.0 5.2 8.3 8.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.42
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 352 313 344 1901 950 930
V/C Ratio(X) 0.54 0.63 0.79 0.47 0.65 0.65
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 953 848 344 1901 950 930
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.1 12.4 14.5 4.9 5.6 5.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 2.1 17.1 0.8 3.4 3.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.1 1.2 3.3 0.8 1.9 1.8
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.4 14.4 31.6 5.7 9.0 9.2
LnGrp LOS B B C A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 388 1164 1225
Approach Delay, s/veh 13.9 11.8 9.1
Approach LOS B B A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 11.2 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.0 5.8 10.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 4.4

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 10.9
HCM 6th LOS B
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w/ Project AM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 993 1116 25
Future Vol, veh/h 81 11 3 993 1116 25
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 88 12 3 1079 1213 27
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1759 607 1240 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1213 - - - - -
          Stage 2 546 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 76 439 557 - - -
          Stage 1 244 - - - - -
          Stage 2 544 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 76 439 557 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 182 - - - - -
          Stage 1 243 - - - - -
          Stage 2 544 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 41.1 0 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 557 - 196 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - 0.51 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.5 - 41.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.6 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w/ Project AM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 1071 1133 25
Future Vol, veh/h 76 8 3 1071 1133 25
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 83 9 3 1164 1232 27
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1834 630 1259 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1246 - - - - -
          Stage 2 588 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 67 424 548 - - -
          Stage 1 234 - - - - -
          Stage 2 518 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 67 424 548 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 172 - - - - -
          Stage 1 233 - - - - -
          Stage 2 518 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 43.2 0 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 548 - 182 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - 0.502 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.6 - 43.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.5 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w/ Project AM

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 6.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 1135 1122 48
Future Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 1135 1122 48
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 158 39 13 1234 1220 52
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1889 636 1272 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1246 - - - - -
          Stage 2 643 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 62 421 542 - - -
          Stage 1 234 - - - - -
          Stage 2 485 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 61 421 542 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 165 - - - - -
          Stage 1 228 - - - - -
          Stage 2 485 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 94.3 0.1 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 542 - 165 421 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.024 - 0.955 0.093 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.8 - 114.1 14.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 7.2 0.3 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w/ Project AM

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 5

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 7.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 1268 1134 48
Future Vol, veh/h 145 36 12 1268 1134 48
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 158 39 13 1378 1233 52
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1974 643 1285 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1259 - - - - -
          Stage 2 715 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 54 416 536 - - -
          Stage 1 231 - - - - -
          Stage 2 446 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 53 416 536 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 158 - - - - -
          Stage 1 225 - - - - -
          Stage 2 446 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 105.8 0.1 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 536 - 158 416 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.024 - 0.998 0.094 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.9 - 128.4 14.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 7.7 0.3 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2030 Future w Project PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 71 18 33 1127 949 115
Future Volume (veh/h) 71 18 33 1127 949 115
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 77 20 36 1225 1032 125
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 165 147 444 2150 1930 234
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.09 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 486 3647 3285 386

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 77 20 36 1225 574 583
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 486 1777 1777 1801
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 0.3 1.4 6.2 5.6 5.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 0.3 7.0 6.2 5.6 5.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.21
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 165 147 444 2150 1075 1089
V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.14 0.08 0.57 0.53 0.53
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1077 959 444 2150 1075 1089
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.8 12.4 5.5 3.5 3.4 3.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.0 0.4 0.4 1.1 1.9 1.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.6
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 14.8 12.8 5.8 4.6 5.3 5.3
LnGrp LOS B B A A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 97 1261 1157
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.4 4.7 5.3
Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 7.3 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.0 3.2 7.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.4 0.2 5.1

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.4
HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w Project PM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 1187 1057 85
Future Vol, veh/h 50 7 11 1187 1057 85
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 54 8 12 1290 1149 92
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1818 575 1241 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1149 - - - - -
          Stage 2 669 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 69 461 557 - - -
          Stage 1 264 - - - - -
          Stage 2 471 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 67 461 557 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 180 - - - - -
          Stage 1 258 - - - - -
          Stage 2 471 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 31.8 0.1 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 557 - 195 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 - 0.318 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.6 - 31.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - D - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1.3 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w Project PM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 1227 1137 84
Future Vol, veh/h 47 5 10 1227 1137 84
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 5 11 1334 1236 91
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1971 664 1327 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1282 - - - - -
          Stage 2 689 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 55 403 516 - - -
          Stage 1 224 - - - - -
          Stage 2 460 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 54 403 516 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 156 - - - - -
          Stage 1 219 - - - - -
          Stage 2 460 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 37.5 0.1 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 516 - 166 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 - 0.34 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 12.1 - 37.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1.4 - -

123



HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w Project PM

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1234 1198 160
Future Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1234 1198 160
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 102 25 43 1341 1302 174
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2146 738 1476 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1389 - - - - -
          Stage 2 757 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 41 360 452 - - -
          Stage 1 196 - - - - -
          Stage 2 424 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 37 360 452 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 128 - - - - -
          Stage 1 177 - - - - -
          Stage 2 424 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 81.8 0.4 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 452 - 128 360 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.096 - 0.798 0.069 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.8 - 98 15.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - F C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - 4.8 0.2 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2030 Future w Project PM

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 5

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 5.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1288 1335 160
Future Vol, veh/h 94 23 40 1288 1335 160
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 102 25 43 1400 1451 174
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2324 813 1625 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1538 - - - - -
          Stage 2 786 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 31 322 396 - - -
          Stage 1 163 - - - - -
          Stage 2 410 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 28 322 396 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 107 - - - - -
          Stage 1 145 - - - - -
          Stage 2 410 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 123.2 0.5 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 396 - 107 322 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.11 - 0.955 0.078 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.2 - 149.2 17.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS C - F C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 - 5.9 0.3 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Overland Village 2 TIA 
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2045 Future Year Traffic Analysis 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2045 Future PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 46 28 67 1631 1407 48
Future Volume (veh/h) 46 28 67 1631 1407 48
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 50 30 73 1773 1529 52
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 145 129 346 2176 2147 73
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.08 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1585 324 3647 3600 119

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 50 30 73 1773 773 808
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1585 324 1777 1777 1849
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.8 0.5 5.9 11.3 8.8 8.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.8 0.5 14.7 11.3 8.8 8.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 145 129 346 2176 1088 1132
V/C Ratio(X) 0.34 0.23 0.21 0.81 0.71 0.71
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1091 970 346 2176 1088 1132
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.8 12.6 9.0 4.4 3.9 3.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.4 0.9 1.4 3.5 3.9 3.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.2 0.4 1.1 1.2 1.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 14.2 13.5 10.4 7.9 7.9 7.8
LnGrp LOS B B B A A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 80 1846 1581
Approach Delay, s/veh 13.9 8.0 7.8
Approach LOS B A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 6.9 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.7 2.8 10.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.1 0.1 5.2

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.1
HCM 6th LOS A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future PM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 21 8 14 1663 1447 35
Future Vol, veh/h 21 8 14 1663 1447 35
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 23 9 15 1808 1573 38
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2507 787 1611 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1573 - - - - -
          Stage 2 934 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 23 334 401 - - -
          Stage 1 156 - - - - -
          Stage 2 343 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 22 334 401 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 104 - - - - -
          Stage 1 150 - - - - -
          Stage 2 343 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 42.1 0.1 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 401 - 128 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.038 - 0.246 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.3 - 42.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.9 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future PM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 7 12 1672 1475 36
Future Vol, veh/h 19 7 12 1672 1475 36
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 8 13 1817 1603 39
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2558 821 1642 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1623 - - - - -
          Stage 2 935 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 22 318 390 - - -
          Stage 1 147 - - - - -
          Stage 2 342 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 21 318 390 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 99 - - - - -
          Stage 1 142 - - - - -
          Stage 2 342 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 43.2 0.1 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 390 - 122 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.033 - 0.232 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.6 - 43.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.8 - -
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2045 Future PM

4: Pony Express Pkwy & Airport Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 4

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

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 172 112 187 36 114 32 169 1488 34 32 1288 182
Future Volume (veh/h) 172 112 187 36 114 32 169 1488 34 32 1288 182
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 187 122 203 39 124 35 184 1617 37 35 1400 198
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 370 593 264 317 454 203 273 1694 756 189 1545 689
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.17 0.17 0.04 0.13 0.13 0.08 0.48 0.48 0.04 0.43 0.43
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 3554 1585 1781 3554 1585 1781 3554 1585 1781 3554 1585

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 187 122 203 39 124 35 184 1617 37 35 1400 198
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.0 1.9 7.8 1.2 2.0 1.3 3.6 28.0 0.8 0.7 23.5 5.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.0 1.9 7.8 1.2 2.0 1.3 3.6 28.0 0.8 0.7 23.5 5.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 370 593 264 317 454 203 273 1694 756 189 1545 689
V/C Ratio(X) 0.51 0.21 0.77 0.12 0.27 0.17 0.67 0.95 0.05 0.19 0.91 0.29
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 370 999 446 386 999 446 273 1694 756 264 1545 689
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 22.9 23.0 25.5 22.7 25.2 24.9 14.2 16.1 9.0 14.7 16.9 11.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.1 0.2 4.7 0.2 0.3 0.4 6.4 13.5 0.1 0.5 9.2 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.4 0.7 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.5 1.6 12.0 0.3 0.2 9.7 1.7
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 24.0 23.2 30.1 22.9 25.5 25.3 20.6 29.5 9.1 15.2 26.1 12.7
LnGrp LOS C C C C C C C C A B C B

Approach Vol, veh/h 512 198 1838 1633
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.2 25.0 28.2 24.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.8 35.0 7.0 15.2 9.5 32.3 9.5 12.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 30.0 3.2 9.8 5.6 25.5 7.0 4.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 26.3
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2045 Future w Project PM

1: Pony Express Pkwy & Mid Valley Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 1

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

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 66 5 28 3 6 20 67 1657 3 11 1419 60
Future Volume (veh/h) 66 5 28 3 6 20 67 1657 3 11 1419 60
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 72 5 30 3 7 22 73 1801 3 12 1542 65
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 162 21 126 68 15 47 229 1812 3 201 1729 73
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 231 1389 1781 397 1248 316 3640 6 261 3475 146

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 72 0 35 3 0 29 73 879 925 12 786 821
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 0 1620 1781 0 1646 316 1777 1869 261 1777 1844
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.4 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.6 3.4 17.8 17.8 0.2 14.4 14.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.4 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.6 18.0 17.8 17.8 18.0 14.4 14.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.76 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 162 0 148 68 0 63 229 884 930 201 884 918
V/C Ratio(X) 0.44 0.00 0.24 0.04 0.00 0.46 0.32 0.99 0.99 0.06 0.89 0.89
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 887 0 806 887 0 819 229 884 930 201 884 918
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.6 0.0 15.3 16.8 0.0 17.0 17.4 9.0 9.0 18.1 8.2 8.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.9 0.0 0.8 0.3 0.0 5.3 3.6 28.8 28.2 0.6 13.0 13.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7 10.1 10.4 0.1 5.6 5.8
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.5 0.0 16.1 17.0 0.0 22.3 21.0 37.9 37.2 18.6 21.1 21.3
LnGrp LOS B A B B A C C D D B C C

Approach Vol, veh/h 107 32 1877 1619
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.0 21.8 36.9 21.2
Approach LOS B C D C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.5 7.8 22.5 5.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.0 3.4 20.0 2.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 29.2
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future w Project PM

2: Pony Express Pkwy & Sheps Ridge Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 21 8 14 1723 1482 35
Future Vol, veh/h 21 8 14 1723 1482 35
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 - 50 - - 50
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 23 9 15 1873 1611 38
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2578 806 1649 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1611 - - - - -
          Stage 2 967 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 21 325 388 - - -
          Stage 1 149 - - - - -
          Stage 2 329 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 20 325 388 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 99 - - - - -
          Stage 1 143 - - - - -
          Stage 2 329 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 44.5 0.1 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 388 - 122 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.039 - 0.258 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.7 - 44.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon

133



HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future w Project PM

3: Pony Express Pkwy & Lowe Peak Dr Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 7 12 1732 1510 36
Future Vol, veh/h 19 7 12 1732 1510 36
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 - 50 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 8 13 1883 1641 39
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2629 840 1680 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1661 - - - - -
          Stage 2 968 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 19 309 377 - - -
          Stage 1 140 - - - - -
          Stage 2 329 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 18 309 377 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 94 - - - - -
          Stage 1 135 - - - - -
          Stage 2 329 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 45.8 0.1 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 377 - 116 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 - 0.244 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.9 - 45.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.9 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary 2045 Future w Project PM

4: Pony Express Pkwy & Airport Rd Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 4

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

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 172 120 203 36 126 40 197 1520 34 37 1307 182
Future Volume (veh/h) 172 120 203 36 126 40 197 1520 34 37 1307 182
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 187 130 221 39 137 43 214 1652 37 40 1421 198
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 378 633 282 325 494 220 264 1641 732 183 1505 671
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.18 0.18 0.04 0.14 0.14 0.08 0.46 0.46 0.04 0.42 0.42
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 3554 1585 1781 3554 1585 1781 3554 1585 1781 3554 1585

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 187 130 221 39 137 43 214 1652 37 40 1421 198
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.0 2.0 8.5 1.2 2.2 1.5 4.4 29.6 0.8 0.8 24.6 5.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.0 2.0 8.5 1.2 2.2 1.5 4.4 29.6 0.8 0.8 24.6 5.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 378 633 282 325 494 220 264 1641 732 183 1505 671
V/C Ratio(X) 0.50 0.21 0.78 0.12 0.28 0.20 0.81 1.01 0.05 0.22 0.94 0.29
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 378 999 446 395 999 446 264 1641 732 252 1505 671
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 22.3 22.4 25.1 22.1 24.7 24.4 14.7 17.2 9.5 15.2 17.7 12.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.0 0.2 4.7 0.2 0.3 0.4 17.1 23.8 0.1 0.6 13.3 1.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.3 0.8 3.3 0.5 0.9 0.6 2.6 14.9 0.3 0.3 10.9 1.8
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 23.3 22.6 29.9 22.3 25.0 24.8 31.8 41.0 9.6 15.8 31.0 13.3
LnGrp LOS C C C C C C C F A B C B

Approach Vol, veh/h 538 219 1903 1659
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.8 24.5 39.4 28.5
Approach LOS C C D C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.0 34.1 7.0 15.9 9.5 31.6 9.5 13.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.8 31.6 3.2 10.5 6.4 26.6 7.0 4.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 32.8
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future w Project PM

5: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #2 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 5

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 23 12 20 1712 1514 40
Future Vol, veh/h 23 12 20 1712 1514 40
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 25 13 22 1861 1646 43
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2643 845 1689 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1668 - - - - -
          Stage 2 975 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 19 306 374 - - -
          Stage 1 139 - - - - -
          Stage 2 326 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 18 306 374 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 92 - - - - -
          Stage 1 131 - - - - -
          Stage 2 326 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 44.1 0.2 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 374 - 92 306 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.058 - 0.272 0.043 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.2 - 58.1 17.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS C - F C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 1 0.1 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future w Project PM

6: Pony Express Pkwy & Access #1 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 6

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 47 12 20 1715 1542 80
Future Vol, veh/h 47 12 20 1715 1542 80
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 0 100 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 13 22 1864 1676 87
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2696 882 1763 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1720 - - - - -
          Stage 2 976 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.84 6.94 4.14 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.84 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.84 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.52 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 17 289 350 - - -
          Stage 1 130 - - - - -
          Stage 2 326 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 16 289 350 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 87 - - - - -
          Stage 1 122 - - - - -
          Stage 2 326 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 78.1 0.2 0
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 350 - 87 289 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.062 - 0.587 0.045 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 16 - 93.4 18 - -
HCM Lane LOS C - F C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 2.7 0.1 - -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future w Project PM

7: Airport Rd & Access #3 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 7

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 80 483 485 20 12 47
Future Vol, veh/h 80 483 485 20 12 47
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 100 - - 100 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 87 525 527 22 13 51
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 549 0 - 0 964 264
          Stage 1 - - - - 527 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 437 -
Critical Hdwy 4.14 - - - 6.84 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.84 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.84 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1017 - - - 253 734
          Stage 1 - - - - 557 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 619 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1017 - - - 231 734
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 359 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 509 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 619 -
 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 1.3 0 11.7
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1017 - - - 605
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.086 - - - 0.106
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 - - - 11.7
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - - 0.4
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HCM 6th TWSC 2045 Future w Project PM

8: Airport Rd & Access #4 Overland Village 2

Synchro 11 Report
02/13/2020 Page 8

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SWL SWR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 119 551 512 20 12 70
Future Vol, veh/h 119 551 512 20 12 70
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 100 - - 100 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 129 599 557 22 13 76
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 579 0 - 0 1115 279
          Stage 1 - - - - 557 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 558 -
Critical Hdwy 4.14 - - - 6.84 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.84 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.84 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 991 - - - 202 718
          Stage 1 - - - - 537 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 537 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 991 - - - 176 718
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 308 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 467 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 537 -
 

Approach EB WB SW

HCM Control Delay, s 1.6 0 12
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSWLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 991 - - - 601
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.131 - - - 0.148
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.2 - - - 12
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 - - - 0.5
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1

Overland
 Eagle Mountain City, Utah

December 2017

Langvardt  Design Group

Village Base Unit 
Count*

Minimum Unit 
Count*

Maximum Unit 
Count*

Acerage

1 539 431 647 193.90
2 675 540 743 167.12
3 366 293 439 90.26
4 600 480 660 201.22
5 489 391 538 55.45
6 355 284 426 59.53
7 496 397 546 127.89
8 280 224 336 90.88

Total 3,800**

Legend  

Residential

Commercial 

Park (Refer to ARMDA for details on 
other parks and trails)

* Per Village
** Gross Unit Count Not To Exceed 3,800

*Concept Subject To Change per ARMDA

Village Proposed Unit 
Count*

Acres

Pony Express 453 151
Total 453**

* Per Village
** Gross Unit Count Not To Exceed 453

HIDDEN VALLEY ROAD LOCATION SUBJECT TO FUTURE 
VILLAGE PLAN APPROVALS
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Overland
 Eagle Mountain City, Utah

November 2017

Langvardt Design Group

Legend  

Trails - 10’ Width 

Overland Master Trails Plan
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EXHIBIT E 

 

Parks & Open Space Examples 
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2 

 

LARGE PARK EXAMPLE: 

 

Bellevue Park  

(Draper City, 5 acre park) 
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3 

 

LARGE PARK EXAMPLE: 

 

Ivory Ridge Park 

(Lehi City, 10 acre park) 
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4 

 

MEDIUM PARK EXAMPLE: 

 

Monterey Estates Park 

(Syracuse City, 3 acre park) 
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5 

 

MEDIUM PARK EXAMPLE: 

 

Colony Pointe Park 

(Lehi City, 5 acre park) 
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6 

 

SMAL PARK EXAMPLE: 

 

(Lehi City, 2 acre park and Club Ivory) 
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7 

 

SMALL PARK EXAMPLE: 

 

Tuscan Estates Park 

(South Ogden City, 2 acre park) 
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                                      LOT COUNT AVERAGE LOT SIZE

          HOMESTEADS 14 95' x 118'

          ESTATE 72 95' x 100'

          COLLECTION 106 68' x 118'

          COLLECTION 114 60' x 100'

          COTTAGE 162 55' x 95'

          GARDEN 3RD CAR 32 65' x 100'

          TOWNHOMES 242 22' x 60'

          TOTAL 742

TOWNHOMES

COTTAGES

ESTATES

HOMESTEADS

GARDENS

COLLECTION

3 ACRE PARK

NOTE: This concept plan is

intended for illustrative

purposes only
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NOTE: This concept plan is

intended for illustrative

purposes only

POTENTIAL CHURCH SITE
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