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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

180 LAND CO LLC, a Nevada limited liability CASE NO.: A-17-758528-]
company, FORE STARS, LTD., a Nevada
limited liability company and SEVENTY DEPT. NO.: XVI
ACRES, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company, DOE INDIVIDUALS I-X, DOE APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS IN
CORPORATIONS I-X, and DOE LIMITED SUPPORT OF CITY’S OPPOSITION
LIABILITY COMPANIES I-X, TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO
DETERMINE TAKE AND FOR

Plaintiffs, SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE
V. FIRST, THIRD, AND FOURTH
CLAIMS FOR RELIEF AND
CITY OF LAS VEGAS, a political subdivision of | COUNTERMOTION FOR SUMMARY
the State of Nevada; ROE GOVERNMENT JUDGMENT
ENTITIES I-X; ROE CORPORATIONS I-X;
ROE INDIVIDUALS I-X; ROE LIMITED- VOLUME 17

LIABILITY COMPANIES I-X; ROE QUASI-
GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES I-X,

Defendants.

The City of Las Vegas (“City”) submits this Appendix of Exhibits in Support of the City’s
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to Determine Take and For Summary Judgement on the First, Third,

and Fourth Claims for Relief and its Countermotion for Summary Judgment.

Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.

City records regarding Ordinance No. 2136

A (Annexing 2,246 acres to the City of Las Vegas)

1 | 0001-0011

City records regarding Peccole Land Use Plan and

B Z-34-81 rezoning application

1 0012-0030

Case Number: A-17-758528-J
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Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.
C City records regarding Venet_lan Footh111§ Master Plan and 1 1 0031-0050
7-30-86 rezoning application

D Excerpts of the 1985 City of Las Vegas General Plan 1 0051-0061

E City records regarding Peccole Banch Mast.er Plan and 1 0062-0106
7-139-88 phase I rezoning application

F City records regarding Z-40-89 rezoning application 1 0107-0113

G Ordinance No. 3472 and related records 1 0114-0137

City records regarding Amendment to Peccole Ranch Master Plan and

H . o 1 |0138-0194
Z-17-90 phase II rezoning application

I Excerpts of 1992 City of Las Vegas General Plan 2 | 0195-0248

J City records related to Badlands Golf Course expansion 2 | 0249-0254

K Excerpt of land use case files for GPA-24-98 and GPA-6199 2 | 0255-0257

L Ordinance No. 5250 and Excerpts of Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan 2 | 0258-0273

M Miscellaneous Southwest Sector Land Use Maps from 2002-2005 2 | 0274-0277

N Ordinance No. 5787 and Excerpts of 2005 Land Use Element 2 10278-0291

Ordinance No. 6056 and Excerpts of 2009 Land Use & Rural
© Neighborhoods Preservation Element 2| 0292-0301
Ordinance No. 6152 and Excerpts of 2012 Land Use & Rural

P Neighborhoods Preservation Element 2| 0302-0317

Ordinance No. 6622 and Excerpts of 2018 Land Use & Rural > | 0318-0332
Neighborhoods Preservation Element

Ordinance No. 1582 2 | 0333-0339

S Ordinance No. 4073 and Exce.:rpt of the 1997 City of Las Vegas > | 0340-0341

Zoning Code
T Ordinance No. 5353 2 | 0342-0361
Ordinance No. 6135 and Excerpts of City of Las Vegas Unified

U Development Code adopted March 16, 2011 2| 0362-0364

\Y% Deeds transferring ownership of the Badlands Golf Course 2 10365-0377

W Third Revised Justification Letter regarding the Major Modification to > | 0378-0381

the 1990 Conceptual Peccole Ranch Master Plan
X Parcel maps recorded by the Developer subdividing the Badlands Golf 3 0382-0410
Course
Y EHB Companies promotional materials 3 0411-0445
7 General Plan Amendment (GPA-62387), Rezoning (ZON-62392) and 3 0446-0466
Site Development Plan Review (SDR-62393) applications
AA Staff Report regarding 17-Acre Applications 3 | 0467-0482
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Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.
Major Modification (MOD-63600), Rezoning (ZON-63601), General
BB Plan Amendment (GPA-63599), and Development Agreement (DIR- 3 0483-0582
63602) applications
cC Letter requesting withdrawal of MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON- 4 0583
63601, DIR-63602 applications
DD Transcript of February 15, 2017 City Council meeting 4 | 0584-0597
EE Judge Crockett’s March 5, 2018 order granting Queensridge 4 | 0598-0611
homeowners’ petition for judicial review, Case No. A-17-752344-]
FF Docket for NSC Case No. 75481 4 | 0612-0623
Complaint filed by Fore Stars Ltd. and Seventy Acres LLC, Case No.
GG A-18-773268-C 4 ]0624-0643
General Plan Amendment (GPA-68385), Site Development Plan
HH Review (SDR-68481), Tentative Map (TMP-68482), and Waiver 4 | 0644-0671
(68480) applications
I June 21, 2017 City Council meeting minutes and transcript excerpt 4 | 0672-0679
regarding GPA-68385, SDR-68481, TMP-68482, and 68480.
1 Docket for Case No. A-17-758528-J 4 | 0680-0768
Judge Williams’ Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Case No.
KK A-17-758528-] 5 10769-0793
LL Development Agreement (DIR-70539) application 5 |1 0794-0879
MM August 2, 2017 City Council minutes regarding DIR-70539 5 | 0880-0882
NN Judge Sturman’s February 15, 2019 minute order granting City’s s 0883
motion to dismiss, Case No. A-18-775804-]
00 Excerpts of August 2, 2017 City Council meeting transcript 5 0884-0932
PP Final maps for Amended Peccole West and Peccole West Lot 10 5 0933-0941
QQ Excerpt of the 1983 Edition of the Las Vegas Municipal Code 5 0942-0951
RR Ordinance No. 2185 5 0952-0956
1990 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase II boundaries,
SS produced by the City’s Planning & Development Department, Office 5 0957
of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
1996 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase II boundaries,
TT produced by the City’s Planning & Development Department, Office 5 0958
of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
1998 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase II boundaries,
Uu produced by the City’s Planning & Development Department, Office 5 0959

of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
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Exhibit

Exhibit Description

Vol.

Bates No.

\'AY

2015 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase I boundaries,
retail development, hotel/casino, and Developer projects, produced by
the City’s Planning & Development Department, Office of
Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

0960

Ww

2015 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase II boundaries,
produced by the City’s Planning & Development Department, Office
of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

0961

XX

2019 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase II boundaries,
and current assessor parcel numbers for the Badlands property,
produced by the City’s Planning & Development Department, Office
of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

0962

YY

2019 aerial photograph identifying Phase I and Phase II boundaries,
and areas subject to inverse condemnation litigation, produced by the
City’s Planning & Development Department, Office of Geographic
Information Systems (GIS)

0963

77

2019 aerial photograph identifying areas subject to proposed

development agreement (DIR-70539), produced by the City’s

Planning & Development Department, Office of Geographic
Information Systems (GIS)

0964

AAA

Membership Interest Purchase and Sale Agreement

0965-0981

BBB

Transcript of May 16, 2018 City Council meeting

0982-0998

CCC

City of Las Vegas’ Amicus Curiae Brief, Seventy Acres, LLC v.
Binion, Nevada Supreme Court Case No. 75481

0999-1009

DDD

Nevada Supreme Court March 5, 2020
Order of Reversal, Seventy Acres, LLC v. Binion, Nevada Supreme
Court Case No. 75481

1010-1016

EEE

Nevada Supreme Court August 24, 2020 Remittitur, Seventy Acres,
LLC v. Binion, Nevada Supreme Court Case No. 75481

1017-1018

FFF

March 26, 2020 Letter from City of Las Vegas Office of the City
Attorney to Counsel for the Developer Re: Entitlements on 17 Acres

1019-1020

GGG

September 1, 2020 Letter from City of Las Vegas Office of the City
Attorney to Counsel for the Developer Re: Final Entitlements for 435-
Unit Housing Development Project in Badlands

1021-1026

HHH

Complaint Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 180 Land Co. LLC et al. v.
City of Las Vegas, et al., 18-cv-00547 (2018)

1027-1122

III

9th Circuit Order in 180 Land Co. LLC; et al v. City of Las Vegas, et
al., 18-cv-0547 (Oct. 19, 2020)

1123-1127

11

Plaintiff Landowners’ Second Supplement to Initial Disclosures
Pursuant to NRCP 16.1 in 65-Acre case

1128-1137

LLL

Bill No. 2019-48: Ordinance No. 6720

1138-1142
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Exhibit

Exhibit Description

Vol.

Bates No.

MMM

Bill No. 2019-51: Ordinance No. 6722

1143-1150

NNN

March 26, 2020 Letter from City of Las Vegas Office of the City
Attorney to Counsel for the Developer Re: Entitlement Requests for
65 Acres

1151-1152

000

March 26, 2020 Letter from City of Las Vegas Office of the City
Attorney to Counsel for the Developer Re: Entitlement Requests for
133 Acres

1153-1155

PPP

April 15, 2020 Letter from City of Las Vegas Office of the City
Attorney to Counsel for the Developer Re: Entitlement Requests for
35 Acres

1156-1157

QQQ

Valbridge Property Advisors, Lubawy & Associates Inc., Appraisal
Report (Aug. 26, 2015)

1158-1247

Notice of Entry of Order Adopting the Order of the Nevada Supreme
Court and Denying Petition for Judicial Review

1248-1281

SSS

Letters from City of Las Vegas Approval Letters for 17-Acre
Property (Feb. 16, 2017)

1282-1287

TTT

Reply Brief of Appellants 180 Land Co. LLC, Fore Stars, LTD,
Seventy Acres LLC, and Yohan Lowie in 180 Land Co LLC et al v.
City of Las Vegas, Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit Case No.

19-16114 (June 23, 2020)

1288-1294

Uuu

Excerpt of Reporter’s Transcript of Hearing on City of Las Vegas’
Motion to Compel Discovery Responses, Documents and Damages
Calculation and Related Documents on Order Shortening Time in 180
Land Co. LLC v. City of Las Vegas, Eighth Judicial District Court
Case No. A-17-758528-J (Nov. 17, 2020)

1295-1306

\'A'AY

Plaintiff Landowners’ Sixteenth Supplement to Initial Disclosures in
180 Land Co., LLC v. City of Las Vegas, Eighth Judicial District Court
Case No. A-17-758528-] (Nov. 10, 2020)

1307-1321

WWWwW

Excerpt of Transcript of Las Vegas City Council Meeting
(Aug. 2,2017)

1322-1371

XXX

Notice of Entry of Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law on
Petition for Judicial Review in 180 Land Co. LLC v. City of Las
Vegas, Eighth Judicial District Court Case No.A-17-758528-J (Nov.
26, 2018)

1372-1399

YYY

Notice of Entry of Order Nunc Pro Tunc Regarding Findings of Fact

and Conclusion of Law Entered November 21, 2019 in 180 Land Co.

LLC v. City of Las Vegas, Eighth Judicial District Court Case No.A-
17-758528 (Feb. 6, 2019)

1400-1405

777

City of Las Vegas Agenda Memo — Planning, for City Council
Meeting June 21, 2017, Re: GPA-68385, WVR-68480, SDR-68481,
and TMP-68482 [PRJ-67184]

1406-1432
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Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.
Excerpts from the Land Use and Rural Neighborhoods Preservation
AAAA Element of the City’s 2020 Master Plan adopted by the City Council 8 | 1433-1439
of the City on September 2, 2009
Summons and Complaint for Declaratory Relief and Injunctive Relief,
and Verified Claims in Inverse Condemnation in 180 Land Co. LLC v.
BBBB City of Las Vegas, Fighth Judicial District Court Case No.A-18- 8 | 1440-1477
780184-C
Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Granting
City of Las Vegas’ Motion for Summary Judgment in 180 Land Co.
cece LLC v. City of Las Vegas, Eighth Judicial District Court Case No.A- 8 1478-1515
18-780184-C (Dec. 30, 2020)
DDDD Peter Lowenstein Declaration 9 1516-1522
DDDD-1 Exhibit 1 to Peter Lowenstein Declgratlon: Diagram of Existing 9 1523-1526
Access Points
DDDD-2 Exhibit 2 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: July 5, 2017 Email from 9 1527-1531
Mark Colloton
DDDD-3 Exhibit 3 to Peter Lowenstein I.)ecllaratlon: June 28, 2017 Permit 9 1532-1533
application
Exhibit 4 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: June 29, 2017 Email from
DDDD-4 Mark Colloton re Rampart and Hualapai 9 | 13341536
DDDD-5 Exhibit 5 to Peter Lowejnsteln Declaration: August 24,2017 Letter 9 1537
from City Department of Planning
DDDD-6 Exhibit 6 to Peter Lowenstein Deqlaratlon: July 26, 2017 Email from 9 1538
Peter Lowenstein re Wall Fence
Exhibit 7 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: August 10, 2017
DDDD-7 Application for Walls, Fences, or Retaining Walls; related materials ? 1539-1546
DDDD-8 Exhibit 8 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: August 24, 2017 Email 9 1547-1553
from Steve Gebeke
DDDD-9 Exhibit 9 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: Bill No. 2018-24 9 1554-1569
Exhibit 10 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: Las Vegas City Council
DDDD-10 Ordinance No. 6056 and excerpts from Land Use & Rural 9 1570-1577
Neighborhoods Preservation Element
Exhibit 11 to Peter Lowenstein Declaration: documents submitted to
DDDD-11 | Las Vegas Planning Commission by Jim Jimmerson at February 14, 9 1578-1587
2017 Planning Commission meeting
EEEE GPA-72220 application form 1588-1590
FFFF Chris Molina Declaration 1591-1605
FFFF-1 Fully Executed Copy of Membership Interest Purchase and Sale 9 | 1606-1622

Agreement for Fore Stars Ltd.

Page 6 of 11
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Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.
FFFF-2 Summary of Comm}mlcatlor'ls.ls)'etween Developer and Peccole family 9 1623-1629
regarding acquisition of Badlands Property
FFFF-3 Reference map of properties involved in transactions between 9 1630
Developer and Peccole family
FFFF-4 Excerpt of appraisal for One Q;ggglsrldge place dated October 13, 9 1631-1632
FFFF-5 Site Plan Approval for One Queensridge Place (SDR-42006) 1633-1636
FFFF-6 Securities Redemption Agreement dated September 14, 2005 1637-1654
FFFF-7 Securities Purchase Agreement dated September 14, 2005 1655-1692
FFFF-8 Badlands Golf Course Clubhouse Improvement Agreement dated 9 1693-1730
September 6, 2005
FFFF-9 Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release dated June 28, 2013 10 | 1731-1782
FFFF-10 June 12, 2014 emails and Letter of Intent regarding the Badlands Golf 10 | 1783-1786
Course
FFFF-11 July 25, 2014 email and initial draft of Golf Course Purchase 10 | 1787-1813
Agreement
FFFF-12 August 26, 2014 email from Todd Davis and revised purchase 10 | 1814-1843
agreement
FFFF-13 August 27, 2014 email from Billy Bayne regarding purchase 10 | 1844-1846
agreement
FFFF-14 September 15, 2014 ema'ul aqd draft letter to BGC Holdings LLC 10 | 1847-1848
regarding right of first refusal
FFFF-15 November 3, 2014 email regarding BGC Holdings LLC 10 | 1849-1851
FFFF-16 November 26, 2014 email and initial draft of stock purchase and sale 10 | 1852-1870
agreement
FFFF-17 December 1, 2015 emails regarding stock purchase agreement 10 | 1871-1872
FFFF-18 December 1, 2015 email and fully executed signature page for stock 10 | 1873-1874
purchase agreement
December 23, 2014 emails regarding separation of Fore Stars Ltd. and
FFFF-19 WRL LLC acquisitions into separate agreements 10| 1875-1876
FFFF-20 February 19, 2015 emails regarding notes and clarifications to 10 | 1877-1879
purchase agreement
February 26, 2015 email regarding revised purchase agreements for
FFFF-21 Fore Stars Ltd. and WRL LLC 10 1880
February 27, 2015 emails regarding revised purchase agreements for
FFFF-22 Fore Stars Ltd. and WRL LLC 10 1881-1882
FFFF-23 Fully executed Membership Intleirf(s:t Purchase Agreement for WRL 10 | 1883-1890
Page 7 of 11
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Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.
FFFF-24 June 12, 2015 email regarding cII;llsll)louse parcel and recorded parcel 10 | 1891-1895
FFFF-25 Quitclaim deed for Clubhouse Parcel from Queensridge Towers LLC 10 | 1896-1900
to Fore Stars Ltd.
FFFF-26 Record of Survey for Hualapai Commons Ltd. 10 1901
FFFF-27 Deed from Hualapai Commons Ltd. to EHC Hualapai LLC 10 | 1902-1914
FFFF-28 Purchase Agreement between Huglapal Commons Ltd. and EHC 10 |1915-1931
Hualapai LLC
FFFF-29 City of Las Vegas’ First Set of Interrogatories to Plaintiff 10 | 1932-1945
Plaintiff 180 Land Company LLC’s Responses to City of Las Vegas’
FFFF-30 First Set of Interrogatories to Plaintiff, 3" Supplement 10| 1946-1973
FFFF-31 City of Las Vegas’ Second Set of Reguf.:sts for Production of 11 | 1974-1981
Documents to Plaintiff
Plaintiff 180 Land Company LLC’s Response to Defendant City of
FFFF-32 Las Vegas’ Second Set of Requests for Production of Documents to 11 | 1982-1989
Plaintiff
September 14, 2020 Letter to Plaintiff regarding Response to Second
FFFF-33 Set of Requests for Production of Documents 11| 1990-1954
First Supplement to Plaintiff Landowners Response to Defendant City
FFFF-34 | of Las Vegas’ Second Set of Requests for Production of Documentsto | 11 | 1995-2002
Plaintiff
Motion to Compel Discovery Responses, Documents and Damages
FFFF-35 Calculation, and Related Documents on Order Shortening Time 11| 2003-2032
Transcript of November 17, 2020 hearing regarding City’s Motion to
FFFF-36 | Compel Discovery Responses, Documents and Damages Calculation, 11 | 2033-2109
and Related Documents on Order Shortening Time
February 24, 2021 Order Granting in Part and denying in part City’s
FFFF-37 | Motion to Compel Discovery Responses, Documents and Damages | 11 | 2110-2118
Calculation, and Related Documents on Order Shortening Time
FFFF-38 April 1, 2021 Letter to Plaintiff regarding February 24, 2021 Order 11 |2119-2120
April 6, 2021 email from Elizabeth Ghanem Ham regarding letter
FFFF-39 dated April 1,2021 11 | 2121-2123
FFFF-40 Hydrologic Criteria and Drainage Design Manual, Section 200 11 | 2124-2142
FFFF-41 Hydrologic Criteria and Drainage Design Manual, Standard Form 1 11 2143
FFFF-42 Hydrologic Criteria and Drainage Design Manual, Standard Form 2 11 | 2144-2148
FFFF-43 Email correspondence regarding minutes of August 13, 2018 meeting 11 | 2149-2152

with GCW regarding Technical Drainage Study

Page 8 of 11

13520




McDONALD m CARANO

2300 WEST SAHARA AVENUE, SUITE 1200 ¢ LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102

PHONE 702.873.4100  FAX 702.873.9966

|\ T NG TR NG T NG T NG T NG T N T N i N T S e e S e e S—y
O N N R~ WD = DO D NN YN WD -

Exhibit Exhibit Description Vol. | Bates No.
FFFF-44 Excerpts from Peccole Ranch Master Plan Phase II regarding drainage 11 121532159
and open space
FFFF-45 Aerial photos and demonstratlvp aids showing Badlands open space 11 |2160-2163
and drainage system
August 16, 2016 letter from City Streets & Sanitation Manager
FFFF-46 regarding Badlands Golf Course Drainage Maintenance 11| 2164-2166
FFFF-47 Excerpt from EHB Companies promo.tlonal materials regarding 1 2167
security concerns and drainage culverts
Landowners’ Reply in Support of Countermotion for Judicial
Determination of Liability on the Landowners’ Inverse Condemnation
GGGG Claims Etc. in 180 Land Co., LLC v. City of Las Vegas, Eighth 11| 2168-2178
Judicial District Court Case No. A-17-758528-J (March 21, 2019)
State of Nevada State Board of Equalization Notice of Decision, In the
HHHH Matter of Fore Star Ltd., et al. (Nov. 30, 2017) | 2179-2183
11 Clark County Real Property Tax Values 11 | 2184-2199
1 Clark County Tax Assessor’s Property Account Inquiry - Summary 11 |2200-2201
Screen
February 22, 2017 Clark County Assessor Letter to 180 Land Co.
KKKK LLC, re Assessor’s Golf Course Assessment 1 2202
Petitioner’s Opening Brief, In the matter of 180 Land Co. LLC (Aug.
LLLL 29, 2017), State Board of Equalization 12 12203-2240
MMMM September 21, 2017 Clark County Assgssqr Stipulation for the State 12 2941
Board of Equalization
Excerpt of Reporter’s Transcript of Hearing in 180 Land Co. v. City of
NNNN Las Vegas, Eighth Judicial District Court Case No. A-17-758528-] 12 | 2242-2293
(Feb. 16, 2021)
June 28, 2016 Letter from Mark Colloton re: Reasons for Access
0000 Points Off Hualapai Way and Rampart Blvd. 121 2294-2299
PPPP Transcript of City Council Meeting (May 16, 2018) 12 | 2300-2375
QQQQ Supplemental Declaration of Seth T. Floyd 13 | 2376-2379
QQQNO-1 1981 Peccole Property Land Use Plan 13 2380
QQQQ-2 1985 Las Vegas General Plan 13 | 2381-2462
QQQQ-3 1975 General Plan 13 | 2463-2558
QQQQ-4 | Planning Commission meeting records regarding 1985 General Plan 14 | 2559-2786
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I am an employee of McDonald Carano LLP, and that on the 25" day
of August, 2020, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS IN
SUPPORT OF CITY’S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO DETERMINE TAKE
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BILL NO. 2000-62 o
ORDINANCE NO. 5250 FIRST AMENDMENT

AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE “LAS VEGAS 2020 MASTER PLAN,” AND TO PROVIDE
FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS.

Proposed by: Willard Tim Chow, Dlrector Summary: Adopts the Las Vegas 2020
Planning and Development Master Plan.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN

~ AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1' That certain docum'ent entitled the “Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan,”
including its appendlces, is hereby adopted and incorporated herein by this reference. The material
prov151ons of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan were approved by the Planning Commission on the
15th day Qf June, 2000. Copies of the Plan shall be ma.mtam_ed on file in the office of the City Clerk
and in the Planning and Development Department. B

SECTION 2:  The City’s General Plan, as adopted in 1992 by Ordinance No. 3636

and as amended; ?shajl_ continue in effect in o:r,der_f“to address elements and issues that are not

cor'itai’r';.ed or addressed in the Las Vegas _2020 Master Plan. Where the provisions of the Las Vegas

2020 Master Plan conflict or are inconsistent with provisions of the City’s 1992 General Plan, as
amended, the provisions of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan shall govern to the extent of any conflict
or inconsistency.

SECTION 3: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof, is for any reason held to be unconstitutional, or invalid

or ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or

 effectiveness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council ofthe

City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,
subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,

invalid or ineffective.

CLV208167
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SECTION 4: All érdiniances or pérts of ordinances or sections, subsections,

phrases,sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas,
Nevada, 1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

~ PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this. £ % day 054% 2000.

| B | APPROVED:
By L ZoZ L) \
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST
, R(C ity Clerk
||APPROVED AS TO FORM:

W 2{//'2000

Date

CLV208168
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The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City

! Council on the 2™ day of ﬂiglﬂt, 2000 »and- referred to the foilowing committee composed of
2 the Councilmen Weekly and Mack for recommiendation; thereafter the said committee reported
3 favorably on said ordinance on the 6% day of September, 2000 which was a _regular meeting
4| of said Council; that at said regular ‘meeting, the proposed ordinance was read by title to the
5 City Council as amended and adopted by the following vote:
6/ VOTING “AYE”: Mayor Goodman and Councilmemb_érs M. McDonald, Reese, Brown,
7 L.B. McDonald, Weekly and Mack
8 VOTING “NAY”: NONE
9 EXCUSED: NONE

10} APPROVED:

11

12

13 | W s Y

OSCAR BGOODMAN, Mayor 1

ATTEST:

CLV208169
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See First Amendment

BILL NO. 2000-62
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE “LAS VEGAS 2020 MASTER PLAN,” AND TO PROVIDE
FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS.

{Proposed by: Willard Tim Chow, Director Summary: Adopts the: Las Vegas 2020

Planning and Development Master Plan.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN
AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1: That certain document entitled the “Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan,”

including its appendices, is hereby adopted and incorporated herein by this reference. The material
lprovisions of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan were approved by the Planning Commission on the
15th day of June, 2000. Copies of the Plan shall be maintained on file in the office of the City Clerk |.
and in the Planning and Development Department.

SECTION 2: The City’s General Plan, as adopted in 1992 by Ordinance No. 3636
and as amended, shall continue in effect in order to address elements and issues that are not
contained or addf‘essed in the‘L.'as Vegas 2"020. Mastgr Plan. Where the provisions of the Las Vegas
2020 Mvastler Plan conflict or are inconsistent with p;oi/isions of the City’s 1992 General Plan, as
a.rﬂeﬂde’d, the provisions of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Piaq shall govern to the extent of any conflict
or incopsistency. |

T SECTION 3:7 Ifany section'; sﬁbscction, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
hrase m thls brdiﬁance of any pAe;:t.'thereof,’ is for any reé,_son held to be unconstitutional, or invalid
Er ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, sﬁch ‘deci's';lon shall not affect the validity or

effectiveness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of

the City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection,

subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or
ore sections, subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared
.'conéﬁmtional, invalid or ineffective.

SECTION 4: All ordinances or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases,

CLVv208170
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ATTEST:

O 0 NN N wn s W N

BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

bﬁ%ﬂiﬁﬁzif 7 -2 2008

Date

sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,
1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.
PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this day of ,2000.

APPROVED:

By

OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor

CLV208171
3263

13531



O 0 9 N W b W N =

N [\] [\ &) — Pt It P It Pt ot - Pk ot
SN — (=) e} (-] ~3 (=)} W E*S w N o (=]

o 3O W B

The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council on the

| day of , 2000, and referred to the following committee composed of -
and | ) forrecommendaﬁon;
ithereafter the said committee repbrted ‘favorably on said ordiﬁance onthe  day of
v , 2000, which was a meeting of said Council; ﬂlat at said

meeting, the proposed ordinance wasread by title to the City Council '

N
w

as first introduced and adopfed by the following vote:
VOTING "AYE": -

VOTING "NAY":
ABSENT: |
APPROVED:
By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:

BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk

CLVv208172
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T FRST AMENDMENT

| BLLNO.2000€2 | .,
AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE
"LAS ~VEGAS MASTER

PLAI
OTHI

Proposed by: Willard Tim Chow,

Director Planning and
Devel

o] . R
Summary: Adopts the Las Vegas |

2020 Master Pian.

Ata Cg Council meeting
AUGU! 2000 .
BILL NO: WAS READ BY
TITLE: AN REC-

OMMEND! MMITTEE: _ -
Counclimen Weekly and Mack |

| COPIES OF THE COMPLETE BILL'
ARE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC IN-
FORMATION IN THE OFFICE- OF

PUB: August 18, 2000
Las Vegas Review-Journal

N AND_TO ‘PROVIDE FOR:
ER RELATED MATTERS .

OOR, .

RECEIVED
£ITY CLERR

1008 AUG 23 Al 19
AFFP - DISTRICT COURT
' Clark County, Nevada
_ AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF ‘NEVADA) ‘
COUNTY OF CLARK) ss:

LaToyce Warren, being lst_duly‘ sworn, deposes and says:

That she is the Legal Clerk for the Las Vegas Review-Journal and the Las Vegas
Sun, daily newspapers regularly issued, published and circulated in the City of

Las Vegas, County of Clark, State of Nevada, and tﬁat the ‘advertisemént,. a true

‘copy attached for,

IV CITY CLERK - ‘ . 2296311LV -
1376256

was continuously puhlishéd in said Las Vegas Review Journal and/or Las Vegas Sun in 1

edition(s) of said newspaper issued from 08/18/00 to 08/18/2000, on

- the following days: AUGUST 18, 2000

2/

'SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS THE

' . day of _ W 2000

7

Notary Public

MARY B. SHEFFIELD
Notary Public - Nevada
7 No. 99-53968-1

” My appt. exp. Mar. 8, 2003

CLVv208173
3265
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N + * BILL'NO. 2000-62

I" -~ FIRST AMENOMENT
ORDINANCE NO. 5250

AN owmunncs TO ADOPT mz
PIAR," AN 70 DRC PROVIDE sFczEsz
ek RELATED MATTERS

Planning and.Deveiop-
me

5ummary= Adomsthe Las 3
_2020 EQaS

apove and 1 foregolng crdl

| following vote:'
JOTING'* AYE"'wuqyérGoom

'COPBOFTHECWPLETEORD&

Propused 1Ly ¥ WIIIardTlm Chcw e

AFFP DISTRICT COURT
Clark County, Nevada

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF NEVADA)
COUNTY OF CLARK) ss:

8501V 81 43S non

LaToyce Warren, being 1lst duly sworn, deboses and says:

That she is the Legal Clerk for the Las Vegas Review-Journal and the Las Vegas
Sun, daily newspapers regularly issued, published and circ;zlated in the City of
Las Vegas, County of Clark, State of Nevada, and that the advertisement, a true
copy attached for, -

LV CITY CLERK : 2296311LV
1405351

==
—irn
~< ¢
oM

RN
a3A

was continuously published in said Las Vegas Review Journal and/or Las Vegas Sun in 1

edition(s) of said newspaper issued from 09/08/00 to 09/08/2000, on

the following days: .SEPTEMBER 8, 2000

Signed:_

Toyer (idniiess
7

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS THE

day of W 2000
M A ,é_«?%%

Notary Public

MARY B. SHEFFIELDs
Nolary Public - Nevade
, Nc. 99.53968-1

My apot. exp. Mar. 8, 2003
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The City of Las Vegas Master Plan 2020
was adopted by

Planning Commission on June 15,2000

and was adopted by

City Council
through
Ordinance # 2000-62 on
September 6,2000

MP2020;GPlan-MPlan;pgmkrkb/9-22-00
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PREFACE

The City of Las Vegas has experienced a 73 percent
increase in growth over the last ten years, bringing its
current population to approximately 465,000. By the year
2020, the population of the city is expected to increase to
roughly 800,000. With this growth, air and water quality
have declined. Las Vegans' journeys to work are longer
and traffic is congested due to greater reliance on vehicles
to get to and from work and to meet daily needs.

The city’'s Downtown and older areas are experienc-
ing deterioration, disinvestment and higher rates of vacan-
cies as new communities have been built on the fringes of
the city’s boundaries, creating isolated, walled neighbor-
hoods and further dispersing higher income residents.
The trend of inadequate housing Downtown where jobs
are more abundant, and an insufficient number of jobs to
support the growing population in newly developing
areas, is expected to continue unless the city reshapes its

Growth in the city during the 1990s included

developments such as Desert Shores (foreground)

and Summerlin, in the northwestern area of the

city, shown here in 1997.

MP2020;GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr:kb/9-22-00

future. How can growth be accommodated while enhanc-
ing the city’s quality of life and livability?

For these reasons the City decided to undertake the
preparation of a new Master Plan. The process incorpo-
rated a bottom-up, grass roots approach through the use
of a large, diverse Steering Committee comprised of civic
leaders, homeowners association groups, architects,

o
engineers, land use attorneys and planners. This Steering K]
Committee formulated a vision statement that helped E
A
HeaR2020 5
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shape the preparation of the new Plan’s goals, objectives
and policies. A Technical Committee, comprised of City
department heads and members of outside agencies,
reviewed and refined the input from the Steering Commit-
tee.

The process also included two rather innovative
efforts, a community vision survey and the application of a
suite of GIS models designed to test land use allocation,
traffic, air quality and property tax assessment changes.
The survey was used to determine the community’s level
of concurrence with the concepts and strategies devel-
oped by staff, the Steering Committee and the Technical
Committee to reshape the city's future. The modeling was
used to determine the degree to which the new Plan’s
goals, objectives and policies would enable the city to
accommodate growth while addressing air quality, traffic
congestion and property assessments.

This Master Plan represents Phase | of the Master Plan
project. This document forms the framework for the
contents of a series of elements, special area plans and
long-term land use designations, including a revised future
land use map that are part of Phase Il.

"""" 2020
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BACKGROUND TO
PLAN PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

This Master Plan is entitled “The Las Vegas 2020
Master Plan”. This Plan is intended to provide a broad
and comprehensive level of policy direction for future
land use decisions and related aspects of corporate
planning in the City of Las Vegas through the year 2020.
The intent of the Plan is also to ensure that the City of Las
Vegas is in compliance with the requirements of all
applicable state laws.

Although a principal role of this document is to
provide guidance to City staff, the Planning Commission
and City Council in the determination of planning-related
decisions, the Master Plan is also intended to act as a
readable, handy reference to the development commu-
nity and the general public.

The structure of the Master Plan is contained in four
sections:

= A background section which explains the basis for
the Master Plan and the methodology used for
researching and preparing the Plan;

= A section containing a Vision Statement, which
states goals, policies and objectives of each of the
components of the Plan, and outlines the implica-
tions of full implementation of the Master Plan;

= A section containing a description of the land use
classifications and overlays of the Plan; and

= A section which proposes the Implementation
Methodology for the Plan.

Please note that references to the City of Las Vegas
Administration are made using a capitalized “City”,
whereas geographical references to the City of Las Vegas
are made using the word “city”.

--» Background to Plan Process
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OVERVIEW OF CITY GROWTH

POPULATION TRENDS

The population of permanent residents of the
city in 1999 was 465,050, or 35 percent of Clark
County’s total population (Figure 1). Figure 2
shows the population for all incorporated cities in
Clark County. Map 1 illustrates the geographic
location of the City of Las Vegas in relation to Clark
County and the other Las Vegas Valley municipali-
ties. The city’s population increased by more than
93,000 in the 1980s. The city has grown by
196,720 since 1990, for an increase of 73.3 percent
during the nine-year period. This numeric popula-
tion change is second highest in the nation among
all cities, second only to Phoenix. According to the
U.S. Census Bureau, the city’s percentage increase
was 5th highest in the nation among cities with
over 100,000 people. In fact, Las Vegas climbed
the ranks of large cities in the U.S., growing from
63rd largest in 1990 to 37th by 1998.

Historically, more than 80 percent of the
county’s total population growth has come from net
migration (in-migration minus out-migration) as the
economy produces jobs that attract workers from
other labor markets. The net migration rate for the
city is similar to that of the County (Figure 3).

The city’s population is distributed across the
City at varying densities. Generally, the most
densely populated areas are in the central Down-
town, the Penwood/Arville area and along the U.S.
95 / I-515 corridor to the west and northwest (Map
2, showing population by traffic analysis zone). Itis
important to note that twice as many people live
west of Decatur Boulevard as live east of Decatur
Boulevard, and over 96 percent of the population
growth over the next twenty years under the
current trend is projected to occur in the west and
northwest portions of the city. The city is expected
to add over 300,000 people over the next 20 years
for a 2020 projection of 760,000 to 800,000
people.

"""" e 2020

Figurel
Population Growth
1600000
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Source: Nevada State Demographer
Figure2
Population Growth in Clark County
1990 1999 %Increase | Growth Rate
Boulder City 12,760 14,860 16.5 1.7
Henderson 69,390 177,030 155.1 11.0
Las Vegas 268,330 465,050 733 63
Mesquite 1,960 14,070 6179 245
North Las Vegas 50,030 117,250 1344 99
Unincorp. Clark
County 367,810 555,280 51.0 47
Total Clark
County 770,280 1,343,540 744 64
Source: Nevada State Demographer
Figure3

Components of
Las Vegas’ Population Increase

S

Net Migration

Natural Increase

Sources: Nevada State Demographer
Nevada Department of Human Resources
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Jurisdictional Boundaries within the
Las Vegas Valley
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April 1,2000
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Source: City of Las Vegas Planning and Development Dept.
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-p Background to Plan Process

Map 3 shows by census tract where the growth has Map 2
occurred in the city over the last nine years. As can be City of Las Vegas
seen, the Downtown area, along with some older neigh- . .
borhoods, have lost population since 1990, primarily as a Population Density (1999)

result of increasing vacancies and transitioning land use Persons per Acre
from residential to office or commercial functions. The o |-5
high growth areas are Summerlin and the northwest N 6-10
portion of the city. In fact, the census tract that includes M1 -15
Summerlin had the greatest population growth of any 16 -25
census tract in the nation over the last nine years. These — I 26 - 45
trends are projected to continue in the absence of any I Greater than 46
policy intervention. é
[
Age distribution has been shifting in i

favor of school age children (ages 5-17) and
seniors (65+) during the 1990s, although all
age categories gained population (Figure 4).
The City of Las Vegas is part of the Clark
County School District, and has 50 elemen-
tary schools, 13 middle schools, 7 high
schools and 2 advanced academies within its limits. The

School District has a high school dropout rate of 9 percent
compared to 4.5 percent nationally. As of 1998, seniors

comprised just over 10 percent of the population, while

school age children made up nearly 20 percent. Both

categories nearly doubled in population during the 1990s.

There were 40,000 more school age children in 1998 than

in 1990, and 25,000 more seniors. In comparison, there

were 110,000 more people between the ages of 18 and 64, Map 3
and 13,000 more toddlers (under age 5).

|~ ™|
01234 5MILES

US95/1-515

Source: City of Las Vegas Planning and Development Dept.

City of LasVegas
Population Change (1990-1998)
HOUSING TRENDS

- Population Change

As of July 1999, the City of Las Vegas had 188,000 ((P_o 1108-0
housing units. There were 68,152 more housing units in N | :2 500
the city than in 1991, for an overall increase of 57 - 250" - 5200
percent. In 1999, 56 percent of the units were single M 5201 - 9,200
family dwellings, reflecting a trend that has seen a larger 9.201 - 24,000
share of single family units being constructed in the B Greater than 90,000
city (Figure 5). In 1991, for example, the mix of
single family to multi-family units was 51 é
percent to 46 percent (the remaining
three percent are manufactured hous- ]2
ing). The trend towards more single ﬂ%

family homes is expected to continue as
the majority of units that will be con- T
structed in the northwest and southwest [ H
will have a single family to multi-family mix === . e 4
of 80/20 and 60/40, respectively.
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Source: City of Las Vegas Planning and Development Dept.
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Figure 4
Age Distribution Within Las Vegas
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Figure 5
Housing Units Within Las Vegas
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Although the majority of residents in the Las Vegas
Valley have housing, a 1999 study by the University of
Nevada, Las Vegas, found that there were 6,707 homeless
persons in the Las Vegas Valley, 3,932 of whom lived in
the City of Las Vegas.

A continued shift in housing unit types to single
family forms has implications for future traffic patterns.
For example, single-family detached housing units typically
have more persons per household, more vehicles, and
generate more trips. Single-family households generate
more trips for shopping, education, work and generally
running family members to and from various activities.
Achieving an improved jobs/housing balance, along with
having a greater mix of housing types and greater socio-
economic diversity in households will help to alleviate
traffic congestion for the city and throughout the Las
Vegas Valley. According to the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, Nevada has one car for every 1.8 persons. If this
number holds for the city, there are roughly 260,000
registered automobiles belonging to city residents.

ECONOMIC TRENDS

Gaming and tourism have been the key industries in
Las Vegas for more than 60 years, and are the principal
drivers of employment growth across all major industrial
sectors. Las Vegas, as a whole, is an economy that relies
heavily on service industries, which account for 45 percent

Summerlin, the fastest selling master planned community in the
nation, has been a key area of city growth.
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Map 4

City Land Development Patterns

Moccasin Rd.

Hualapai
)
—

Ann Rd.

Long Mtn.

Cheyenne Avel ]

"'Decatur Blvd.

Beltway

City of Las Vegas
Commercial Areas

. Downtown

* Floyd Lamb State Park

Kyle Canyon

McCarran International Airport
* Nellis Air Force Base

© North Las Vegas Air Terminal

e 2020

Redevelopment Plan Area

“ The “Strip”
Summerlin North & West Planned Communities

Town Center

® University of Nevada Las Vegas %

= Current City of Las Vegas Boundary

April 1,2000
*Employment Nodes

[— —
0 I 2 3 4 5MILES
Source: City of Las Vegas Planning and Development Dept.

MP2020;GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr;kb/9-22-00

CLV063668
3281

13550



Employment

Figure 6
Employment by Sector Within Clark County
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of the total Las Vegas Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
employment. Of that, 57 percent is in hotel/gaming and
recreation (HGR) services. In fact, more than 26 percent of
the total work force is employed in HGR. The Las Vegas
MSA includes Clark and Nye Counties in Nevada and
Mohave County in Arizona. The vast majority of Las Vegas
MSA employment is in the Las Vegas Valley. Map 4
illustrates the pattern of city land development and shows
major employment nodes.

There were 33.8 million visitors to the Las Vegas Valley
in 1999, compared to 21 million in 1990. According to the
Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority, 60 percent of
visitors to the Las Vegas Valley visited Downtown and 12%
stayed in Downtown hotels. The additional visitors have
peen accommodated by the development of 46,564 hotel
rooms in the Las Vegas Valley during the 1990s, for a 1999
total of 120,294 rooms. The development in hotel proper-
ties, in turn, has been the driving force behind residential
and commercial development in the City of Las Vegas and
throughout the Las Vegas Valley.

Las Vegas has attempted to diversify its economy to
pecome less reliant on HGR. Employment in the manufac-
turing sector, though relatively small, has more than
doubled since 1990, compared with zero to negative
growth nationally. The construction industry, which may
pe an example of growth feeding on growth, has shown
employment gains of 85 percent since 1990 and now
makes up 10 percent of the total workforce (Figure 6).

The gaming industry has provided a steady employ-
ment base for Las Vegas. For the most part, unemploy-
ment in the MSA has remained below the national rate.
This is due primarily to the rapid expansion in hotel/
casinos and mega-resorts. Local experts calculate that for
each new hotel room, one job is created within the hotel,
and one and one-half jobs are created outside the hotel,
for a net gain of 2.5 jobs per hotel room. This multiplier
effect creates demand for businesses that support the
hotels, as well as businesses that support the growing
population.

-» Background to Plan Process
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Between 1980 and 1990, the county workplace
experienced change. Overall, the participation in the
labor force changed little, going from 70.2 percent to 70.6
percent, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. But during
the decade, the share of women in the labor force in-
creased by seven percent, while male participation de-
creased by four percent. Overall, minority participation
increased during the 1980s. The increase was driven
primarily by the increased participation of African-American
and Hispanic women. It is expected that the 2000 census
will reveal that these trends continued through the 1990s.

It's estimated that 28 percent of the jobs in the Las
Vegas Valley are in the City of Las Vegas (source: City of
Las Vegas Planning and Development Department). The
majority of city employment is in the Downtown area and
in Summerlin in the western portion of the city (Map 5).
The dispersion of employment throughout the city can
help improve the jobs / housing balance, increase com-
muting traffic that goes against the major flow of traffic
coming into the business core, and ultimately improve
traffic congestion throughout the city. Based on current
trends, the Northwest Town Center is projected to capture
a large share of the city’s future employment growth,
along with Summerlin and the Downtown office core.

Map 5
City of Las Vegas
Jobs by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) - 1999
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WHY A NEW MASTER PLAN?

The City's General Plan was last rewritten in 1992.
The tremendous increase in population and employ-
ment growth that has occurred in the Las Vegas Valley,
particularly in the last ten years, has rendered the
current General Plan inadequate. Plans for city services
and infrastructure need to be based on accurate demo-
graphic and employment forecasts for timely implemen-
tation.

In particular, a number of events have occurred
over the 1998/1999 time frame, which point to the
need to revisit the 1992 General Plan (Chart 1). These
are discussed in some detail in the following sections.

Chart |
Events Leading to New Plan Hf.ﬁerzozo

Strategic Plan

RING AROUND THE VALLEY

During the 1997 Nevada State Legislature, growth
and planning issues were at the forefront of the public
policy debate. Senator Dina Titus introduced the con-
cept of establishing an urban growth boundary around
the Las Vegas Valley. Pundits dubbed her proposal the
“Ring Around the Valley”. Her intention was to begin to
curb so-called “leapfrog development” that was occur-

ULI Panel ring outside established service boundaries, and also to
>~and Report encourage redevelopment and infill development.
[}

Model Cities
Project

Urban growth boundary proponents argued that,
py forcing new development to be contiguous with
existing development, local governments would be
more likely to follow their Master Plans, and as impor-
tantly, to time capital improvements to meet the needs
of growth and development in an orderly and efficient
manner. Opponents argued that the growth boundary
was an infringement into local government issues, and
would increase land costs and ultimately inflate housing
prices. Furthermore, they argued, the Las Vegas Valley
already had a defacto growth boundary in the form of
the Bureau of Land Management's disposal boundary.

--» Background to Plan Process
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Assemblywoman Chris Giunchigliani also introduced
the idea of establishing a regional planning authority for
the entire Las Vegas Valley during the 1997 legislative
session. A compromise with Senator Jon Porter and others
did establish the Southern Nevada Strategic Planning
Authority. The SNSPA, consisting of some 28 entity, com-
munity and business leaders, set out on a two year course
to identify common needs and concerns, review existing
entity plans and documents, and create a regional plan-
ning agenda. The SNSPA delivered its report and recom-
mendations, including the formation of a permanent
regional planning authority, to the 1999 Nevada Legisla-
ture. (See Regional Issues section on page 18.)

ULI PANEL AND REPORT

An interlocal agreement between the Valley entities
resulted in a request to the Urban Land Institute to form an
advisory panel, which convened in October 1997. The
membership of the panel consisted of a range of business
and development interests, educators and others. The
outcome of this panel session was a report entitled “Livable
Las Vegas: Managing Growth in the Las Vegas Valley”,
produced in 1998. This report contained a series of
recommendations aimed at improving the overall livability
of the region.

The recommendations of the panel
stressed the importance of building
strategic leadership as a means of formu-
lating and achieving a vision for the
future. The panel also highlighted the
importance of ensuring that an adequate
amount of land and water are available
to support the anticipated levels of
development. The panel identified the
need to build on strengths within the
community in order to maintain a vital
economy and foster a livable community.

The panel also suggested that the
Valley entities need to focus on adding
value to the core quality of life components and on im-
proving the valley economy. Finally, the panel endorsed a
smart growth approach to future development. The
policies of the Master Plan are oriented to achieving the
recommendations as set out in the ULl report.

"""" e 2020

ULI Advisory Panel, collecting public input, 1997.
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MODEL CITIES PROJECT

The Model Cities Project was a study of four western
cities recognized for their livability and business climate:
Seattle, Portland, San Diego and Phoenix. The purpose of
the study was to evaluate the opportunities and threats
facing the city as it considered alternative planning policies
to address regionalism, growth and quality of life. The City
sent staff members to meet with business leaders, develop-
ers, elected officials and public sector officials and learn
from their experiences working within a regional planning
framework, and to better understand the pros and cons of
various growth management strategies.

In November 1997, a report was delivered to the
Mayor and City Council. The following recommendations
are contained in the report:

= Develop long-term community goals through exten-
sive public participation and community visioning;

= Develop a growth strategies framework to achieve
the goals identified by citizens and community
leaders;

= Create an implementation plan that incorporates
attainable funding strategies;

= Create benchmarks to monitor progress and provide
a continuous feedback loop to decision-makers; and

= Continue to enhance urban design and aesthetic
standards that assist developers in revitalizing older
neighborhoods and creating new neighborhoods of
enduring values.

As a follow-up to the Model Cities Project, a series of
six town hall meetings were held to discuss growth and
planning in Las Vegas. Among the more than five hun-
dred town hall attendees who participated in a survey,
more than two-thirds felt that the pace of development in
the Valley has detracted from quality of life. However, less
than one-third wanted to slow growth, the remainder
agreed that City policy should accommodate growth and
over 80 percent felt a regional planning agency would be
most effective in addressing growth issues.

QUALITY OF LIFE SURVEY RESULTS

A survey was conducted in February 1999 by the City
of Las Vegas in conjunction with researchers from the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. The purpose of the
survey was to provide information on a range of quality of

--» Background to Plan Process
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life issues facing Valley residents. The results of this survey
were published in October 1999, and provided residents’
opinions on the quality of their neighborhoods, the factors
most important to their quality of life, on whether quality
of life is improving or declining, which elements are the
most important to improve, and which elements residents
are willing to pay more for through taxes.

The results of this statistically accurate survey focused
on air, water, traffic and crime as major issues. These
issues have been factored into the development of this
Master Plan, to ensure that quality of life issues are ad-
dressed throughout the Plan.

REGIONAL ISSUES

The timing of this Master Plan is in line with regional
efforts which have been underway for some time, and
which will be concluding in 2002.

In 1997, approval of Senate Bill No. 383 by the
Nevada State Legislature established the Southern Nevada
Strategic Planning Authority (SNSPA). The mandate of the
SNSPA was to:

= |dentify and evaluate the needs of Clark County
relating to its growth;

= Prioritize the objectives and strategies relating to the
growth of Clark County; and

= Recommend to the 70th session of the Nevada
Legislature strategies for meeting the growth needs
and objectives of Clark County.

In 1998, the SNSPA completed a report, which,
among other things, recommended the formation of a
regional planning authority in the Las Vegas Valley. As a
result, the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition
(SNRPC) was created by interlocal agreement among the
Valley entities in October 1998, and received formal
legislative standing, authority and mandates in May 1999.
This body is comprised of representatives of all the munici-
pal entities in the Valley, as well as representatives from
other utility and service providers in the Valley.

The SNRPC has been vested with the responsibility of
preparing a regional plan by March 2001. Consultants
were approved in March 2000, and began work on this
regional plan. It is anticipated that this regional plan will
focus on land use issues, infill development and the
development of public facilities.

"""" e 2020

Regional solutions will be necessary to address such
things as traffic and air quality issues.
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The City must ensure that its policies with regard to
regional issues are adequately reflected in the Master Plan,
and that the policies of the Master Plan, representing
contemporary thinking on these matters, can be incorpo-
rated directly into the regional planning framework cur-
rently being developed.

A host of issues have come to light both before and
during the preparation process of the Master Plan that will
require a regional perspective to address. These include
the roadway and transportation network, which is an
amalgam of local, county and state initiatives and funding
responsibilities, and the full development and integration
of a seamless Valley-wide transit system, including provi-
sions for a high-volume, high-speed fixed guideway to
connect the Downtown and major urban hubs across the
Valley.

The issues of good air and water quality are common
concerns of local residents. Regional solutions will be
necessary to address these issues, whether it is control of
particulate matter generated by inadequate land clearing
and construction practices, reduction of engine emissions
or ensuring that water quality remains high and supply
remains plentiful and inexpensive. The Master Plan con-
tains a policy framework that sets the stage for the resolu-
tion of these issues at a regional level.

NEVADA PLANNING REQUIREMENTS
(Nevada Revised Statutes, Chapter 278)

During the 1999 session of the Nevada State Legisla-
ture, bills were passed that resulted in changes to state
planning law, which had ramifications on comprehensive
planning for the City of Las Vegas. State law now requires
a mandatory land use component within a master plan, in
addition to the previous mandatory elements of popula-
tion, conservation and housing.

Since the city's 1992 General Plan already contained
a land use component, this change in state law was not
significant; however, the approval of “rural preservation
neighborhood” legislation by the state had a profound
effect on how these areas are to be recognized and
protected. The state requires that groups of ranch estate
housing that meet certain criteria be protected from
intrusion from higher density urban residential develop-
ment through the establishment of substantial buffer areas
around these enclaves. The intent is to use these buffers
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as areas in which a transition from urban to rural densities
can be achieved.

The Master Plan will offer protection to these rural
preservation areas as mandated by state legislation. There
is, however, a sunset provision on rural preservation
neighborhood legislation that expires in 2004. This issue
should be revisited at that time to determine if a shift in
policy to allow for further urban expansion into these
areas is appropriate.

CITY’S STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS FOR 2005

A major focus of the new Master Plan is to reflect the
recommendations contained in the City of Las Vegas
Strategic Plan 2005. This Strategic Plan is the annual
blueprint for future corporate activity by the City. This Plan
is the result of the development of a series of major policy
initiatives, as envisioned by the City’s senior management
team, with input and direction from the members of City
Council.

The City of Las Vegas Strategic Plan 2005, as ap-
proved by City Council in January 2000, is directed to four
major initiatives:

= Growth;

= Quality of Life;

= Reurbanization; and
= Fiscal Responsibility.

Specifically, the Strategic Plan 2005 calls for a revised
and updated Master Plan that integrates current policy
direction on a range of land use issues. In particular, the
need to revitalize the city’s core and the need to stabilize
the older neighborhoods surrounding the Downtown are
key directions that are emphasized in the Strategic Plan
2005, particularly through the development of more
Downtown housing. Itis crucial that redevelopment is
fostered on vacant and underutilized sites within these
areas, primarily focused on residential market-rate develop-
ment. This resident population will be the needed catalyst
to bring a range of retail and service commercial uses into
the Downtown core.

The Strategic Plan also calls for needed infrastructure
improvements to be carried out within the older portions
of the city. These infrastructure investments, some of
which may be funded in conjunction with new develop-
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ment, will aid in the improvement of investor confidence
to bring new residential and mixed-use projects to the
Downtown and adjacent areas.

Another important policy set, which is referenced in
the Strategic Plan, is the need to respond to current traffic
problems and the identification and planning of future
transportation needs. These issues will need to be re-
solved within both a local and a regional context, and will
require broad level policy direction through the Master
Plan.

The Strategic Plan also calls for improved opportuni-
ties for economic diversification within the City of Las
Vegas. Although there is no doubt that gaming and
tourism will remain the principal components of the local
economy, there is a need to explore the opportunities to
pring other economic sectors into the city. In particular,
there may be opportunities in the further development of
a fledgling local film industry, and of high technology
sectors such as internet providers and computer support
technologies.

Public outreach and stakeholder participation were
identified in the Strategic Plan as vital components of a
successful master planning exercise. Later sections of this
Plan show how the development and approval process
used for the new Master Plan incorporated innovative
techniques to obtain a wide range of public comment and
participation.
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EXPLANATION OF PLAN
PROCESS

The following sections explain the structure and role
of the Master Plan, and the methods that were used to
compile input and feedback to the development and
completion of the Plan. These components were essential
to prepare a Master Plan that identified and responded to
issues of common concern.

CAPSTONE ROLE OF MASTER PLAN

This document is intended to provide broad solutions
through a series of goals, objectives and policies. The
strategy is to provide direction within the Master Plan,
which will drive the preparation and contents of a series of
elements, special area plans and long-term land use
designations.

The elements will deal in depth with specific issues
such as parks, housing, public safety and conservation.
The special area plans will address areas with unigue local
land use, development and design issues, such as the
Downtown, the Northwest Town Center and West Las
Vegas, within specific geographical boundaries. The long-
term land use designations will refine the current system of
land use categories to provide a broad level of policy
direction within the Master Plan.

The capstone strategy allows City Council to set
broad directives for future development through the
Master Plan. The subsequent direction contained in the
individual elements, in the special area plans and in long-
term land use designations allows City Council to consider
selected issues within this broad policy context and to
ensure that more specific policy direction on these issues
or for these areas is provided in keeping with the overall
pbroad policy structure as established in the Master Plan
(Chart 2).
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PHASING OF MASTER PLAN COMPONENTS

The overall program for the Master Plan process
consists of two phases. Phase One included the research,
preparation and approval of this Master Plan document.
The intent was to produce a framework of broad direc-
tives, in the form of goals, objectives and policies, which
could guide the city’s growth during a twenty year plan-
ning horizon.

It was recognized that a broad policy framework does
not provide the level of specificity necessary to guide all
aspects of the growth and development of a large, com-
plex and rapidly growing city; however, it was critical to
get agreement in a policy context on the overall direction
for managing and directing future growth through the
Plan period. Once consensus was achieved at the macro
level, more detailed planning will then be conducted to fill
in the broad framework.

This is the role of Phase Two of the Master Plan
process. Specific elements addressing other potential
planning issues mandated through state statute will then
pe prepared. Phase Two will allow for the identification of
areas warranting the preparation of special area plans,
and the research, preparation and approval of such plans.
Phase Two will include the preparation of a revised future
land use map, to address and eliminate the issues posed
Py the current land use scheme. Finally, Phase Two will
identify and initiate a detailed implementation program for

Chart 3 the Master Plan.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN

The Master Plan process and scope of work was
developed during the summer of 1999. After presenta-
tions to Planning Commission and City Council in Septem-
ber 1999, these bodies endorsed the commencement of a
nine-month work program (Chart 3). A detailed work
program schedule is found in Appendix C to this Plan.

It was decided that a committee structure would offer
an efficient and effective means of input and feedback on
the development of the policy framework. Alarge 52-
member Steering Committee was appointed by City
Council to guide the Plan preparation process. This
Steering Committee was comprised of representatives of a Steering Committee members working in break out
broad range of stakeholder and interest groups sessions to draft vision statement, November 3, 1999.
across the City. This group not only represented
development, realty, business and professional
interests, but also represented homeowners’
associations and members with specific environ-
mental, cultural and religious views and con-
cerns.

The Master Plan Steering Committee met to
formulate responses to issues, to develop a
vision to drive the Plan process, to consider
alternative strategies prepared by Planning and
Development Department staff in response to
the Plan Vision, and to provide input on the
direction and content of the Master Plan goals,
objectives and policies. The in-depth participa-
tion from the members of the Committee was a
critical component in the effort to prepare a long-range
plan that was responsive to the identified needs and
aspirations of the community.

A Technical Committee was also formed to comple-

ment the activities of the Steering Committee. The Techni-  pjanning staff working with the Technical
cal Committee was comprised of senior members of City Committee to review the Steering Committee’s
departments, as well as representa- draft vision statement, November 15, 1999.

tives of utility agencies, the Regional
Transportation Commission, Regional
Flood Control, the Metropolitan Police
Department and the Clark County
School District. The Technical
Committee’s role was to assess the
strategies developed through the
Steering Committee and determine
the implications on existing municipal
and agency programs, and to provide
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advice based on technical considerations, during the
preparation of the Master Plan.

Although the roles of these committees conclude at
the time of final approval of the Master Plan, it is antici-
pated that some of their members, particularly the Steering
Committee, will be asked to serve on working subcommit-
tees that may be necessary to address specific aspects of
the implementation phase. These aspects may be topical
in nature (e.g. a housing subcommittee) or may address a
geographically defined issue (e.g. future development of
the Kyle Canyon/U.S.95 corridor).

The important point to note is that this approach
allowed information regarding the Master Plan proposals
to be quickly dispensed and circulated among a wide
range of interest groups and authorities, and for feedback
on these proposals to be received by the staff assembling
the Master Plan in a very effective manner. In the case of
the Steering Committee, this allowed the staff to draft a
Master Plan using information generated by the commu-
nity itself.

SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT

Early in the plan preparation process, it was deter-
mined that there were a number of strategic approaches
or scenarios for future development that had significant
value and should factor into the city’s long-range plan-
ning. In order to fully develop and evaluate these sce-
narios, a one-day charrette was conducted by the Plan-
ning and Development Department in October 1999.

A “charrette” is an intensive short-term exercise or
workshop, derived from an evaluative process developed
in European architectural schools in the 18th century, in
which designs or proposals are presented, discussed and
critigued in a group setting. The charrette conducted for
evaluation of potential Master Plan scenarios involved staff
from a range of City departments and local agencies.

The attendees were asked to self-select into groups
and to have each group develop a conceptual scenario.
The broad concepts that provided the basis for these
scenarios were developed by staff prior to the charrette.
The scenarios that were considered were:

= An urban core reinvestment (Downtown-oriented)
scenario;
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= A scenario focused on Northwest sector growth,
including the future Beltway;

= A mass-transit oriented scenario;

= Adecentralized nodal scenario, with growth focused at
nodes located at the intersections of primary roads; and

= A “triad” scenario, with growth focused on the Down-
town, Town Center and Summerlin areas - each area
having a different emphasis among government,
business and entertainment functions.

The groups presented their ideas for each scenario,
and there was group discussion regarding the merits and
drawbacks of each scheme. Following the charrette, staff
worked to compile the positive aspects of all the scenarios
into a composite scenario. The five scenarios and the
composite scenario were then presented to the Steering
Committee, where the Committee critiqued the proposals in
break out sessions. The scenarios were also presented to
the Technical Committee for review and comment. Staff
then revised the composite scenario based on the input
from the two committees.

The composite scenario was an important develop-
ment in the overall Master Plan process because it was able
to illustrate where shifts in land use policy would be
necessary to accomplish the overall vision of the
Master Plan.

The composite scenario led to the formulation
of two types of policy sets in the Master Plan. The
first type are those aimed at three geographic
areas: the Downtown, which is addressed
through a Reurbanization Strategy, the central city
area, which is addressed through a Neighborhood
Revitalization Strategy, and the Northwest, which
is addressed through a Newly Developing Areas
Strategy in the Master Plan (Map 6). The second
type of policy set are those which apply city-wide, and
include: Economic Diversity, Cultural Enhancement, Fiscal
Management and Regional Coordination.

COMMUNITY VISION SURVEY

It was determined that a survey would be a reasonable
and efficient method of obtaining public opinion on a
range of land use and urban design issues which had come
to light through early committee discussions and through
general planning practice.

Many of the questions were based on ideas raised by
the ULl panel, in the Quality of Life Survey, and in the

"""" e 2020

Participants in initial design charrette of
October 14, 1999, discussing future
development scenarios.
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Map 6
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& ------p Background to Plan Process

charrette; the challenge lay in the administration of a
survey that would reach a representative cross-section of
the local population, collating the results, and inputting
this information into the planning process early enough in
the planning process for these results to have a meaning-
ful impact on the development of policies.

The principal vehicle for the delivery of the survey
was the internet. The Planning and Development Depart-
ment created a dedicated website, discussed in greater
detail below under “Public Outreach Components”, which
allowed access to the survey.

Using the firm of Looney Ricks Kiss, Inc., from
Princeton, N.J., and Community Planning and Research
from Seattle, WA, consultants who had been involved with
the early development of the concept of community
visioning surveys in the U.S., and who have pioneered the
administration of such surveys using computer technol-
ogy, a survey was developed to ask a total of 52 questions
on the following topics:

= Downtown Redevelopment;

= Neighborhood Revitalization;
= Transitions and Buffers;

= Commercial Corridors;

= Walkable Neighborhoods; and
= Mass Transit.

A number of questions sought to obtain demo-
graphic information about the respondents. The survey
consisted largely of a series of images, in
which the respondent was asked to select his
or her preferred image from a group of
images, which he or she felt best addressed a
particular issue. There were also some text-
only opinion questions.

The survey was administered on the
website, in both English and Spanish, from
January 21, 2000 to March 10, 2000. In
addition, a series of six public meetings were
held to allow members of the public who may
not have had access to a computer, to partici-
pate in the survey. Also, surveys were distrib-
uted to the public with postage-paid return
envelopes at a number of neighborhood meetings held by
several City Council members during February and March
2000. Finally, surveys and return envelopes were distrib-
uted to the city’s 25 leisure and arts centers for general
community access.

"""" e 2020

The introductory page of the Community Vision
Survey, as it appeared on the World Wide Web
from January 21, 2000 to March 10, 2000.

credit: Looney Ricks Kiss, Inc. and Community Planning and Research

MP2020;GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr;kb/9-22-00

CLV063684
3297

13566



MP2020,GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr:kb/9-22-00

In total, 763 surveys were completed. The full results
of this exercise are reported in Appendix A to this Plan.
The responses generally supported the initiatives which
were being concurrently developed through the commit-
tee process. Most people:

= were in favor of safe, affordable Downtown housing;

= wanted Downtown park space;

» felt that mixed-use development was acceptable;

» preferred neighborhoods that allowed for walks to
parks, shopping and transit; and

= supported the use of strong urban design controls to
foster a vibrant and interesting urban fabric.

These results, in part, led to the development of
distinct geographic strategies, including a reurbanization
goal, which encourages redevelopment of the Down-
town, a neighborhood revitalization goal which would
incorporate denser mixed-use redevelopment within older
areas and a goal encouraging walkable, transit-friendly
suburban development.

While the results of this survey cannot be considered
to be scientifically representative, as those completing the
survey were not selected randomly, the survey does
provide a meaningful insight into the views of those
interested enough in the future of the city to invest at least
fifteen minutes of their time in completing the survey. This
process was intended to provide yet another perspective
on the development and review of long-range policies.

By the time the survey results were fully tabulated,
some initial work had been done on the development of
the goals, objectives and policies of this Plan. The results
of the community vision survey served to:

= validate a significant portion of the policy frame-
work developed to that point;

= provide direction for modifying the policy struc-
ture; and

= added insights for additional policy development
within the emerging Plan.

As such, the survey results were a direct source of
public input to the Plan that provided a valuable counter-
point to the policy structure being developed through the
work of the Steering Committee.

k2020
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GIS MODELING OF MASTER PLAN

A major criticism of broad-level, long-range policy
development is that there is much uncertainty as to the
outcome of these policies, if they are implemented, after a
period of ten or twenty years. In preparing this Master
Plan, a suite of computer models assisted in predicting
policy outcomes, and helped to determine if policy inter-
ventions would in fact achieve their intended results.

Research was conducted to determine if there was
an existing model in place which could be used to test the
proposed land use policy sets, or if a new model would
have to be developed. Fortunately, the Clark County
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) was in the final
stages of developing a model, which was suitable for the
purpose. The RTC graciously offered to provide the
model, and training, to the City for testing of the draft
land use policy sets of the Master Plan. A full report on the
outcome of this testing process is contained in Appendix B
to this Master Plan.

The RTC's model is called the Small
Area Allocation Model (SAAM). It tests the
attractiveness of land for development
using a grid of small areas (in this case,
traffic analysis zones, or TAZs, were used).
The user is able to go into the model and
establish control totals for population,
housing or employment within specific
TAZs. These totals are then subtracted
from the overall totals in the model.
When the model is run, it redistributes the
net overall totals within the remaining
TAZs based on the attractiveness indica-
tors within the model.

Land use and transportation models were used to test the Master
Plan’s proposed growth strategies.

The benefit of this model is that it
was developed with a Valley-wide data-
base, so that any changes to City policy
can be tested in a Valley-wide context.
This much more accurately reflects reality
than an exercise which only looks at the
city in isolation. This is particularly signifi-
cant in the Las Vegas setting, where the
geographical inter-relationships of the
municipal entities in the Valley cannot be
ignored.

With the aid of the firm of GIS/Trans,
Ltd, from Torrance, California and Dr. Eric

---p Background to Plan Process
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Heikkila of the University of Southern California, a baseline
was created to test the continuance of the existing policy
framework; in other words, in the absence of future policy
intervention, the baseline projection attempted to identify
the likely pattern of growth and development in the Valley
over the next twenty years.

Then the three strategies, which evolved through the
committee process, were tested through the model; these
were the Downtown Strategy, the Neighborhood Revital-
ization Strategy and the Newly Developing Areas Strategy.
The assumption was that the initiatives contained within
these strategies would be fully realized. The model would
then project the levels of growth in population, housing
and employment that would result. Further, the model
would determine how the resultant growth would be
spatially distributed across the County within the TAZ
structure.

These strategies were then applied to a transportation
model (TRANSCAD) and an air quality model (MOBILE 5) to
determine the long-range effects on mobility and pollution
within the Valley.

Although the three land use strategies were modeled
separately and are discussed in detail in Appendix B, it was
the simultaneous modeling of the three strategies (com-
posite strategy) in comparison to the baseline strategy,
which yielded the most interesting results. In the baseline
model, city growth declined over the Plan period, with a
progressively greater proportion of new growth going
southward into Clark County. The baseline model con-
tained virtually no redevelopment, and the central city area
lost commercial share and declined in residential popula-
tion.

In the composite strategy, however, which entails a
significant jump in Downtown housing and employment,
some striking increases in these sectors occur in some of
the transitional areas near the Downtown. Secondly,
although areas like Summerlin grew predictably, they
grew at slightly slower rates than in the baseline, with
strong rates of new growth in the Northwest Sector,
particularly around Town Center.

Perhaps the most significant results were in the
transportation area, where the composite strategy showed
markedly lower traffic congestion levels on the primary
road network, than that displayed for the baseline model;
this meant that the composite created less traffic conges-
tion, even though it contained a greater share of Valley-
wide population growth than the baseline strategy.
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The final step in this modeling process was to project
these results through the City’s new Fiscal Impact Assess-
ment (FIA) Model, so that the marginal costs of public
services and improvements could be considered. The
intent is to be able to link service levels with the cost of
new development or redevelopment.

Long term use of this FIA model will allow the City to
compare the public costs for services and facilities neces-
sary for new development, and to determine if the rev-
enues generated by that new development would cover
those added marginal costs. If not, then the choice may
be to increase general taxes, or to reduce service levels. In
either case, the City will be better equipped to consider
the long-range implications of future development and
redevelopment.

PUBLIC OUTREACH COMPONENTS

The need to obtain public input and commentary is
vital to the success of any comprehensive planning pro-
gram. To achieve this end, the steps taken started with
the formation of a Steering Committee which was repre-
sentative of a wide range of business interests, including
the real estate and development industries, homeowners’
associations and various social, environmental and cultural
interests.

In addition to representing many organized groups
within the Las Vegas community, the Steering Committee
was convened as a public body and was subject to open

The Community Vision Survey asked the public for input on the key issues of the future.

credit: Looney Ricks Kiss, Inc. and Community Planning and Research
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meeting law. This meant that every meeting was officially
advertised, and was open to comments and guestions
from the floor.

The community vision survey, which was conducted
from January to March 2000, also offered another oppor-
tunity for significant public input. The fact that this survey
was offered in Spanish, both via the internet and as
handouts at a series of public meetings, indicated the
desire to ensure that the large Spanish-speaking commu-
nity in Las Vegas had a chance to voice its views.

The principal vehicle for access to the community vision
survey was a dedicated website developed by the Planning
and Development Department. In addition to providing this
access, the website offered valuable information regarding
the plan process, the schedule of work accomplished to date,
agendas and minutes from the committee meetings, and
answers to frequently asked questions. This website also
provided contact information for those wishing to contact the
Master Plan team members. This website was hot linked to
the City’'s own intranet site, to the commercial Vegas.com site,
and to the home page of the Clark County Comprehensive
Planning group.

The Master Plan project was the subject of feature
Poster advertising public meetings for the segments on the “City Beat” show on the City’s own
Community Vision Survey. television station, KCLV. These segments have aired a
number of times since December 1999. There were also
numerous press releases to the media at key points during
the plan preparation process.

Lastly, presentations were made on the Master Plan
during the plan preparation process at a number of
neighborhood meetings sponsored by members of City
Council. During the approval phase of the Master Plan, a
number of public presentations dealing directly with the
Master Plan were also conducted. OnJune 5, 2000, a
joint Planning Commission/City Council workshop was
held to discuss the draft Plan to date. This was an open
meeting, and members of the public were in attendance
to share their views regarding the Plan. Of course, the
meetings of the Planning Commission and City Council at
which the Master Plan received final approval were also
advertised public meetings.

All of these steps linked together during the entire
plan preparation process to create an ongoing commit-
ment to provide a full public outreach effort, giving all
sectors of the public an opportunity to participate in the
process and have their voices heard in creating a compre-
hensive vision for the future of Las Vegas.
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-p» Vision Statement

VISION STATEMENT

Early in the Plan preparation process, the Master Plan
Steering Committee developed a Vision Statement. This
Vision Statement is intended to guide the direction and
emphasis of the goals, objectives and policies of the Master
Plan.

The Vision Statement for the Las Vegas 2020 Master
Plan is as follows:

the master
plan 2020
vision

@

I s : By 2020, Las Vegas will become a multi-cultural and diverse
community where people and families are our top priority,
where we can live and grow together in safe and distinctive
neighborhoods. Our people wil achieve their highest potential
in education, employment, business, recreation, and arts and
culture. Ve will have a fully developed sense of pride in our
desert environment, our history, our community, our future

and our variety of citizens while promoting a high and
sustainable quality of life and economy for all.
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FOCUS OF THE
MASTER PLAN

The goals, objectives and policies of the Master Plan
center on several themes. These themes, which were
developed based on consensus among the Steering
Committee, Technical Committee and planning staff
represent the aspirations of Las Vegans that will require
long-term planning commitments to realize.

These themes are Reurbanization, Neighborhood
Revitalization, Newly Developing Areas, Economic Diver-
sity, Cultural Enhancement, Fiscal Management and
Regional Cooperation.

Steering Committee reviewing the draft vision statements which were synthesized into Master Plan
themes, November 3, 1999.

N ------» Focus of the Master Plan
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-» Reurbanization

REURBANIZATION

Simply put, reurbanization means creating a vibrant,
urban environment at the core of the city where people
choose to live, work, and play. Establishing a mix of
housing along with shops, parks, and educational and
cultural amenities is the key to the City’s redevelopment
efforts. Urban housing will provide a steady client base for
services and shops, entertainment and restaurants, allow-
ing Downtown to become a cultural and economic center
for the entire community. Map 7 illustrates the boundaries
of the area affected by reurbanization policies.

Map 7

Downtown Reurbanization Area
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GOAL 1: The Downtown area will emerge as the preeminent hub of business, residen-
tial, government, tourism and gaming activities in the City of Las Vegas and as
a major hub of such activities in the Las Vegas Valley.

OBJECTIVE 1.1:To develop a significant housing component within the Downtown area,
which will act as a catalyst for the establishment of a range of retail and
service commercial uses to serve Downtown residents.

POLICY 1.1.1: That a series of Districts with distinctive edges and themes be estab-
lished. Examples of such emerging themes that should be encour-
aged are an Arts District, the Downtown South District, the North-
ern Strip District and the Office Core District.

POLICY 1.1.2: That each of these Districts (with the exception of the office core
and areas reserved for gaming functions) should have a residential
component.

POLICY 1.1.3: That new market rate, multi-unit, mixed-use residential development
be encouraged on vacant or underutilized sites. Such projects
should include a ground floor commercial component, where ap-
propriate.

POLICY 1.1.4: That safe, affordable and mixed-income residential development
continue to be developed within the Downtown area.

OBJECTIVE 1.2:To improve the livability of the Downtown through the creation of a series
of safe, attractive and interesting public open spaces and non-vehicular routes
to connect these open spaces and other major Downtown activities.

POLICY 1.2.1: That each District be focused around a central open space, park,
public facility or landmark which lends identity and character to
that District.

POLICY 1.2.2: That a major civic square, open space or park be developed in the
central business/government district core, to serve as a focal point
for the city and contribute to the identity, functionality and amenity
of the Downtown.

POLICY 1.2.3: That all Downtown parks and open spaces be linked with non-
vehicular corridors or routes. These routes may incorporate a theme,
and should be readily identifiable through sidewalk treatments,
signage, lighting, landscaping and other techniques. Enhanced
streetscapes should be developed along selected corridors. The
intent is to foster a safe, pleasant and convenient pedestrian envi-
ronment. The City will promote the use of public/private partner-
ships to develop Downtown open space.

c

2

©

POLICY 1.2.4: That the City promote facade enhancements and other amenities =

through the use of improvement districts and other means. 8

:
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POLICY 1.2.5: That the City improve the quality and appearance of signage through
review, amendment and consistent application of its Sign Code.

POLICY 1.2.6: That the City encourage street vendors as a means of improving the
pedestrian environment.

POLICY 1.2.7: That the City develop a specific set of urban design requirements
that are applicable to Downtown Las Vegas in order to improve the
aesthetics and appearance of private development and of public
projects in the Downtown area.

OBJECTIVE 1.3:To recognize the role of gaming, tourism and entertainment as a principal
focus of Downtown Las Vegas, while at the same time to expand the role of
other commercial, government and cultural activities in the Downtown core.

POLICY 1.3.1: That the Fremont Street Experience continue to be the focal point
for tourist and gaming activities within the Downtown. An impor-
tant secondary node for existing and future tourist and gaming ac-
tivities should be the area north of Sahara Avenue and south of St.
Louis Avenue, west of Las Vegas Boulevard.

POLICY 1.3.2: That new retail and service commercial development be encour-
aged within the Downtown to serve the emerging housing market.
In particular, this development should be weighted towards restau-
rants, retail shops, and service businesses intended to serve local
residents as well as the tourist market.

POLICY 1.3.3: That the role of the Downtown as the preeminent center of govern-
ment activities in the Las Vegas Valley be continued and strength-
ened.

POLICY 1.3.4: That the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan continue to be used as a
means of promoting the development of the Downtown as the re-
gional center for finance, business, and governmental services, en-
tertainment and recreation, while retaining gaming and tourism.

OBJECTIVE 1.4:To retain, where viable, historical structures which represent the architec-
tural, cultural and social legacy of the City of Las Vegas.

POLICY 1.4.1: That the buildings within the greater Downtown area which have
been identified on the City's inventory of historic structures be
adaptively reused where financially viable. Flexibility in terms of the
reuse of these buildings should be encouraged, provided that the
reuse does not have undesirable impacts on surrounding sites.
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POLICY 1.4.2: That the City develop guidelines for reuse of historical structures,
including the scope of modifications and the use and extent of
exterior business signage.

OBJECTIVE 1.5:To bring cultural, entertainment and sports facilities that will draw patrons
from across the Las Vegas Valley to the Downtown area, to provide another
dimension to the attraction of Downtown Las Vegas.

POLICY 1.5.1: That the City pursue the development of a performing arts center
within the Downtown area.

POLICY 1.5.2: That the City explore the potential viability of a major sports enter-
tainment center for the City of Las Vegas.

POLICY 1.5.3: That an Arts District be promoted as a center of cultural and arts
activities within the Downtown.

POLICY 1.5.4: That entertainment activities, such as movie theaters and live per-
forming arts, be developed within the Downtown, to serve both a
local and regional population.

OBJECTIVE 1.6:To provide high quality transit service including integrated bus and rapid
transit, which serves the Downtown and which connects the Downtown
with other employment, entertainment and shopping nodes within the Val-

ley.

POLICY 1.6.1: That the City cooperate with the Regional Transportation Commis-
sion, other Valley entities, other levels of government and private
sector investors to develop fixed guideway transit systems.

POLICY 1.6.2: That the phasing of any guideway route be prioritized to connect
the Downtown and the Strip, and subsequently to connect Down-
town to the McCarran Airport, Northwest Town Center and
Summerlin areas.

POLICY 1.6.3: That the City support efforts to develop a mag-lev train system be-
tween Downtown Las Vegas and Southern California, connecting
points in between to the extent feasible.

OBJECTIVE 1.7:To ensure that educational and training opportunities appropriate to the
population and workforce in the Downtown are developed. Such educa-
tional opportunities are intended to apply to grades K-12, as well as col-
leges, universities, and trade and vocational schools.

POLICY 1.7.1: That the City cooperate with regional and private educational insti-
tutions to bring education providers, as well as other technical,
vocational and other appropriate training providers into Downtown
campus locations, while encouraging a diversity of higher educa-
tion.

MP2020,GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr:kb/9-22-00 hﬂ%ﬁ%@\% 2020 -------

-» Reurbanization

CLV063695

3308

13577



-» Reurbanization

OBJECTIVE 1.8:To ensure that the needs of the homeless are addressed in a manner which
is compatible with the other long range objectives for the Downtown.

POLICY 1.8.1: That the City support policies and programs related to addressing
the needs of, and reducing the number of, the local homeless popu-
lation.

POLICY 1.8.2: That the City coordinate its homeless activities with all other involved
Valley entities, in order to arrive at regional solutions where appro-
priate.

POLICY 1.8.3: That the City identify and evaluate the core issues that create a home-
less population, and attempt to address those issues to the extent
possible.
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NEIGHBORHOOD
REVITALIZATION

Neighborhood Revitalization embodies a strategy of
halting and reversing the decline of some older areas,
which have been affected by a range of social ills or
impacted by a shift in the land use base. These may be
neighborhoods which require improvements in infrastruc-
ture, or which have seen increases in property crime,
vandalism and graffiti. These neighborhoods may be
experiencing greater amounts of through traffic and noise
than in the past; the rapid growth of the city can be most
directly felt in its mature neighborhoods.

The Master Plan seeks to stabilize and improve these
areas that form the heart of the community, protect them
from the intrusion of non-residential land uses, and where
a transition to incompatible non-residential activities is
underway, to integrate these uses in a sensitive and
attractive manner. A key component of neighborhood
revitalization is the redevel-
opment of declining
commercial centers or
vacant land into mixed-use
urban hubs, creating a
walkable and interesting
urban environment. Map
8 shows the area which is
the focus of neighborhood
revitalization strategies.

Mayor Oscar B. Goodman and his staff
participating in the March 14, 2000 Steering
Committee meeting.
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GOAL 2: Mature neighborhoods will be sustained and improved through appropriate
and selective high quality redevelopment and preservation.

OBJECTIVE 2.1:To focus residential reinvestment on transitional sites within the central city
area at densities that support mass transit usage.

POLICY 2.1.1: That mixed-use residential/commercial developments occur on sites
currently occupied by declining commercial centers or vacant land.

POLICY 2.1.2: That development on vacant or underutilized lots within existing
residential neighborhoods be sensitive in use and design to surround-
ing development.

POLICY 2.1.3: That urban hubs at the intersections of primary roads, containing a
mix of residential, commercial and office uses, be supported.

POLICY 2.1.4: That new commercial development be designed in a walkable and
non-vehicular friendly manner, providing shelter from sun and wind,
with outdoor seating areas and other amenities and parking areas
located away from the street.

Map 8
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POLICY 2.1.5: That neighborhoods be encouraged to revitalize through a variety
of incentives, which may include accessory apartments and relax-
ation of setback requirements where offset with enhanced land-
scaping in areas deemed appropriate.

POLICY 2.1.6: That, where feasible, neighborhoods be distinguished from one
another through urban design elements, lighting, or landscaping
features, or other community focal points which are unigue to each
neighborhood.

POLICY 2.1.7: That the demand for transportation services be reduced by improv-
ing the balance between jobs and housing and by creating op-
tions for people to live and work within walking or cycling distance
of their place of work.

POLICY 2.1.8: That the concept of walkable communities with porches and neigh-
borhood amenities, be promoted in areas of residential reinvest-
ment.

OBJECTIVE 2.2:To ensure that low density residential land uses within mature neighbor-
hoods can exist in close proximity to higher density residential, mixed-use,
or non-residential land uses by mitigating adverse impacts where feasible.

POLICY 2.2.1: That any higher density or mixed-use redevelopment which is adja-
cent to lower density residential development incorporate appro-
priate design, transition, or buffering elements which will mitigate
adverse visual, audible, aesthetic and traffic impacts.

POLICY 2.2.2: That senior citizens” and assisted living housing be encouraged to
develop, both to meet the needs of community residents who wish
to age in place in their neighborhoods, and as a means of increas-
ing residential densities in these areas.

POLICY 2.2.3: That design standards be adopted to address the need for transi-
tions between different kinds of urban land uses.

OBJECTIVE 2.3:To prepare, adopt and implement special area plans (Map 9) and neighbor-
hood plans where more detailed planning is needed. These special area
plans shall conform to and implement the Master Plan and address land use
and other issues specific to that area. Neighborhood plans shall be pre-
pared in conformance with the neighborhood planning process.

POLICY 2.3.1: That the Downtown Centennial Plan, in conjunction with appro-
priate neighborhood plans, such as the Downtown Neighborhood
2000 Plan, provide such direction for Downtown.

POLICY 2.3.2: That a West Las Vegas Plan provide such direction for West Las
Vegas and adjacent areas.

POLICY 2.3.3: That a Medical District Plan provide such direction for medical facili-
ties and support services for area hospitals and their adjacent resi-
dential neighborhoods.

--» Neighborhood Revitalization
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Map 9
Special Area Plans
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POLICY 2.3.4:

POLICY 2.3.5:

POLICY 2.3.6:

POLICY 2.3.7:

POLICY 2.3.8:

POLICY 2.3.9:

POLICY 2.3.10:

That historic districts provide such direction to preserve the archi-
tectural heritage of Las Vegas.

That special area plans be prepared for other areas of the city where
appropriate.

That a beautification upgrade of the Rancho Drive corridor be con-
sidered by the City to support its anticipated future role as the
location of a major transit corridor, greenway and pedestrian/
bikeway.

That the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan continue to be used as a
means of promoting the development of commercial areas near
the Downtown, as identified within the Redevelopment Area, in
order to optimize the vitality of these areas, and to support the
role of the Downtown as the regional center for finance, busi-
ness, and governmental services, entertainment and recreation,
while retaining gaming and tourism.

That the Las Vegas Technology Park continue to provide opportu-
nities for high technology and medical-related research and in-
dustry for the western part of Las Vegas.

That the Spectrum Business Park continue to provide opportunities
for light industrial and office activities supporting eastern Las Vegas.

That the Town Center Plan provide such direction for the area in
the vicinity of the US 95 / Beltway intersection.

OBJECTIVE 2.4:To ensure that the quality of existing residential neighborhoods within the
City of Las Vegas is maintained and enhanced.

POLICY 2.4.1:

POLICY 2.4.2:

POLICY 2.4.3:

POLICY 2.4.4:

MP2020,GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr:kb/9-22-00

That the City aggressively promote, on an opportunity basis, the
acquisition and development of land for parks in central city
locations.

That the City continue to improve the level of maintenance of ex-
isting park areas within the city.

That the City facilitate the removal of graffiti and waste materials
left on public or private property and work with owners of ne-
glected property to improve the overall appearance of older neigh-
borhoods across the city.

That crime prevention and public safety be the primary priority for
the city’s neighborhoods, and that this priority be reflected in de-
sign and lighting of public spaces and in neighborhood design,
using established CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmen-
tal Design) principles, providing that this approach does not con-
tradict other important planning and design principles.
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--» Neighborhood Revitalization

POLICY 2.4.5: That the City work with neighborhood and homeowners” associa-
tions to learn about local concerns as they arise and respond to
these concerns in a comprehensive and timely manner.

POLICY 2.4.6: That the City assist local residents in mature neighborhoods in de-
veloping self-help techniques to protect and preserve the integrity
of their neighborhoods, and neighborhood associations and assist
in the development of special improvement programs offering lower
cost loans or other discounts for neighborhood restoration projects.

POLICY 2.4.7: That the City maintain and renovate its public infrastructure within
existing residential neighborhoods as needed.

POLICY 2.4.8: That the City improve the quality and appearance of signage through
review, amendment and consistent application of its Sign Code.

OBJECTIVE 2.5: To broaden and improve the range and types of professional and technical
education and training to serve the citizens of Las Vegas and the Las Vegas
Valley.

POLICY 2.5.1: That the City cooperate with regional and private educational insti-
tutions to bring higher educational opportunities to the city.

POLICY 2.5.2: That the City cooperate with regional and private educational insti-
tutions to bring vocational and technical training to the city.

OBJECTIVE 2.6:To improve the amount and quality of infill development on vacant and
underutilized lands within established areas of the city.

POLICY 2.6.1 That the City investigate the development of an incentive program
designed to encourage property owners to redevelop vacant or
derelict sites within the Neighborhood Revitalization area.

POLICY 2.6.2 That the City take steps to encourage the development of two, three
and four plex housing opportunities.
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NEWLY DEVELOPING
AREAS

Strategies will be needed to provide direction for
newly developing areas of the city, not just in terms of the
control of land use issues such as density or use, but
which will lend some direction towards the design and
appearance of these areas and facilitate the creation of
community.

The importance of creating neighborhoods that are
walkable and sustainable and which foster a sense of
community must be key elements of our newly develop-
ing areas. Just as important is the need to plan for an
adequate infrastructure that goes beyond basics; neigh-
porhood parks and trails to link them, picturesque streets
lined with trees and a range of housing types and options
are all elements which increase the humanity and comfort
of new neighborhoods as places to live and work. Map
10 illustrates the area affected by the strategies of this
section.

Map 10

Newly
Developing Areas

[ ] Northwest Sector Boundary

Newly Developing Areas

. County Lands Subject to
Future Annexations

. Other City of Las Vegas Lands

April 1,2000
Source: City of Las Vegas Planning and Development Dept.
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--» Newly Developing Areas

GOAL 3: Newly developing areas of the city will contain adequate educational facilities,
and recreational and open space and be linked to major employment centers
by mass transit, including buses, and by trails.

OBJECTIVE 3.1:To ensure that new residential subdivisions, with the exception of areas cur-
rently designated as rural preservation neighborhoods by Nevada statute,
are developed into walkable communities, where reliance on auto trips for
convenience shopping and access to education and recreation is minimized,
and where development densities support transit.

POLICY 3.1.1: That residential developers be encouraged to provide traffic calm-
ing measures in new residential neighborhoods, and where appro-
priate, narrower local streets. Standards for narrower local streets
shall provide adequate access for emergency vehicles and the dis-
abled. Where possible, sidewalks should be separated from the curb
by a landscaped amenity zone within the dedicated right-of-way,
with a tree canopy along the sidewalk.

POLICY 3.1.2: That new residential neighborhoods emphasize pedestrian linkages
within the neighborhood, ready access to transit routes, linkages to
schools, integration of local service commercial activities within a
neighborhood center that is within walking distance of homes in
the neighborhood.

POLICY 3.1.3: That residential areas be within walking distance of a neighborhood
park.

POLICY 3.1.4: That the City encourage developers to provide cluster homes and
alternatives to front-drive garages, or garages which dominate the
front building facade, and offer usable front porches or other seat-
ing areas that allow for interaction with passing neighbors and pro-
mote observation and defensible space.

POLICY 3.1.5: That urban hubs at the intersections of primary roads, containing a
mix of high density residential, commercial and office uses, and con-
taining pedestrian linkages, be supported.

OBJECTIVE 3.2:To ensure that rural preservation areas with distinctive rural residential char-
acter are preserved and buffered from surrounding higher density develop-
ment, in accordance with the Nevada Revised Statutes.

POLICY 3.2.1: That “rural preservation neighborhoods”, as defined by the State of
Nevada, be afforded the required transitional buffer where such
portions of the required buffer area fall within the City of Las Vegas
and are lands that are currently vacant.
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-p» Newly Developing Areas

POLICY 3.2.2: That land within such rural preservation neighborhoods located
within portions of Clark County located north of Cheyenne Avenue
and west of Decatur Boulevard be annexed to the City of Las Vegas
in order to provide them with urban municipal services. Any addi-
tional tax costs that would be borne by these property owners as a
result of such annexation would be phased into effect over several
years.

POLICY 3.2.3: That the City develop rural street and lighting standards for areas within
the city which are to remain rural in character in the long term.

POLICY 3.2.4: That the City revisit its policies regarding rural preservation legisla-
tion at such time as the applicable state statute expires.

POLICY 3.2.5: That the Northwest Sector Plan be amended to reflect the outcome
of a more detailed review of rural preservation issues and to offer a
set of recommendations regarding the City's mandated role to pro-
tect rural preservation neighborhoods

OBJECTIVE 3.3:To ensure that there is a diverse choice of affordable housing types and costs
that meets the present and future needs of the city’s population, provides
more opportunities for home ownership, and affords residents a greater op-
portunity to reside in the housing of their choice.

POLICY 3.3.1: That the City advocate for and participate in state and federal hous-
ing programs that are intended to provide for increased levels of
home ownership.

POLICY 3.3.2: That the City leverage funds, obtain private sector assistance and
funding commitments to broaden the range of housing options.

POLICY 3.3.3: That affordable housing, including quality mobile home parks, be
encouraged, and that incentives be considered for projects contain-
ing affordable, owner-occupied housing.

POLICY 3.3.4: That the City pursues a fair housing policy that discourages discrimi-
nation, avoids concentrating low-income housing, and encourages
a wider range of housing types.

POLICY 3.3.5: That seniors” and assisted living housing be encouraged to develop,
to meet the needs of community residents who wish to age in place
in their neighborhoods.

POLICY 3.3.6: That the Housing Element incorporate proposals which ensure a
diverse choice of affordable housing types and costs to meet present
and future needs.

OBJECTIVE 3.4:To ensure that adequate portions of the lands released for urban develop-
ment by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are developed for recre-
ational and educational public facilities, transit facilities and fire stations, that
will benefit the city (Map 11).
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POLICY 3.4.1:

POLICY 3.4.2:

POLICY 3.4.3:

POLICY 3.4.4:

That a minimum of 30 percent of available BLM lands be planned
for recreational and parks uses within the northwest sector of the
city, in the general vicinity of the intersection of Kyle Canyon Road
and US 95.

That detailed plans for recreation, parks and other uses be set forth
in a special area plan for the Kyle Canyon area. Any future Kyle
Canyon special area plan shall include policies to ensure that an
acceptable percentage of the residential and commercial portions
of Town Center is developed before residential, commercial and
industrial development is allowed in Kyle Canyon. The growth
planned for the Kyle Canyon area should not be in direct competi-
tion with any undeveloped portions of Town Center, and direct
competition with Downtown growth should also be considered.

That a minimum of 20 percent of available BLM lands within the
Kyle Canyon area be made available for the development of a high
technology business park, research and higher education, within
the northwest sector of the city.

That, only after the other policies of this section have been achieved,
and the City has communicated its lands requirements to the Bu-
reau of Land Management, that the City make available the remain-
ing surplus BLM lands in the northwest sector of the city for master
planned communities, which includes affordable housing.

OBJECTIVE 3.5:To enhance the visual quality of new development within the city.

POLICY 3.5.1:

POLICY 3.5.2:

POLICY 3.5.3:

POLICY 3.5.4:

POLICY 3.5.5:

MP2020,GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr:kb/9-22-00

That the City strengthen and enhance its urban design standards
to improve site landscaping and building design for new develop-
ment.

That the City work with the developers of master planned commu-
nities to ensure that the standards for these communities meet or
exceed those for citywide development.

That, where possible, development be designed and oriented to
ensure that view sheds of the mountain ranges surrounding the
Las Vegas Valley are preserved, possibly through the development
of a foothills ordinance or a set of specific urban design guidelines.

That the City improve the quality and appearance of signage through
review, amendment and consistent application of its Sign Code.

That the City sponsor/support educational programs in conjunc-
tion with other local agencies regarding the use of desert landscap-
ing.
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-p» Newly Developing Areas

POLICY 3.5.6 That the City encourage the use of desert landscaping for all new
development and redevelopment where practicable.

POLICY 3.5.7 That the City encourage landscaping which uses plants that pro-
duce minimal levels of pollen and which are non-allergenic.

OBJECTIVE 3.6:To ensure that adequate amounts of park space and trail systems are desig-

nated and developed to meet or exceed national standards and standards
established in the Master Plan Parks Element.

POLICY 3.6.1: That the City establish a parks system based on systematic parks clas-
sifications, park size requirements and service area standards.

POLICY 3.6.2: That new developments pay their fair share of park land acquisition
and development costs to ensure that national and local standards
are met for such new development.

POLICY 3.6.3: That the City obtain lands for parks in developed portions of the city
where established park standards are not being met.

POLICY 3.6.4: That lands acquired for parks purposes be obtained in proactive ways,
including land purchase through bond issues and land exchanges.

POLICY 3.6.5: That the City maintain high standards with respect to the mainte-
nance and operation of existing parks.

POLICY 3.6.6: That the City encourage the joint development of park space in con-
junction with school sites, under the Open Schools/Open Doors
agreement.

POLICY 3.6.7: That the City encourage the development of parks that link with
and take advantage of trail and pedestrian/bike traffic plans.

POLICY 3.6.8: That the City coordinate the planning, development and construc-
tion of a Valley-wide trail system with other Las Vegas Valley entities.

OBJECTIVE 3.7:To ensure that educational opportunities for the growing population and

e 2020

workforce in the newly developing areas of the city are developed.
POLICY 3.7.1: That the City cooperate with regional and private educational insti-
tutions to bring education providers, as well as other higher educa-

tional opportunities, and vocational and technical training, to these
outlying areas.
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ECONOMIC DIVERSITY

The driving force of the economy of Las Vegas is
obviously gaming and tourism. These are vital economic
sectors, which have created worldwide recognition for the
city and have fostered the tremendous and unparalleled
growth experienced by the city over the last two decades.
While it is expected that these economic sectors will
continue to dominate and drive the local economy in the
future, it is essential to plan for the diversification of the
economic base.

The City of Las Vegas should promote policies, which
support the retention of small businesses and the develop-
ment of local enterprises. The opportunities to support a
growing local film industry and to encourage growth of
high technology firms associated with the full range of
computer industry activities, such as software develop-
ment, internet service providers and other support tech-
nologies, should be maximized.

Broadening the city’s economy, strongly based on gaming and tourism, is a key Master Plan 2020 goal.
(Las Vegas Boulevard heading south; 1999)
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-» Economic Diversity

GOAL 4: The economy of the City of Las Vegas, while continuing to be strongly based on the
gaming and tourism industries, will broaden to include other business sectors that
can take advantage of the locational, climatic and work force advantages offered by
Las Vegas.

OBJECTIVE 4.1: To improve the economic resource base within the City by diversifying the range
of business opportunities.

POLICY 4.1.1: That the City assist in the development of a local film industry, facilitate
locational film work and provide opportunities for support services to
the film industry.

POLICY 4.1.2: That the City assist local high technology industries, in particular the
emerging e-commerce companies, software applications businesses and
medical technologies to expand.

POLICY 4.1.3: That the City support telecommuting as a means of reducing home-to-
work trips and work with those agencies responsible for upgrading
electronic infrastructure, such as telephone and cable systems, to sup-
port this trend.

POLICY 4.1.4: That the City support development of a high technology business park
in the northwest sector of the city.

POLICY 4.1.5: That the City support the development of small business incubators,
micro-revolving loan programs and other incentives.

POLICY 4.1.6: That the greater Downtown, including West Las Vegas, be recognized
as an area of special emphasis and priority with regard to economic
development opportunities.

POLICY 4.1.7: That the City continue to promote the Medical District as an area for the
development of health care services and related functions as well as
related residential facilities, such as nursing homes, assisted living facili-
ties and central housing for health care employees. The City supports
the development of additional health care facilities to meet city-wide
demand.

POLICY 4.1.8: That the City enhance job training in anticipation of diversifying eco-
nomic needs and encourage recruitment and referrals in all segments
of the citizenry to ensure equal access to employment opportunities.

POLICY 4.1.9: That the City continue to encourage and promote a business retention
strategy with regard to the businesses which currently operate within
the City of Las Vegas.

POLICY 4.1.10:That the City ensure that there is an official City presence at local con-
ventions and trade shows.

POLICY 4.1.11:That the City encourage the development of variety of higher educa-
tional opportunities to attract a wider range of employers to Las Vegas.
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CULTURAL
ENHANCEMENT

One of the hallmarks of any world-class city is the
extent of its opportunities for cultural expression. If Las
Vegas aspires to such a category, it will have to expand its
cultural role.

This village street fair at the Summerlin Library and Performing Arts Center is an example of the venues promoted |in the

Master Plan 2020; shown here in 1998.
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-p Cultural Enhancement

GOAL 5: Afull range of cultural enrichment opportunities is available to all citizens of Las
Vegas.

OBJECTIVE 5.1:To provide more cultural enrichment opportunities for all citizens of Las Vegas.

POLICY 5.1.1: That the City assist in the development of a performing arts center to
establish Las Vegas as a world class art center, given the available
professional and local talent.

POLICY 5.1.2: That the City work with private interests and with other levels of
government to develop museums.

POLICY 5.1.3: That existing programs which offer dance, ballet, symphony and
other forms of artistic expression be encouraged to continue and to
grow.

POLICY 5.1.4: That the City actively work with private and public interests to de-
velop additional venues suitable for artistic expressions.

POLICY 5.1.5: That the City support the placement of, and establish and follow a
policy to set aside funds for, art in public places.

OBJECTIVE 5.2:To promote cultural awareness and pride within the city.

POLICY 5.2.1: That the City assist with efforts to publicize artistic and cultural activi-
ties and events within the city and the City will provide public fo-
rums for these cultural activities and events, and where appropriate,
in cooperation with entities such as the University of Nevada, Las
Vegas, the Clark County Library District, and local arts groups.

OBJECTIVE 5.3: To support and encourage the creativity and innovation of our citizens.

POLICY 5.3.1: That the City support and assist in the development of new pro-
grams which provide incentives for the development and expan-
sion of arts and cultural activities, particularly those which demon-
strate an identifiable local context.

OBJECTIVE 5.4:To support and encourage civic pride and corporate responsibility through
the use of public/private partnerships in the development of facilities and
programs for public art and culture.

POLICY 5.4.1: That the City actively seek corporate involvement in the planning
and development of venues for public art, the availability of land for
arts and cultural activities, and the development of programming of
displays and performances for these venues.

hﬁg}\éﬁaggogo MP2020;GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr;ko/9-22-00
CLV063712
3325

13594



FISCAL MANAGEMENT

It is critically important that the expenditure of public
funds on local infrastructure improvements and public
puildings and facilities be closely coordinated with the
scheduling of planned growth throughout the city. There
is a need for the City to formulate mechanisms for its
departments to coordinate the capital improvements and
operating and maintenance expenditures within their
individual budgets with the overall long range planning as
contained in the Master Plan.

Linking long range planning with the city’s capital improvement
program balances competing expenditures and coordinates scheduling to
provide cost efficient public improvements.
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-» Fiscal Management

GOAL 6: The City of Las Vegas will link capital improvement programming and mainte-
nance and operations programming with long range planning.

OBJECTIVE 6.1:To ensure that capital and operating expenditures are planned and sched-
uled in accordance with long range planning commitments.

POLICY 6.1.1: That the City monitor and coordinate capital improvement and op-
erating/maintenance expenditures with long range planning.

POLICY 6.1.2: That the City develop and maintain an approach to fiscal manage-
ment that focuses on long term life cycle solutions.

POLICY 6.1.3: That additions of expenditure items to the annual budget be ap-
proved only with the deletion of items of corresponding value from
the list of prioritized expenditures.

POLICY 6.1.4: That the City establish and follow a policy to set aside funds for pub-
lic art and architecture.

POLICY 6.1.5: That the City repair and maintain its infrastructure in older areas at a
pace which optimizes costs and benefits.

POLICY 6.1.6: That the City, where possible use public/private partnerships to pay
for public capital improvements.

Road construction projects must be scheduled to meet long range planning goals. (Charleston Blvd. heading
east; 1997.)
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REGIONAL
COORDINATION

Given the geography of the Las Vegas Valley and the
physical interrelationships of the various municipal and
regulatory entities within the area, it is of paramount
importance that these entities work together to resolve
certain issues that are regional in nature. In particular,
concerns with air and water quality, education, transpor-
tation and transit issues, parks and trails, affordable hous-
ing, water usage and other utility services, flood control,
homeless issues, and concerns with public safety need to
pbe addressed in a comprehensive fashion.

This work should also provide a valuable basis for the
work that will be done by the Southern Nevada Regional
Planning Coalition in the preparation of a regional plan
for the Las Vegas Valley, and is the subject of more
detailed policy under the Conservation Element and the
Public Safety Element of the Master Plan.

City department and local agency representatives at final Technical
Committee meeting, May 15, 2000.
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-» Regional Coordination

GOAL 7: Issues of regional significance, requiring the City of Las Vegas to coordinate with
other government entities and agencies within the Valley, will be addressed in a
timely fashion.

OBJECTIVE 7.1:To ensure that the natural resources of the City, particularly those that di-
rectly support an enhanced quality of life for its residents, are protected.

POLICY 7.1.1: That air quality throughout the City be improved through the reduc-
tion of carbon monoxide from automotive emissions and through
the reduction of dust particulates.

POLICY 7.1.2: That the amount of airborne particulate matter caused by land clear-
ing and construction be reduced through adequate dust contain-
ment practices, and in areas of new construction, by reducing the
amount of land on which the native overburden has been disturbed
or removed to that immediately required for development.

POLICY 7.1.3: That the City work with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to ensure
that the quality of the city’s drinking water remains high, while main-
taining an adequate water supply at reasonable cost.

POLICY 7.1.4: That the City support initiatives for the recycling of gray water for
non-potable uses and support efforts to maximize water reclama-
tion and aquifer recharge efforts by both the public and private sec-
tors, where such efforts are not likely to result in excessively high
groundwater tables. The City shall support the protection of ground
water by limiting the locations of potential pollution sources from
areas of ground water recharge and pumping.

POLICY 7.1.5: That the City take the necessary steps to monitor and evaluate the
quality of stormwater discharge, and ensure measures are taken to
improve the quality where appropriate.

POLICY 7.1.6: That the City coordinate with utility companies and other involved
agencies to plan routes and locations for future utilities and to up-
grade infrastructure in older areas.

POLICY 7.1.7: That land within such rural preservation neighborhoods located
within portions of Clark County located north of Cheyenne Avenue
and west of Decatur Boulevard be annexed to the City of Las Vegas
in order to provide them with urban municipal services. Any addi-
tional tax costs that would be borne by these property owners as a
result of such annexation would be phased into effect over several
years.
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POLICY 7.1.8:

POLICY 7.1.9:

That the City encourage water conservation.

That the City coordinate the planning, development and construc-
tion of a Valley-wide trail system with other Las Vegas Valley entities.

OBJECTIVE 7.2:To ensure that arroyos, washes and watercourses throughout the City are
integrated with urban development in a manner that protects the integrity
of the watershed and minimizes erosion.

POLICY 7.2.1:

POLICY 7.2.2:

POLICY 7.2.3:

POLICY 7.2.4:

That the City work with the Clark County Regional Flood Control
District and the local development industry to integrate natural
stream channels and drainage courses into urban development in
as natural a state as possible.

That since arroyos, washes and watercourses in their natural state
represent visual and possibly recreational amenities for adjacent
neighborhoods, that such areas not be rechanneled or replaced
with concrete structures except where required for bank stability or
public safety.

That the areas along the edges of hard-lined flood control facilities
and along natural drainage courses be utilized as areas for public
trails and walkways, with landscaping and other features which
enhance the appearance of these areas.

That the City ensure that development is designed to include mea-
sures to mitigate the impact of periodic flooding on those structures.

OBJECTIVE 7.3:To ensure that public safety problems are fully and adequately identified
and that long term solutions are identified and implemented by the respec-
tive local government departments and agencies vested with those respon-

sibilities.

POLICY 7.3.1:

POLICY 7.3.2:

MP2020,GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr:kb/9-22-00

That the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department uphold its man-
date in cooperation with the government of Clark County and the
City.

That the City continue to provide efficient and cost effective ser-
vices and facilities for fire prevention, fire suppression, hazardous
material control and emergency medical care for the City of Las
Vegas and assist Clark County as deemed appropriate in the provi-
sion of these services for County islands and County areas north of
Cheyenne Avenue and west of Decatur Boulevard.
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------p Regional Coordination

POLICY 7.3.3: That the City participate with local governments within the Las Vegas
Valley, and with other levels of government, to research, monitor
and assess the effect on public safety and property that may arise
from geologic hazards such as seismic activity, from land subsid-
ence and related groundwater usage practices, and from poor solil
conditions such as collapsible and expansive soils.

POLICY 7.3.4: That the City establish and enforce maximum acceptable levels for
noise within residential and public areas in conjunction with state
and local agencies.

POLICY 7.3.5: That the City work with the Clark County Regional Transportation
Commission, the Nevada Department of Transportation and local
governments in the Las Vegas Valley to ensure that the roadway
network is planned and developed to meet the needs of the antici-
pated population growth in the Valley, and provides for mult-modal
transportation opportunities.

POLICY 7.3.6: That the City, in conjunction with the Clark County Regional Trans-
portation Commission and local governments in the Las Vegas Val-
ley, work to achieve a shift towards greater reliance on mass transit
for home-to-work trips and to make transit usage a more attractive
daily travel alternative. In particular, that the affected parties pur-
sue options for a fixed guideway system where appropriate.

POLICY 7.3.7: That the City work together with the Clark County Regional Trans-
portation Commission to identify the amount and location of lands
required to address transit needs, and to acquire such lands from
the federal Bureau of Land Management where appropriate.

POLICY 7.3.8: That the City coordinate with the appropriate entities to ensure
that any contaminants from federal facilities, such as the Nevada
Test Site and Yucca Mountain, do not flow into the Valley water
supply as a result of seismic activities or other forces of nature. The
City will ensure that wastes of all types are disposed of in an appro-
priate manner.

OBJECTIVE 7.4:To identify, protect and preserve archeological resources and areas with
unique or sensitive geologic features that exist within the city boundaries,
and to integrate them with new urban development that extends into
archeologically sensitive areas.

POLICY 7.4.1: That as new development occurs on the urban fringe, particularly
in areas with natural rock outcroppings, the City ensure that an
inventory is made of any archeological resources, such as
petroglyphs, within the boundaries of the proposed development.
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POLICY 7.4.2: That efforts be made to preserve any significant archeological re-
sources that may be discovered. If possible, that such protection
or preservation integrates the resource into the context of the com-
munity, such as in a park or open space.

POLICY 7.4.3: That the City protect and preserve desert flora and fauna to the
extent practicable.

POLICY 7.4.4: That the City work with Clark County and environmental organiza-
tions to preserve viable desert habitat.

OBJECTIVE 7.5:To ensure that educational opportunities are fully developed to meet the
needs of the city's expanding population.

POLICY 7.5.1: That the City cooperate with the Clark County School District and
other public and private institutions to provide appropriate educa-
tion, including technical, vocational and other training opportuni-
ties for local residents.

OBJECTIVE 7.6:To ensure that joint use of public facilities is pursued to provide efficient and
cost effective services and facilities.

POLICY 7.6.1: That the City coordinate with other public agencies in the Las Vegas
Valley to pursue the design and construction of public facilities to have

multiple uses.
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X ------p Implications

IMPLICATIONS

The land use policies contained within this Master
Plan are intended to result in a pattern of growth which
will make efficient use of resources and infrastructure,
while providing for an exciting and vibrant urban fabric.
The Master Plan calls for a redeveloped Downtown with a
significant housing component capable of supporting an
emerging retail and service commercial sector.

The Master Plan also foresees rejuvenated mature
neighborhoods around the Downtown, with well-de-
signed mixed-use projects replacing outmoded commer-
cial centers. Finally, the Master Plan envisions new resi-
dential growth in the northwest part of the city, particu-
larly around the Town Center area, with supporting
employment nodes at intersections along the Beltway and
in the Kyle Canyon area.

The obvious question to be answered is how these
policies may affect the pattern of growth in Las Vegas
when compared with the way in which growth is likely to
occur without any policy intervention; that is, if current
trends and policies remain in effect over the long term.

As part of the Plan preparation exercise, transporta-
tion and land use analyses using GIS methods were
conducted to determine the potential outcomes of suc-
cessful policy implementation. One outcome of the
transportation modeling which compared a Baseline 2020
strategy with a Master Plan 2020 strategy (Map 12) was
that congestion was significantly reduced within the city,
despite the fact that the city absorbed a greater percent-
age of Valley-wide growth, in absolute terms, than it did
under the Baseline strategy.

Congestion levels, where volume was projected to
meet or exceed capacity in the Baseline 2020 scenario,
extended from Washington Ave. on the north, to Nellis
Blvd. on the east, to Warm Springs Rd. on the south and
to Rainbow Blvd. on the west. This area of congestion
includes much of the older portion of the City of Las
Vegas. In the Master Plan 2020 scenario, this area of
congestion was reduced to the area bounded by U.S. 95
on the north, Eastern Ave. on the east, Tropicana Blvd. on
the south and Decatur Blvd. on the west, a substantially
smaller portion of the city.
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Map 12
Comparison of Baseline 2020 and
Master Plan 2020 Roadway
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Map 13
Baseline Valley Population Growth -
2000 to 2020
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Map 14
Comparison of Baseline 2020 and
Master Plan 2020 Population
Projections
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This potential improvement can be attributed to the
policy support for development of both housing and jobs
within the Downtown core, and for the development of
employment nodes along the Beltway and in the North-
west Sector. The implementation of these measures would
have a significant impact on lengthy home-to-work trips
that are generated by a suburban housing component
traveling primarily to central Valley locations for employ-
ment.

Map 13 shows population growth across the Valley
by traffic analysis zone, and shows how, by 2020, substan-
tial increases in growth are anticipated in peripheral areas
of the Valley, with central city declines for Las Vegas. Map
14 illustrates the shift in future land use that could result
from the successful implementation of composite strategies
in the Master Plan. Map 14 shows the difference between
total population projected in 2020 without policy interven-
tion and total population in 2020 with successful policy
implementation. For example, the areas that show nega-
tive values represent a decrease in the total share of
population growth; they will continue to grow, only at a
somewnhat slower rate as a result of new planning policies.

The economic, social and environmental benefits of
such a paradigm shift in local development trends cannot
be understated. The shift from a declining, underutilized
Downtown, to a Downtown which could support more
housing and more employment, would lead to shorter
home-to-work trips and major health benefits for local
residents.

The city's tax base would improve from retaining jobs
within the city, instead of allowing those jobs to migrate
southward into the county. The redevelopment and
strengthening of areas which already have existing infra-
structure and services available is certainly more efficient
than only developing new areas, where the costs of
extending infrastructure systems must be, in part, borne by
tax revenue generated in the older areas of the city.

The decision to refocus at least some of the develop-
ment priorities of the city to the Downtown and older city
areas will pay big dividends in the long term, as reinvest-
ment in the city's core will help to revitalize the city finan-
cially, as well as from social and planning perspectives. The
modeling results indicate that it is probable that the overall
quality of life in 2020 in Las Vegas under the baseline
projection would be worse than it is today, while the
Master Plan composite strategy, in 2020, would offer a
better quality of life.
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-» Land Use Classifications

LAND USE
CLASSIFICATIONS

Phase | of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan does not
call for any basic parcel-specific land use changes and will
continue the land use categories as contained in the
1992 General Plan. Phase Il of the Master Plan revision
process will include a reassessment of the type of land
use categories applied through the Master Plan. This is
discussed in detail in the next chapter of the Plan.

The 1992 General Plan, as amended, contains
seventeen land use classifications, which were used to
regulate the type of land use activities divided according
to density or intensity of use. These classifications are as
follows:

DESERT RURAL DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL (DR)

(0 - 2 du/gross acre). The Desert Rural Density
Residential category allows a maximum of 2 dwelling
units per gross acre. The predominant residential lifestyle
is single family homes on large lots, many including
equestrian facilities. This is a generally rural environment
that permits greater privacy and some non-commercial
raising of domestic animals. It is expected that in the
Desert Rural Density Residential category there generally
would be no need for common facilities such as recre-
ation, with the exception of maintaining an existing
water system. (The primary application of this category is
in the Northwest Sector.)

RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
(R)

(2.1 - 3.5 du/gross acre). The Rural Density Residen-
tial category allows a maximum of 3.5 dwelling units per
gross acre. This is a rural or semi-rural environment with
a lifestyle much like that of the Desert Rural, but with a
smaller allowable lot size. (The primary application of this
category is in portions of the Northwest Sector, and in
the northeast and southeast portions of the Southwest
Sector.)
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LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (L)

(3.5-5.5 du/gross acre). The Low Density Residen-
tial category allows a maximum of 5.5 dwelling units per
gross acre. This category permits single family detached
homes, mobile homes on individual lots, gardening, home
occupations, and family child care facilities. Local support-
ing uses such as parks, other recreation facilities, schools
and churches are allowed in this category. (The primary
application of this category is in the Southwest and South-
east Sectors.)

MEDIUM LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL (ML)

(5.6 - 8 du/gross acre). The Medium Low Density
Residential category permits a maximum of 8 dwelling
units per gross acre. This density range permits: single
family detached homes, including compact lots and zero
lot lines; mobile home parks and two-family dwellings.
Local supporting uses such as parks, other recreation
facilities, schools and churches are allowed in this cat-
egory. (The Medium Low Density category is found in all
sectors, but predominates in the Southwest Sector, and in
the Southeast Sector as infill.)

MEDIUM LOW ATTACHED
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (MLA)

(8.1 - 12 du/gross acre). The Medium Low Attached
Density Residential category permits a maximum of 12
dwelling units per gross acre. This category includes a
variety of multi-family units such as plexes, townhouses,
condominiums, and low density apartments. This category
is an appropriate use for the residential portion of a Village
Center or Town Center Area. It is also an appropriate
transitional use.
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-» Land Use Classifications

MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
(M)

(12.1 - 25 du/gross acre). The Medium Density
Residential category permits a maximum of 25 dwelling
units per gross acre. This category includes a variety of
muilti-family units such as plexes, townhouses, and low
density apartments. (The Medium Density category is
found in all sectors, but predominates in the Southwest
and Southeast Sectors, with a large concentration along
the “west leg” of the Oran K. Gragson Highway [US 95].)

HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (H)

(Greater than 25 du/gross acre). The High Density
Residential category permits greater than 25 dwelling units
per gross acre, with the exception of high rise apartments,
which has no specific limit. (The High Density category is
generally found as low rise apartments in the “Downtown
Area” and other areas of relatively intensive urban develop-
ment in the Southeast Sector.)

PLANNED COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT (PCD)

(2 - 8 du/gross acre) The Planned Community Devel-
opment category allows for a mix of residential uses that
maintain an average overall density ranging from two to
eight dwelling units per gross acre, depending upon
compatibility with adjacent uses (e.g. a density of two
units per acre will be required when adjacent to DR
designated property). In addition, commercial, public
facilities and office projects may be used as buffers (de-
pending upon compatibility issues) within the PCD.

Projects in undeveloped areas that are greater than
eighty acres in size require a master plan (PD zoning).
Projects less than eighty acres in size are not allowed
within the PCD; however, infill projects may receive a
waiver from this requirement.

Residential streets shall be designed to discourage
through traffic, provide maximum privacy, and avoid the
appearance of lot conformity. In order to protect existing
lifestyles, adjacency standards and conditions may be
required for new development.
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TOWN CENTER (TC)

The Town Center category is intended to be the
principal employment center for the Northwest and is a
mixed-use development category. As compatibility allows,
a mix of uses can include: mall facilities, shopping centers
and other retail facilities; high density residential uses;
planned business, office and industrial parks; and recre-
ational uses.

The complex nature of the Town Center Area requires
the development of a special plan. (Some of the same land
use designations will be used, but will utilize the TC suffix
to denote that different criteria will be used for project
approval.)

OFFICE (O)

The Office category provides for small lot office
conversions as a transition, along primary and secondary
streets, from residential and commercial uses, and for large
planned office areas. Permitted uses include business,
professional and financial offices as well as offices for
individuals, civic, social, fraternal and other non-profit
organizations.

SERVICE COMMERCIAL (SC)

The Service Commercial category allows low to
medium intensity retail, office or other commercial uses
that serve primarily local area patrons, and that do not
include more intense general commercial characteristics.
Examples include neighborhood shopping centers and
areas, theaters, bowling alleys and other places of public
assembly and public and semi-public uses. This category
also includes offices either singly or grouped as office
centers with professional and business services.
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& ------p Land Use Classifications

GENERAL COMMERCIAL (GC)

General Commercial allows retail, service, wholesale
office and other general business uses of a more intense
commercial character. These uses commonly include
outdoor storage or display of products or parts, noise,
lighting or other characteristics not generally considered
compatible with adjoining residential areas without signifi-
cant transition. Examples include new and used car sales,
recreational vehicle and boat sales, car body and engine
repair shops, mortuaries, and other highway uses such as
hotels, motels, apartment hotels and similar uses. The
General Commercial category allows Service Commercial
uses.

TOURIST COMMERCIAL (TC)

Tourist Commercial allows entertainment and visitor-
oriented uses such as hotels, motels and casinos in addi-
tion to offices, light commercial resort complexes, recre-
ation facilities, restaurants and recreational vehicle parks.

LIGHT INDUSTRY/RESEARCH
(LIR)

This Light Industry/Research category allows areas
appropriate for clean, low-intensity (non-polluting and
non-nuisance) industrial uses, including light manufactur-
ing, assembling and processing, warehousing and distri-
bution, and research, development and testing laborato-
ries. Typical supporting and ancillary general uses are also
allowed.

PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE
(P)

This category allows large public parks and recreation
areas such as public and private golf courses, trails and
easements, drainage ways and detention basins, and any
other large areas of permanent open land.
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SCHOOLS (S)

This category allows public and private elementary,
Jjunior and senior high schools, but not commercial or
pusiness schools.

PUBLIC FACILITIES (PF)

This category allows large governmental building
sites and complexes, police and fire facilities, non-commer-
cial hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment
and storm water control facilities, and other uses consid-
ered public or semi-public such as libraries and public
utility facilities.
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OVERLAYS

In addition to the policy direction provided through
the land use classifications, there is a need to be able to
identify areas of the city where special land use policies
and principles apply. Examples of such policies include the
state requirement to apply rural preservation standards for
certain areas, and those policies which direct growth
within urban hubs. The method of adding these policy
directions in addition to the basic requirements of the land
use classification, is through the use of overlays.

The overlays used in the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan
area as follows:

RURAL PRESERVATION
NEIGHBORHOODS

Rural preservation neighborhoods (RPNs) are lands
identified through state statute, in which lands which:

= Contain ten or more contiguous lots within 330
feet of each other; and

= Are located more than 330 feet from a primary
road; and

= Are developed at an average gross density of up to
two units per acre.

State statute requires that a buffer area of 330 feet be
established around identified RPNs, in which a transition of
density between the RPN and the adjacent urban land
uses must be established.

RPNs should be considered as an overlay that affects
the range of activities allowed by the underlying land use
classification. The RPN overlay is not static and will be
modified in response to annexation approvals as they
occur.

MIXED USE URBAN HUBS

Urban hubs are areas which contain an enhanced
level of activity, characterized by a mix of commercial and
residential uses connected by pedestrian linkages, prefer-
ably within mixed-use structures, generally at the intersec-
tion of primary roads. These urban hubs are identified
through an overlay on the land use map, which identifies
these areas as having special requirements or restrictions in
conjunction with the underlying land use classification
(Map 15).
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Map 15

Potential Future Urban Hubs and
Transit Routes
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 ------p Overlays

Within urban hubs, auto-oriented businesses are
discouraged, and the location and design of buildings
should stress the placement of the building near the street to
form unique, walkable environments, with parking areas
placed in the interior portions of the site. The design should
also encourage and facilitate pedestrian activity through the
urban hub area, using the integration of upper level hous-
ing over commercial, and connection to adjacent residential
areas.

A major function of urban hubs relates to development
along fixed guideway routes and other major transit corri-
dors. These urban hubs are focal points for transit-oriented
development.

A significant form of development to occur in urban
hubs will be transit-oriented development (TOD). TOD is
walkable, mixed-use development which occurs within a 1/4
mile radius of station locations along the proposed fixed
guideway system. The TOD concept is applied as an overlay
for the area affected by the initial guideway system route
and stresses housing, service commercial, and office activi-
ties, preferably in a mixed-use context, within the overlay
area.

Additional TOD areas would come on-line in conjunc-
tion with the phasing of extensions to the base system.
These future phases include extension to the Strip, to
McCarran Airport, to the Northwest, and westward along
selected primary roads.

GOLF COURSES

This overlay indicates that the predominant form of
development is public or private golf courses. Driving
ranges, clubhouses and related facilities are included in this
classification. The intent is to identify golf courses separately
from public open space, where people may have access
without cost, or at nominal cost.
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IMPLEMENTATION
METHODOLOGY

The implementation of the Las Vegas 2020 Master
Plan should occur through the development and comple-
tion of a number of subsequent initiatives. This capstone
document is to act as a broad set of overarching policies
and is intended to have direct linkages with, and provide
direction to, these subsequent initiatives. These other
initiatives are listed below.

REVISIONS TO LAND USE
CLASSIFICATIONS AND LONG-
TERM DESIGNATIONS

Preparation and approval of this “capstone” policy
document represents the completion of Phase | of the Las
Vegas 2020 Master Plan process. Phase Il contains a
number of initiatives, one of which is an examination of
the current land use classification system and the land use
map. The current approach is too highly detailed in some
cases but not detailed enough in other cases. A different
approach may be to replace some of these classifications.
Amendments to parcel-specific land use designations will
be proposed in accordance with these changes and
pursuant to the adoption of the goals, objectives and
policies in this Plan.

ADJUSTMENTSTO ZONING AND
SUBDIVISION ORDINANCES

The City's Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances act as
the tools which implement the broad policy sets contained
in the Master Plan. Itis logical to assume that the need
may arise to amend these tools to adequately and accu-
rately reflect the policy direction of the Master Plan. This
may include the creation or modification of one or more
zones or the alteration of minimum standard regulations
within the Zoning Ordinance. In addition, it may be
necessary over the life of the Master Plan to modify provi-
sions within the Subdivision Ordinance.

----» Implementation Methodology
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-p» Implementation Methodology

COMPLETION OF MASTER PLAN
ELEMENTS

There are a number of specific elements which will be
prepared in order to fully address issues which are listed in
the state statutes, and which are the subject of policy
references in the capstone portion of the Master Plan. A
number of these elements were under preparation simul-
taneously with the Master Plan capstone document,
including a Parks Element, a Trails Element, a Public Safety
Element and a Housing Element.

A number of other areas should be addressed within
separate elements, in order to implement the broad policy
direction within the Master Plan. These future elements
could include a Conservation Element (including a Re-
gional Flood Control Plan), a Historic Properties Preserva-
tion Element, and a Transit and Transportation Element.
An update should also be considered for the Master Plan
of Streets and Highways.

COMPLETION OF SPECIAL AREA
LAND USE PLANS

There are precincts within the city which may require
the development of special land use plans in order to
address issues that are unigue to a limited geographical
area. In these cases, the general policy framework of the
Master Plan is insufficient to provide the detailed policy set
necessary to respond to such issues.

Currently, there is a special area plan in place for the
Downtown, in the form of the Downtown Las Vegas
Centennial Plan. A Downtown Neighborhood Plan is also
under preparation as a neighborhood-driven initiative by
the Downtown Central Development Committee (DCDC).
There is also work underway on revisions to the West Las
Vegas Plan. Already in place is a special area plan for the
Medical District.
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Additionally, a number of newly developing areas of
the city, such as Summerlin, Peccole Ranch, the Lone
Mountain area, and other areas are subject to special
master plans or development agreements as planned
communities. Special area plans may be needed to
provide special policy direction for both redeveloping
areas within the central portion of the city or in newly
developing areas on the urban fringe.

In particular, special area plans may be required for
the Kyle Canyon area of the Northwest Sector, and a plan
may be prepared to address land use and design issues in
the Rancho Drive corridor. Other planning initiatives
which may require reexamination include the Las Vegas
Redevelopment Plan and a future land use map for the
Downtown area.

APPOINTMENT OF CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PLANNING
COORDINATOR

One of the principal findings of the Master Plan is the
need to link capital improvement programming and
operating and maintenance budgets with long range
planning as contained in the Master Plan. This is required
to efficiently coordinate the planning and construction of
infrastructure and the development of services in anticipa-
tion of new development, or in the future, of urban
redevelopment.

To this end, the Master Plan suggests the need to
have staff in place to provide a dedicated link between the
Master Plan and the City departments and relevant agen-
cies vested with developing this infrastructure and with
providing these services.
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| FIRST AMENDMENT
BILL NO. 2005-46
| ORDINANCE No. >’
AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE LAS VEGAS 2020 MASTER
PLAN, AND TO PROVIDE FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS.

Proposed by: M. Margo Wheeler, Director of =~ Summary: Adopts the Land Use Element of the
Planning and Development Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN
AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: The document that is attached to this Ordinance, which was approved
by the City Council on July 6, 2005, is hereby adopted as a part of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan
and is incorporated therein by this reference. The attached document shall function as the Land Use
Element of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan and shall replace and supersede any corresponding
element or inconsistent provision of the City’s General Plan, as adopted by Ordinance No. 3636 and
amended thereafter.

SECTION 2: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or invalid or
ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the
City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,
subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,

invalid or ineffective.

CLVv208807
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'ATTEST:

N
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SECTIQN 3: Allordinances ’or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases,
sentehcés, clauses or paragfaphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,
1_98.3 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this _/##ay ofy @W , 2005.

| APPROVED:

o) ‘ B. N, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Vil 9745
Date
L -2-
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HOWN

The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council
on the 17th day of August, 2005, and referred to a committee for recommendation;
thereafter the committee reported favorably on said ordinance on the 7 day of September,
2005, which was a regular meeting of said Council; that at said regular meeting, the

proposed ordinance was read by title to the City Council as first introduced and adopted by

W 00 NN O W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26

the following vote:

VOTING "AYE":  Mayor Goodman
Councilmembers: Reese, Brown, Weekly, Wolfson, and Ross
VOTING "NAY":  None
EXCUSED: Tarkanian
ABSTAINED: None

APPROVED:

éSCAR B. GOZDMAN, Mayor

3.
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SEE FIRST AMENDMENT

BILL NO. 2005-46
ORDINANCE NO.

" AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE LAS VEGAS 2020 MASTER

PLAN, AND TO PROVIDE FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS.

Proposed by: M. Margo Wheeler, Director of  Surmnmary: Adopts the Land Use Element of the

" Planning and Development Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan.

ASFOLLO'WS:_;Z, : R ' R

SECTION 1: The document that is attached to this Ordinance, which was approved
By the City Co‘u"ngil on July 6, 2005, is hereby adopted as a part of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan
and is inCOrpotgt'éd therein by ﬂﬂs reference. The attached document ;hall function as the Land Use

Element of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan and _shall replace and supersede any corresponding

elemerit or inconsistent provision of the City’s General Plan, as adopted by Ordinance No. 3636 and
amended thereafter. - |
SECTION 2: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or

phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or invalid or

ineffective by any court of competent Jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or ‘

effectiveness of the fémaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the
City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, se'ntenée, clause or phrase théreof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,
subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,

invalid ot ineffective.

CLVv208810
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E SECTIQN 3: Al d‘i'di;r;ancesforparts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases, »

éentences, c1éﬁses or paragraphs oontainéd in the\ Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,

1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this ____ day of , 2005.
~ APPROVED: '
By . .
-~ OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST: |
BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Vlktzad B3 -08

Date

2

CLVv208811
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‘The above: and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council on the

; day of , 2005, and referred to the following committee composed of
_ and __ ‘ for recommendation;

- thereafter ‘the said committee reported févorably on said ordinance on the _ day of
, 2005, which was a | - meeting of said Councils that at said

meeting, the proposed ordinance was read by title to the City Council
as first introduced .and adopted by the following vote: ‘

VOTING “AYE”:
VOTING “NAY™:
ABSENT:

APPROVED:

By

6§C AR E.‘ GOODMAN, Mayor

ATTEST: - '
BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk
F:\CMORGAN\CIVH.\Okb,VAL\ords.done\ZOOf;\md Use Element.wpd '3‘
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- The City of Las Vegas Land Use Element -

of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan
was approved by
City Council on July 6, 2005

(GPA-6363).

Land Use Element

LAND USE ELEMENT
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Land Use Ele;Plans-MPlan;indd;rsé6/07/05

INTR [ UCTI N
[

Land Use is the central element of the Master Plan. It serves as
the long-range planning tool used in conjunction with other ele-
ments of the Master Plan to guide the city’s future growth, revitaliza-
tion, and preservation efforts. In 2000, the City Council adopted
the City of Las Vegas Master Plan 2020, with goals, objectives and
policies designed to guide growth through 2020. Since its adop-
tion, many Elements of the Master Plan have been updated. This
Land Use Element is one in a series of required Elements to be
updated and added to the 2020 plan.

Under Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), land use has long been
a recommended component of a city’s Master Plan. That changed
in 1999, during the 70th session of the Nevada State Legislature,
when the Land Use Element became a required part of a city’s Mas-
ter Plan (NRS 278.150).

A Land Use Element has provided guidance to policymakers in
the City of Las Vegas for nearly half a century. The City first adopted
a Land Use Element as part of its Master Plan in 1959. Since then a
new or updated Land Use Element was adopted by the City Council
in 1975, 1985 and 1992. The 1992 Land Use Element remained in
effect until the adoption of this document.

This update to the 1992 Land Use Element is designed to pro-
vide updated information regarding existing land use, and to be a
quick reference for future land use definitions, allowable densities,
and corresponding zoning categories. There are a number of plan
documents that have been adopted by the City Council that dictate
allowable land use throughout the city. By including maps and
summarizing the land use categories and contents of the various
plans, it is hoped that this document will serve to simplify the land
development process and clarify allowable land use and densities
throughout the city.

Introduction

LAND USE ELEMENT
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RELATI NSHIPT THER
ELEMENTS

The city of Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan consists of a series of el-
ements that are intended to direct the actions of the city regarding
land use and development for the period from 2000 to 2020. The
Master Plan outlines broad policies, and each individual element
builds on those policies and provides specific direction as to how
the city should accommodate particular land use issues.

The intent of this Land Use Element is to provide a framework
for the orderly planning of land uses within the city of Las Vegas.
The Land Use Element may be the most visible element in the plan-
ning process, and it is related with the other elements found within
the 2020 Master Plan. The following is a brief description of the
various roles played by other elements and their influence on land
use planning.

PARKS ELEMENT

When considering land use, it is important to allocate land for
parks and other recreational facilities in convenient and accessible
locations that best serve the needs of the community. The Parks
Element evaluates existing parks and recreational facilities, and the
future park needs for the Centennial Hills, Southeast, and Southwest
Sectors of the Master Plan.

HOUSING ELEMENT

The Housing Element is @ major component of the Master
Plan and is highly related to land use. While the Land Use Element
provides a general overview of the city's residential areas, the Hous-
ing Element provides a detailed analysis of all aspects of residen-
tial development. Examples of data within the Housing Element
include state and federal housing policies, analysis of current and
future housing trends, affordable housing needs, neighborhood
revitalization, downtown reurbanization, and demographics. The
Housing Element is an important component of the Las Vegas 2020
Master Plan and is essential to ensure sound land use planning for
all aspects of future residential development.

Land Use Ele:Plans-MPlan;indd;rs6/07/05
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PUBLIC SAFETY ELEMENT

As the city of Las Vegas continues to grow, it is imperative that
there are adequate facilities to ensure the public’s health, safety, and
general welfare. The Public Safety Element influences land planning
by addressing the number and location of facilities such as police
services, fire protection services, and drainage and flood control.

POPULATION ELEMENT

The intent of the Population Element is two-fold. First, it tracks
various categories of the general population, such as income and
education level, which provide a greater understanding of the
people that inhabit the city. Second, it forecasts future population
growth and demographics, and predicts how these changes will
affect the city in the years to come.

CONSERVATION ELEMENT

The Conservation Element addresses many issues ranging from
improving air quality to protecting endangered species. Sound land
use planning is essential to ensure the success of all aspects of the
Conservation Element.

TRANSPORTATION TRAILS

The Transportation Trails Element establishes standards for the
location, development, and maintenance of transportation trails
in Las Vegas. These trails are intended to provide a muiti-modal
transportation system for pedestrians, bicyclists, and persons with
-other modes of hon-motorized vehicular travel. Establishment of
this system of trails will help reduce vehicular congestion and other
problems due to the recent growth of the Las Vegas valley.

RECREATIONAL TRAILS

The Recreation Trails Element establishes standards for the
location, development, and maintenance of recreation trails in
Las Vegas. The recreation trails are intended to contribute to the
preservation of natural resources, provide a community recreation
resource, promote health and fitness, and provide aesthetic relief
from urban forms.
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EXISTING LAN. USE

The city of Las Vegas encompasses approximately 130 square
miles and is home to over 559,824' people. The city is divided into
three areas known as “Sectors.” Each sector represents a geograph-
ical area of the city, and each sector has its own unique character-
istics. The three sectors are identified as the Centennial Hills Sector,
the Southwest Sector, and the Southeast Sector.

1 City of Las Vlegas Population Estimate - July 1, 2004.

Map |
City Map
N\ LSS
Centennlalﬂ
Hills
Sector
>
////’
T

Printed: March 15, 2005

o Southeast Sector - Southwest Sector o Centennial Hills Sector

Existing Land Use

LAND USE ELEMENT
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The following tables depict existing land use by generalized
categories for each sector and for the city as a whole. For simplic-
ity, residential Master Plan categories allowing less than 5.6 de-
veloped units per acre were classified as Low Density Residential,
between 5.6 and 12 developed units per acres were classified as
Medium Density Residential, and greater than 12.1 developed units
per acre were classified as High Density Residential.

Table |
Centennial Hills Sector
Acreage Percent of Total Percent Percent
Acreage Developed Vacant
Low Density Residential (< 5.5 DUA) 5,279 15% 72% 28%
Medium Density Residential (5.6 — 12 DUA) 2,800 8% 85% 15%
High Density Residential (12.1 - 25 DUA) 290 1% 68% 32%

[ Total Residential 8,369 25% 76% 24%
Commercial 1,021 3% 60% 40%
Industrial 0 0% - -
Town Center 1929 6% 22% 78%
Planned Community Development 5958 17% 80% 20%
Open Space 3,150 9% N/A N/A
Recently Annexed Area 7,868 23% 0% 100%
Public Facilities 1,267 4% N/A N/A
Right of Way 4,567 13% N/A N/A
Total 34,129 100% - -

Land Use Ele;Plans-MPlan;indd;rs6/07/05

The Centennial Hills Sector is located in the northwest por-
tion of the city and has been experiencing rapid commercial and
residential growth in recent years. There are currently 2,009 acres
{24%) of residentially designated land, and 408 acres (40%} of com-
mercially designated land vacant and available for development. In
addition, 1,196 acres {20%} of parcels designated as Planned Com-
munity Development, and 1,519 acres (78%) of Town Center are un-
developed and can be utilized for a variety of uses. On January 16,
2004, the city of Las Vegas annexed 7,868 acres of land from the
Bureau of Land Management located on the north side of Mocca-
sin Road, between Buffalo Drive and Spin Ranch Road. This area is
identified on the chart above as “Recently Annexed Area.” The land
is undeveloped and currently designated Resource Conservation,
but it is anticipated that it will be re-designated as Planned Commu-
nity Development in the near future. There are no industrial areas
within the Centennial Hills Sector, and 1,267 acres (4%) of land has
been reserved for public facilities. This area has approximately 3,150
acres (9%) of open space.

Existing Land Use

AN

LAND USE ELEMENT
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L
Table 2
Southwest Sector
Acreage Percent of Total Percent Percent
Acreage Developed Vacant
Tow Density Residential (< 5.5 DUA] 7,960 % 99% % |
Medium Density Residential (5.5 — 12 DUA) 5.162 15% 9% 9%
High Density Residential {12.1 — 25 DUA) 2,585 8% 66% 34%
Total Residential ' 10,707 31% 86% 14%
Commercial 1,990 6% 80% 20%
Industrial 399 1% 62% 38%
Summerlin West 8,461 25% 5% 95%
Summerlin 4,462 13% 98% 2%
Open Space 2,700 8% N/A N/A
Public Facilities 898 3% N/A N/A
Right of Way 4,680 14% N/A N/A
Total 34,297 100% - -
The Southwest Sector is a slightly more mature area than the
Centennial Hills Sector, but there is still a fair amount of vacant land
available for development. There are currently 1,499 acres (14%) of
residentially designated land, and 398 acres {20%) of commercially
designated land available for development. In addition, the South-
west Sector also contains the Summerlin and Summerlin West areas.
While the Summerlin area is nearly built out, the Summerlin West
area contains 8,038 acres (95%) of undeveloped land that can be
designated for a variety of uses. There are 152 acres (38%) of indus-
trial land available for development, and there are 898 acres of land
designated for public facilities. There are 2,700 acres of open space
located within the Southwest Sector.
Table 3
Southeast Sector
Acreage Percent of Total Percent Percent
Acreage Developed Vacant
Low Density Residential (< 5.5 DUA) 5,605 29% 98% 2%
Medium Density Residential {5.5 — 12 DUA} 1,476 8% 86% 14%
High Density Residential (12.1 - 25 DUA) 1,392 7% 81% 19%
Total Residential 8,473 44% 93% 7%
Commercial 2,513 13% 85% 15%
Industrial 843 4% 84% 16%
Medical District 175 1% 82% 18%
§ Mixed Use 726 4% 66% 34%
'§ Open Space 359 2% N/A N/A
- Public Facilities 1,673 9% N/A N/A
£ Right of Way 4,507 23% N/A N/A
% Total 19,269 100% - -
6 Land Use Ele;Plans-MPlan;indd;rs6/07/05
CLV208823
3366

13636



The Southeast Sector is the most mature and built-out sector
within the city. There are 593 acres (7%) of residentially designated
land, and 377 acres (15%) of commercially designated land avail-
able for development. There are 274 mixed-use acres {34%), and
31 acres {18%) of the Las Vegas Medical District available for devel-
opment. The Southeast Sector contains 135 acres (18%) of vacant
industrial land, and 1,673 acres are designated for public facilities.
Of all the sectors, the Southeast Sector contains the least amount of
open space, with only 359 acres (2%) of available land designated
for it.

Table 4
City of Las Vegas
Acreage Percent of Total Percent Percent
Acreage Developed Vacant

Low Density Residential {< 5.5 DUA) 13,844 15.8% 87% 13%
Medium Density Residential (5.5 — 12 DUA) 9438 10.8% 88% 12%
High Density Residential {12.1 — 25 DUA) 4,267 49% 71% 29%
Total Residential 27,549 31.4% 85% 15%
Commercial 5,524 6.3% 79% 21%
Industrial 1,242 1.4% 7% 23%
Town Center 1929 2.2% 22% 78%
Planned Community Development 5958 6.8% 80% 20%
Summerlin 4,462 5.1% 98% 2%
Summerlin West 8,461 9.7% 5% 95%
Medical District 175 0.2% 82% 18%
Mixed Use 726 0.8% 66% 34%
Open Space 6,209 71% N/A N/A
Recently Annexed Areas 7,868 9.0% 0% 100%
Public Facilities 3.838 4.4% N/A N/A
Right of Way 13,754 15.7% N/A N/A
Total 87,695 100% - -

The city as a whole has 4,132 acres (15%) of residentially des-
ignated parcels, 1,160 (21%) of commercially designated parcels,

and 10,855 (52%) acres within planned development areas avail-
able for development. The Summerlin West and the Town Center
communities are the areas of the city with the most vacant land
and provide the best opportunities for future development. Respec
tively, there are approximately 8,038 (95%) and 1,504 acres (20%)
of undeveloped land that may be designated for a variety of uses in
those areas. In addition, it is anticipated that 7,868 acres of recently
annexed lands north of Moccasin Road, between Buffalo Drive and
Spin Ranch Road, will be designated as Planned Community Devel-
opment, which will provide future opportunities for both residential .
and commercial development.
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Land Use Hierarchy

’ I.AII lISE H‘IEIlAIlCHY

- The: Iand use hlerarchy of the city of Las Vegas is deS|gned to .-
progress from-broad to'specific. ‘In.descending order, the land use
hierarchy progresses inithe following order: 2020 Master-Plan; Land
Use Element; Master Plan Land Use Designation; Master Develop-

~‘ment Plan Areas; and Zoning Designation. The following is a brief ex-

planation of the role.assumed by each level of the land use hierarchy.

2020 MASTER PLAN

~In ZOOI, the city of Las Vegas adopted the 2020 Master Plan,
that provided a broad.and comprehensive policy direction for future
land-use planning. Within-this document, the city was divided into

- four strategy areas whose boundaries were roughly adopted from

the'1992 General Plan Sector Plans. The areas are defined as the

. 'Downtown Reurbaniization Area, Nelghborhood Revitalization Area,
~“Newly Developing Area, and Recently Developed Area. Within

these areas, broad goals, objectives, and policies were developed in

order to direct. plannlng efforts until the year 2020

| LAND USE ELEMENT

Within the Land Use_ Element, the city is divided into the
Centennial Hills Sector, Southeast Sector, Southwest Sector, and the

‘Downtown Area. The sector plans have been modified from their .
‘original 1992 configuration so-that they now have the same.geo-
"graphical boundaries as:the four strategy areas.(Downtown Reur-

" ‘banization, Neighborhood Revitalization, Newly Developing, and

Recently Developed) |dent|f|ed in'the Master Plary 2020

Whlle the 2020 Strategy Areas and Land Use Element Sector
_Plans have different names, the objectives and policies developed - .
for each Strategy Area in-the‘Master Plan also directs future plan

" ning policy for its correspondlng SectorPlan.

The foIIowmg list deplcts the 2020 Master Plan Strategy Areas -

" and its Land Use Element equwalent

2020 Plan Strategy Area . Land Use Element
Downtown Reurbanlzatlon Area ‘Downtown Area
Neighborhood Revitalization Area  Southeast Sector Plan
Newly Developed Area - Centennial Hills Sector Plan
Recently Developed Area ~ Southwest Sector Plan

2 Recenrly Develaped Areas was added through a revision of the 2020 MasterPlan
dated July 6, 2005. :

Land Use Ele;Plans-MPlan;indd:rs6/07/05
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MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION

The Master Plan Designation determines its future iand use.
There are 16 land use designations within the Master Plan that al-
low for various residential, commercial, industrial, and public facility
uses. Within each designation, a specific set of zoning districts are
allowed.

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN
AREAS AND SPECIAL LAND USE
DESIGNATION

Master Planned areas are comprehensively planned develop-
ments with a site area of more than eighty acres 3. Other area plans
are intended for neighborhood and other smaller areas where it
is determined that a more detailed planning direction is needed.
These area and Master Planned areas are located throughout the
city and are listed by Sector Plan in the Future Land Use section of
this element.

Some plan areas have separate land use designations that are
unique to that particular plan. These special iand use designations
are described within the Description of Master Plan Land Use Desig-
nations in the Future Land Use section of this element.

ZONING

Zoning is the major implementation tool of the Master Plan.
The use of land as well as the intensity, height, setbacks, and associ-
ated parking needs of a development are reguiated by zoning dis-
trict requirements. Each Master Plan designation has specific zoning
categories that are compatible, and any zoning or rezoning request
must be in substantial agreement with the Master Plan as required
by Nevada Revised Statutes 278.250 and Title 19.00 of the Las Vegas
Municipal Code. The land use tables within the Future Land Use
section of this element depict the allowable zoning districts for each
Master Plan designation.

3 Certain infill developments may receive a waiver from the eighty-acre requirement.

Land Use Hierarchy
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FUTURE LAN. USE
CENTENNIAL HILLS SECTOR

The Centennial Hills Sector Plan was adopted in 1999 in order
to provide for orderly development in the northwest portion of the
city and was intended to replace the Northwest Sector map of the
1992 General Plan. The Centennial Hills Sector area is bounded by
the city limits to the north, Cheyenne Avenue to the south, Decatur
Boulevard to the east, and Red Rock Canyon National Conservation
Area to the west. The Centennial Hills plan defines land use, ad-
dresses circulation, open space, public facilities, and introduces the
Centennial Hills Town Center land use plan.

TOWN CENTER

The Centennial Hills Town Center land use plan is intended to
be a high intensity, high density, mixed use development located
on all four quadrants of the Beltway and US 95 interchange. The
intent of the Town Center plan is to prevent the spraw! of commer-
cial and office development into the residential neighborhoods that
exist within the Centennial Hills Sector Plan area.

MONTECITO TOWN CENTER

Within the Town Center Land Use Plan, there is the area gov-
erned by the Montecito Town Center development agreement. Ad-
opted in April of 2002, Montecito Town Center is a 192.5 acre area
generally bounded by Elkhorn Road to the north, 1215 to the south,
El Capitan Way to the west, and Durango Drive to the east. Itis in-
tended to be a multi-use activity center, and is the most appropriate
area within Centennial Hills for larger scale mixed-use and multi-use
developments. The Montecito Town Center Land Use and Design
Standards appendix introduces the Mixed-Use Commercial land use
designation, which governs all development in the Montecito area.
Within this category, there are six “Activity Centers” that encompass
various commercial and residential uses, as well as a buffer area for
the Timberlake residential community. Descriptions of Montecito
activity centers, buffer area, permitted uses, and design standards
can be viewed in their entirety within the Montecito Town Center
Land Use and Design Standards appendix located at the Planning
and Development Department.

;
i
;
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

On January 2, 2002, an Interlocal Agreement between Clark
County and the city of Las Vegas was approved to establish joint
policies on corporate boundaries, annexations, land use planning
{induding zoning and development review), transportation plan-
ning, parks and trails planning, and urban services (including sewer,
water and flood control facilities planning). This agreement has
resulted in a joint planning effort that has created a seamless land
use plan that illustrates the anticipated development patterns for
the city of Las Vegas and Clark County in the Centennial Hills / Lone
Mountain Planning Areas. The agreement shall remain in effect un-
til five years from the effective date. Thereafter, unless it is decided
to terminate the agreement, it will remain in effect for an additional
five years.

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN AREAS

The following Master Development Plan Areas are located
within the Centennial Hills Sector and each respective plan can be
viewed in its entirety at the Planning and Development Depart-
ment.

diiffs Edge Los Prados

Elkhorn Ranch Lynbrook

Grand Canyon Village Silverstone Ranch
Grand Teton Village Painted Desert

Iron Mountain Ranch Spring Mountain Ranch
Lone Mountain Town Center

Lone Mountain West Montecito Town Center

Land Use Ele;Plans-MPlan;indd;rs6/07/05
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DOWNTOWN AREA

The auction of land owned by the Union-Pacific Railroad Com-
pany on May 5, 1905 is the birthday of Las Vegas. Downtown Las
Vegas has long served as the hub of the entire Las Vegas region. In
the 1990's, office and commercial development began to disperse
to new suburban centers such as Summerlin and Green Valley.
New housing developments spread out across the valley, and com-
mercial development within the downtown core was passed over
for new suburban areas.

In the past few years, however, the Downtown area has expe-
rienced an urban renaissance illustrated by a number of diverse resi-
dential, commercial, and mixed-use projects that have been built,
are under construction, or are currently in the planning stages. De-
velopment towards the city’s vision of a vibrant 24-hour downtown
where people can live, work, and play has gained momentum in
recent years. The Regional Justice Center is on the verge of comple-
tion, and the recent development of the Clark County Government
Complex, Federal Courthouse, and Premium Qutlet Center are
examples of employment centers that are located within the city’s
core. Related Companies, L.P. has recently been selected by the
City Council to develop 61-acres of the downtown area known as
Union Park, and they continue to co-develop the adjacent 57-acre
home furnishings complex known as the World Market Center. Sev-
eral mixed-use, high-rise condominium towers have been recently
approved and may soon add thousands of residential units to the
downtown area. Two of these projects, the Soho Lofts and Stream-
line Towers, are currently under construction and will collectively
offer 371 condo units for sale starting in late 2005.

Land use in the downtown area is governed by the Down-
town Land Use map of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Area Plan.
The plan has been implemented to encourage desirable and order-
ly development within the downtown area. The plan establishes
land uses for the Downtown Area, and encourages the continuing
development of downtown Las Vegas as the regional center for
finance, businesses, governmental services, entertainment and rec
reation, while retaining the gaming and tourism vital to economic

prosperity.
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SOUTHWEST SECTOR

The Southwest Sector of the Master Plan is located along Cheyenne Avenue to the north, por-
tions of Rainbow and Jones Boulevard to the east, the Beltway to the west, and the city limit boundar-
ies to the south. Many of the city’s more recently developed areas such as Summerlin and the Lakes
are located within the Southwest Sector Plan. The following Master Development Plan Areas are
located within the Southwest Sector:

Canyon Gate Sun City Peccole Ranch Summerlin
Desert Shores The Lakes South Shores Summerlin West
Map 4

Southwest Sector Map

Printed: March 15, 2005

O 1 SunCity O 4 West Summerlin O 7 Peccole Ranch g
O 2 The Lakes O 5 summerlin O 8 Canyon Gate E
O 3 Desert Shores > 6 South Shores > Southwest Sector ?
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Future Land Use

SOUTHEAST SECTOR

The Southeast Sector of the Master Plan is located along portions of Jones and Rainbow
Boulevards to the West, and the city limit boundaries to the northeast of Rancho Drive, south, and
east. The Southeast Sector is comprised of many of the city’s more mature areas. Much of the
Southeast Sector is built out, and future growth in the area will most likely consist of infill development
and neighborhood revitalization. The Southeast Sector includes the Downtown and Downtown
North, West Las Vegas, and the Las Vegas Medical District. The historic John S. Park and Las Vegas
High School neighborhoods are also located here.

Map 5
Southeast Sector Map
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RURAL PRESERVATION OVERLAY DISTRICT

In 1999 the Nevada State Legislature adopted SB 391, which allowed for the creation and protec
tion of rural preservation neighborhoods. Because this state legislation expired on May 31, 2004, the
City of Las Vegas has recently adopted a Rural Preservation Overlay District to continue to protect the
character of rural neighborhoods within the City.

The Rural Preservation Overlay District is intended to preserve the rural nature of designated
neighborhoods located in the Southeast, Southwest, and Centennial Hills Sectors. Some characteris-
tics of a Rural Preservation Neighborhood include single-family homes on large lots, non-commerdcial
raising of domestic animals, and a density limit of two units per acre. The overlay district also estab-
lishes a 330-foot buffer that extends from designated neighborhoods and limits development to three
units per acre in certain instances. The specifics of the Rural Preservation Overlay District can be

found in Title 19.06 of the Las Vegas Municipal Code.

Map 6
Rural Preservation Overlay Map
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Printed: May 11, 2005
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Future Land Use

LAND USE TABLES

The following maitrix displays the allowable land use categories, residential densities, and zoning
districts within the various planning areas of the city of Las Vegas. While some planning areas have
unique land uses, development standards, and design guidelines, the individual attributes of each
area are beyond the scope. of this matrix. The master plan for each development area can be viewed
in its entirety at the city of Las Vegas Development Services Center located at 731 South Fourth Street.
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] Master Plan Land Use
5 Designations RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
o
'Zé Master Plan .
'?_;’ Designation RNP DR- R L ML MLA M H PCD TC [e] Ne GC U-R |PROS| PF
o
H) See
g Maximum Density : Town
a4 Per Acre 2 249 | 359 | 549 849 | 1249 | 2549 | »25.5 8 | Center| N/A N/A| N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A
g Chart
2
See
Allowable Zoning RA u R R-2 R-4 Town | O (] M
Categories RE |RPD2 | RD | RMH | RCL | R2 R-3 RS PD | Center| P-R NS G2 | M | ov | v
R-MPH Chart GD GPB
Town Center RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
Master Plan Land
Use Designations L-TC MLTC MLA-TC M-TC ECTC MS-TC SXTC UGTC SCTC GGTC PF-TC
Allowable Density
Per Acre 3.6-55 5.6-8 8.1-12 12.1-25 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Allowable Zoning
Categories T-C T-C TC T-C T-C T-C T-C T-C T-C T-C T-C
Cliff's Edge
Master Plan Area RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
Master Plan Land
Use Designations L ML Residential Small Lot M Village Commercial PF
-
>
z Allowable Density Per Acre Upto 5.5 Upto8 Upto 15 Upto 25 N/A N/A
C
m Allowable Zoning
E Categories PD PD PD PD PD PD
%
z
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Future Land Use

Grand Canyon
Village Master Plan
Area

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

OTHER

Master Plan Land
Use Designations

ML

Multi-family
Medium Residential

Community Commercial

N/A

Allowable Density
Per Acre

Upto 12

Upto 25

N/A

N/A

Allowable Zoning
Categories

PD

PD

PD

N/A

Grand Teton
Village Master
Plan Area

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

OTHER

Master Plan Land
Use Designations

ML

MLA

Multi-family
Medium Residential

N/A

PF

Allowable Density
Per Acre

Upto 5.5

Upto8

Upto 12

Upto 25

N/A

N/A

Allowable Zoning
Categories

PD

PD

PD

PD

N/A

PD

Iron Mountain
Ranch Master
Plan Area

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

OTHER

Master Plan Land
Use Designations

DR

N/A

N/A

Allowable Density
Per Acre

3.49

5.49

N/A

N/A

Allowable Zoning
Categories

R-PD2

R-PD3

RPD-5

N/A

N/A

.
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L Lone Mountain
E Master Plan RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
g Area
2
2 Master Plan Land
3 Use Designations L ML MLA M Neighborhood Commercial Village Commercial PR-OS PF
3
% Allowable Density
% Per Acre Upto55 | 5.6to8 | 8l1tol2 121to 18 N/A N/A N/A N/A
(=]
“ Allowable Zoning
Categories PD PD PD PD PD PD PD PD

Lone Mountain

West Master RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
Plan Area
Master Plan Land Multi-farmily
Use Designations L ML Medium Residential Neighborhood Commercial Village Commercial PR-OS PF
Allowable Density
Per Acre Upto6 | Uptol12 Upto 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Allowable Zoning
Categories PD PD PD PD PD PD PD
Las Vegas RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
Medical District
Plan Area
Master Plan Land
Use Designations HD P-O SC MD-1 MD-2 N/A
Allowable Density N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Allowable Zoning
Categories PD PD PD PD PD N/A
Future Land Use
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Future Land Use

-
>
=z
o
= Downtown Land
s Use Plan Area RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
X
z Master Plan Land
- Use Designations MXU (Mixed Use}) MXU (Mixed Use) C (Commercial) LI/R (Industrial) PF (Public Facilities)
Corresponding General
Plan Categories L ML M, H, O, SC GC L ML M, H, O, SC, GC 0, SC, GC LI/R PF
For mixed use For mixed use
Allowable Zoning developments: developments:
Categories R-1, R2, R-3, R4, C-1, C2 R-1,R2,R-3,R4,C1,C2 | O, PR NS, CD, CG1, G2 CM, M, CPB v
Summerlin RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
Master Plan Land
Use Designations EQR ER SF1 SF2 SF3 | SFZL | SFA | MFI MF2 | MF3 RR NF VC TC EC COS
Allowable Density
Per Acre 2 2 35 6 10 12 14 14 21 >21 45 N/A | NA | N/A| NA N/A
Allowable Zoning
Categories P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C
&
]
% Summerlin West RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER
g Master Plan Land
H Use Designations EQR ER SF1 SF2 SF3 | SFZL | SFA MF1 MF2 | MF3 RR NF vC TC EC COS
x
5} Allowable Density
% Per Acre 2 2 35 6 10 12 14 14 21 >21 45 N/A|] NA | N/A | NA N/A
?% Allowable Zoning
§ Categories P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C P-C
&
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. ESCRIPTI N F
MASTER PLAN LAND VUSE
CATEGORIES

The following is a description of the various land use categories
within the city of Las Vegas. Because some designations are exclu-
sive to particular plan areas, designations have also been catego-
rized according to their respective Master Development Plan.

Rural Neighborhood Preservation {RNP) - The predomi-
nant residential life-style of these areas is single-family homes on
large lots, many including equestrian facilities. This is generally a
rural environment that permits greater privacy and some non-com-
mercial raising of domestic animals. In accordance with an Interlo-
cal Agreement signed January 2, 2002, the City and Clark County
designate those areas recognized for the above-described lifestyle
as Rural Neighborhood Preservation areas. The Interlocal Agree-
ment describes areas within the Centennial Hills Sector as “Excepted
Areas.” The “Excepted Areas” are those that will be annexed into
the City only by request of the individual property owners. This
category allows up to 2 units per acre.

Desert Rural Density Residential (DR} — The predominant
lifestyle is single-family homes on large lots, many including eques-
trian facilities. This is a generally rural environment that permits
greater privacy and some non-commerdial raising of domestic
animals. Itis expected that in the Desert Rural Density Residential
Category there generally would be no need for common facilities
such as recreation, with the exception of maintaining an existing
water system. This category allows up to 2.49 units per acre.

R (Rural Density Residential) - The Rural Density Resi-
dential category is a rural or semi-rural environment with a lifestyle
much like that of the Desert Rural, but with a smaller allowable lot
size. This category allows up to 3.59 units per acre.

L (Low Density Residential) — The Low Density category
generally permits single family detached homes, manufactured
homes on individual lots, gardening, home occupations, and family
child care facilities. This category allows up to 5.49 units per acre.

ML (Medium Low Density Residential) — The Medium
Low Density Residential category generally permits single-family
detached homes, including compact lots and zero lot lines, mobile
home parks and two-family dwellings. Local supporting uses such
as parks, other recreation facilities, schools and churches are al-
lowed in this category. This category allows up to 8.49 units per
acre.

Description of Land Use Categories
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MLA (Medium Low Attached Density Residential) — The
Medium Low Attached Density Residential category includes a vari-
ety of multi-family units such as plexes, townhouses, condominiums,
and low-density apartments. This category is an appropriate use for
the residential portion of a Village Center or Town Center area. It
is also an appropriate transitional use. Local supporting land uses
such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some schools, and
churches are also allowed in this district. This category allows up to
12.49 units per acre.

M [Medium Density Residential) - The Medium Density
Residential category includes a variety of multi-family units such as
plexes, townhouses, and low-density apartments. This category al-
lows up to 18.49 units per acre.

H (High Density Residential) — Depending on the location
of the parcel, the High Density Residential category allows develop-
ment such as multi-family plexes, townhouses, high-density apart
ments, and high-rise residential. This category allows 25 or more
units per acre.

O |Office) — The Office category provides for small lot office
conversions as a transition along primary and secondary streets
from residential and commercial uses, and for large planned office
areas. Permitted uses include business, professional and financial
offices as well as offices for individuals, civic, social, fraternal and
other non-profit organizations.

SC [Service Commercial) — The Service Commercial cat-
egory allows low to medium intensity retail, office, or other com-
mercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons, and that do not
include more intense general commercial characteristics. Examples
include neighborhood shopping centers, theaters, and other places
of public assembly and public and semi-public uses. This category
also includes offices either singly or grouped as office centers with
professional and business services. The Service Commercial catego-
ry may also allow mixed-use development with a residential compo-
nent where appropriate.

GC (General Commercial) — The General Commercial cat-
egory generally allows retail, service, wholesale, office and other
general business uses of a more intense commercial character.
These uses may include outdoor storage or display of products or
parts, naise, lighting or other characteristics not generally consid-
ered compatible with adjoining residential areas without significant
transition. Examples include new and used car sales, recreational
vehicle and boat sales, car body and engine repair shops, mortu-
aries, and other highway uses such as hotels, motels, apartment
hotels and similar uses. The General Commercial category allows
Service Commercial uses, and may also allow mixed-use develop-
ment with a residential component where appropriate.
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LI/R (Light Industry / Research) — The Light Industry /
Research category allows areas appropriate for clean, low-intensity
(non-poliuting and non-nuisance} industrial uses, including light
manufacturing, assembling and processing, warehousing and
distributions, and research, development and testing laboratories.
Typical supporting and ancillary general uses are also allowed. This
category may also allow mixed-use development with a residential
component as a transition to less-intense uses where appropriate.

PF {Public Facilities) — The Public Facilities category allows
for large governmental building sites and complexes, police and fire
facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and
storm water control facilities, and other uses considered public or
semi-public such as libraries and public utility facilities.

PR-OS {Parks/Recreation/Open Space) — The Parks/Recre-
ation/Open Space category allows large public parks and recreation
areas such as public and private golf courses, trails, easements,
drainage ways, detention basins, and any other large areas or per-
manent open land.

PCD {Planned Community Development) — The Planned
Community Development category allows for a mix of residential
uses that maintains an average overall density ranging from two
to eight dwelling units per gross acre, depending upon compat-
ibility with adjacent uses (e.g. a density of two units per acre will be
required when adjacent to DR designated property). In addition,
commerdial, public facilities and office projects may be used as buf-
fers (depending on compatibility issues) within the PCD. Residential
streets shall be designed to discourage through traffic, provide
maximum privacy, and avoid the appearance of lot conformity. In
order to protect existing lifestyles, adjacency standards and condi-
tions may be required for new development.

TC (Town Center) — The Town Center category is intended
to be the principal employment center for the Northwest and is a
mixed-use development category. As compatibility allows, a mix
of uses can include: mall facilities; high-density residential uses;
planned business, office and industrial parks; and recreational uses.

TOWN CENTER

L-TC {Low Density Residential -~ Town Center) — The
Low Denisity Residential District has a density range from 3.5 to 5.5
units per gross acre. This district permits single-family detached
homes as well as other more imaginative Low Density residential
development which puts an emphasis upon common open space.
Local supporting land uses such as parks, other public recreational
facilities, schools and churches are also allowed in this district.

Description of Land Use Categories
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Description of Land Use Categories

M-TC {Medium Density Residential -Town Center) — The
Medium Density Residential District has a density range from twelve
(12) units to twenty-five {25) units per gross acre. The intent of the
Medium Density Residential District is to enable development with
imaginative site and building design and maximize the use of the
property. Projects within the M-TC district shall place an emphasis
on maximizing usable common open space. Local supporting land
uses such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some schools
and churches are also allowed in this district.

ML-TC (Medium Low Residential - Town Center) - The
Medium Low Density Residential District has a density range from
5.6 to 8 dwelling units per gross acre. This district permits single-
family compact lots and zero lot lines, manufactured home parks,
and residential planned development. Local supporting land uses
such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some schools, and
churches are also allowed in this district.

MLA-TC {Medium-Low Attached Residential - Town
Center) — The Medium Low Attached Density Residential District
has a density range from 8.1 to 12 dwelling units per gross acre.
This district includes a variety of multi-family units such as plexes,
townhouses, condominiums, and low-density apartments. This
category is an appropriate use for the residential portion of a Village
Center or Town Center area. Itis also an appropriate transitional
use. Local supporting land uses such as parks, other public recre-
ational facilities, some schools and churches are also allowed in this
district.

SC-TC (Service Commercial - Town Center) — The Service
Commercial District allows low to medium intensity retail, office
or other commercial uses that are intended to primarily serve the
Centennial Hills area and do not include more intense general com-
mercial characteristics. Examples include neighborhood shopping
centers, theaters, bowling alleys, and other places of public assem-
bly and public/quasi-public uses. This district also includes office
centers offering professional and business services. Local support-
ing land uses such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some
schools and churches are also allowed in this district.

GC-TC (General Commercial - Town Center} — The Gen-
eral Commercial District allows all types of retail, service, office and
other general business uses of a more intense commercial charac
ter. These uses will normally require a Special Use Permit and will
commonly include limited outdoor display of product and lights or
other characteristics not generally compatible with the adjoining
residential areas without significant transition. Examples include
new and used car sales, highway commercial uses such as hotels
and motels, and tourist commercial uses such as resorts and recre-
ational facilities. When adjacent to the beltway or US 95, buildings
may be higher than otherwise allowed. Local supporting land uses
such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some schools, and
churches are also allowed in this district.
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MS-TC {Main Street Mixed-Use - Town Center) — The
purpose of the Main Street Mixed Use District is to create a neigh-
borhood which generates a sense of place, a feeling of being in
a unique small town business district. Because of the intensive
pedestrian orientation of the Main Street Mixed-Use designation,
structures must be a minimum of two stories in height. Uses such
as automobile services, outdoor sales yards, drive-in businesses and
other similar uses are prohibited from locating within this district.
This designation is intended to encourage a cohesive mix of interde-
pendent uses, including leisure shopping, and offices on the main
floor and similar uses and/or medium to high density residential on
the upper floor(s). The object of this district is to provide amenities
which are conducive to attracting pedestrian activity rather than
automotive access. Local supporting land uses such as parks, other
public recreational facilities, some schools, and churches are also
allowed in this district. Development in this land use designation
shall be consistent with the Mixed-Use section of the Centennial Hills
Sector Plan.

SX-TC {Suburban Mixed-Use - Town Center) — The Subur-
ban Mixed-Use District can be characterized as being similar to the
previously described Service Commercial District with the addition
of medium density residential being a permitted use. Building and
site designs which reflect a mixture of compatible land uses having
either a vertical or horizontal character will maximize employment
and housing opportunities. This district is also more reflective of
suburban development than the Urban Center Mixed-Use category.
Local supporting land uses such as parks, other public recreational
facilities, some schools, and churches are also allowed in this district.
Site plans in this district shall be designed to discourage access from
Suburban Mixed-Use (SX-TC) uses onto 80’ or less streets that are
clearly recognized as residential streets (streets with residences hav-
ing direct access and are addressed to said street). Development
in this land use designation shall be consistent with the Mixed-Use
section of the Centennial Hills Sector Plan.

UC-TC (Urban Center Mixed Use) - The intent of the Ur-
ban Center Mixed-Use District is to enable development with imagi-
native site and building design and maximize the use of the proper-
ty. These developments should have a compatible mixture of land
uses and encourage employment opportunities and the provision of
goods and services to the Centennial Hills area of the city. Develop-
ment within this land use designation will typically be multi-storied,
having ground floor offices and/or retail, with similar or residential
uses utilizing the upper floors. Minimum development shall be two
stories in height. Developments in excess of twelve (12) stories along
the Durango corridor are possible with a Special Use Permit (SUP).
There are no density limitations in the UC District. Local support-
ing land uses such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some
schools, and churches are also allowed in this district. Development
in this land use designation shall be consistent with the Mixed-Use
section of the Centennial Hills Sector Plan.

Description of Land Use Categories

AN

LAND USE ELEMENT
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Deocﬁptlon of Land Use Categories

EC-TC (Employment Center Mixed Use - Town Center) - -

The Employment Center Mixed-Use Dlstnct is intended to accommo-

date needed non{ pollutlng and_non-nuisance services, which'under

normal, circumstances, would not otherwrse be found’in a Central

‘ Busmess District. Given.the land use constraints of the Centennial
Hills Sector Plan, few opportunmes for Ilght manufacturlng uses
exist within the Centennial Hills sector of the city. ‘Given the propen- -

-sity for visual pollutlon all uses within the district are requwed to be

completely self contained within a.structure glvmg a business park
appearance. The Employment Center- Mixed Use District permlts
the broadest spectrum of uses within the Town’ Center, however,
residential development opportunities are. minimal; Local support—
ing land uses such as parks, other public recreatlonal facilities, some:

schools, and-churches are also allowed in this district. Development '

in this land use designation shall be consustent the Mlxed Use sec

tion of the Centennlal Hills* Sector Plan

PF-TC {Public Faﬂllties - Town Center) — The Public
Facilities district is intended: to accommodate any. property: which is
used for a Public.and/or Ouasr-Publlc purpose. ANy- project Wthh is
owned and operated by aigovernmental agency (e.g., schools) oris

“used solely bya non—proflt organization (e. g. religious facility) quali-

fies for this land use designation. Utility projects can also qualify for.
this desrgnatlon and must adhere to the deS|gn regulatlons of Town
Center, : . .

MONTECITO TOWN CENTER

Mlxed-Use Commercnal - Development wrthln the Monteo-
to Town Center areaiis. governed by-one land .use-category.. Within

.the Mixed-Use Commercial, there are six distinctactivity centers that
encompass commercual and residential uses within Montecito Town

Center. The activity.centers do not Have fixed boundaries, and their
locations are intended to be flexible within the overall context of the
Mixed-Use Commercial designation. The six activity centers.are as
follows: Timberlake Buffer Area, Main Street, Regional Center, Sub-
urban Center; Office Center; and High Density Residential. - Descrip-
tions of Montecito activity centers, buffer.area, permitted uses,-and
design standards can be viewed in their entirety within the' Monte-
cito Town Center Land Use and De5|gn Standards appendlx

CLIFF S EDGE

L {Low Densnty Residential) The Low Den5|ty category
generally permits single family detached homes, mobile homes on
individual lots, gardenlng home occupatlons and family child care
facrlmes .

"ML (Medium Low Denslty Resndenhal) — The Medium
Low Density Residential category generally. permits single-family

" detached homes, including compact lots and zero Iot lines, mobile
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home parks and two-family dwellings. Local supporting uses such
as parks, other recreation facilities, schools and churches are al-
lowed in this category.

R-SL {Residential-Small Lot) — The Residential Small Lot cat-
egory provides for the development of up to 15 dwelling units per
gross acre. This land category allows for a higher density detached
and attached single-family product types, including, but not limited
to, senior houses, duplexes, compact lots, town homes, condomini-
ums, apartments, cluster and zero lot line developments. Buildings
in this category should not exceed two stories in height.

M {Medium Density Residential) - The Medium Density
Residential category includes a variety of muiti-family units such as
plexes, townhouses, and low-density apartments.

VC (Village Commercial) - The Village Commercial cat-
egory allows low to medium intensity retail, office or other com-
mercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons, and do not
include more intense general commercial characteristics. Village
Commercial is typically located on the periphery of residential neigh-
borhoods and should be confined to intersections of major arterials
and major freeways.

PF (Public Facilities) — The Public Facilities category allows
for large governmental building sites and complexes, police and fire
facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and
storm water control facilities, and other uses considered public or
semi-public such as libraries and public utility facilities.

DOWNTOWN LAND USE PLAN

MXU (Mixed Use) - The Mixed-Use category allows for a mix
of uses that are normally allowed within the L (Low Density Resi-
dential), ML {(Medium Low Density Residential), M (Medium Density
Residential), H {High Density Residential), O {Office), SC {Service
Commercial), and GC (General Commercial) Master Plan land use
categories.

C (Commercial) - The Commercial category allows for com-
mercial uses that are normally allowed within the O (Office), SC
(Service Commercial), and GC {General Commercial) Master Plan
land use categories.

LI/R {Light Industry / Research) — The Light Industry /
Research category allows areas appropriate for clean, low-intensity
(non-polluting and non-nuisance) industrial uses, including light
manufacturing, assembling and processing, warehousing and
distributions, and research, development and testing laboratories.
Typical supporting and ancillary general uses are also allowed.

PF {Pubilic Facilities) — The Public Facilities category allows
for large governmental building sites and complexes, police and fire

Description of Land Use Categories
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Description of Land Use Categories

facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and
storm water control facilities, and other uses considered public or
semi-public such as libraries and public utility facilities.

GRAND CANYON VILLAGE

ML (Medium Low Density Residential) — The Medium
Low Density Residential category generally permits single-family
detached homes, including compact lots and zero lot lines, mobile
home parks and two-family dwellings. Local supporting uses such
as parks, other recreation facilities, schools and churches are al-
lowed in this category.

MFM (Multi-family Medium Residential) — The Multi-fam-
ily Medium Residential category provides for the development of
up to 25 dwelling units per acre. Product types include a higher
density variety of muiti-family units such as condominiums, low-den-
sity multi-family, and residential buildings with a maximum of three
stories.

CC {Community Commercial) — The Community Commer-
cial category allows low to medium intensity retail, office or other
commercial uses and serves as an employment center. Community
Commercial areas are meant to provide services for a larger portion
of the city’s population. The market for Community Commercial
uses is generally between two and seven miles.

GRAND TETON VILLAGE

L (Low Density Residential) - The Low Density category
generally permits single family detached homes, mobile homes on
individual lots, gardening, home occupations, and family child care
facilities.

ML {Medium Low Density Residential) — The Medium
Low Density Residential category generally permits single-family
detached homes, including compact lots and zero lot lines, mobile
home parks and two-family dwellings. Local supporting uses such
as parks, other recreation facilities, schools and churches are al-
lowed in this category.

MLA (Medium Low Attached Density Residential) — The
Medium Low Attached Density Residential category includes a vari-
ety of multi-family units such as plexes, townhouses, condominiums,
and low-density apartments. This category is an appropriate use
for the residential portion of a Village Center or Town Center area.

It is also an appropriate transitional use. Local supporting land uses
such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some schools, and
churches are also allowed in this district.

MFM (Multi-family Medium Residential) - The Multi-fam-
ily Medium Residential category provides for the development of

LAND USE ELEMENT
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up to 25 dwelling units per acre. Product types include a higher
density variety of multi-family units such as condominiums, low-den-
sity multi-family, and residential buildings with a maximum of three
stories.

PF {Public Facilities) — The Public Facilities category allows
for large governmental building sites and complexes, police and fire
facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and
storm water contral facilities, and other uses considered public or
semi-public such as libraries and public utility facilities.

LONE MOUNTAIN

L (Low Density Residential) — The Low Density category
generally permits single-family detached homes, manufactured
homes on individual lots, gardening, home occupations, and family
child care facilities.

M (Medium Density Residential) — The Medium Density
Residential category includes a variety of multi-family units such as
plexes, townhouses, and low-density apartments.

ML {Medium Low Density Residential) — The Medium
Low Density Residential category generally permits single-family
detached homes, including compact lots and zero lot lines, mabile
home parks and two-family dwellings. Local supporting uses such
as parks, other recreation facilities, schools and churches are al-
lowed in this category.

MLA (Medium Low Attached Density Residential) - The
Medium Low Attached Density Residential category includes a vari-
ety of multi-family units such as piexes, townhouses, condominiums,
and low-density apartments. This category is an appropriate use
for the residential portion of a Village Center or Town Center area.
Itis also an appropriate transitional use. Local supporting land uses
such as parks, other public recreational facilities, some schools and
churches are also allowed in this district.

NC (Neighborhood Commercial) — The Neighborhood
Commercial category addresses parcels of five acres or less and pro-
vides for the development of convenience retail shopping, services
and professional offices principally serving neighborhood needs,
and compatible in scale, character and intensity with adjacent resi-
dential development.

VC (Village Commercial) - The Village Commercial cat-
egory allows low to medium intensity retail, office or other com-
mercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons, and do not
include more intense general commercial characteristics. Village
Commercial is typically located on the periphery of residential neigh-
borhoods and should be confined to intersections of major arterials
and major freeways.

Description of Land Use Categories
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PF {Public Facilities) — The Public Facilities category allows
for large governmental building sites and complexes, police and fire
facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and
storm water control facilities, and other uses considered public or
semi-public such as libraries and public utility facilities.

PR-OS (Parks/Recreation/Open Space) — The Parks/Recre-
ation/Open Space category allows large public parks and recreation
areas such as public and private golf courses, trails, easements,
drainage ways, detention basins, and any other large areas or per-
manent open land.

LONE MOUNTAIN WEST

L (Low Density Residential) — The Low Density category
generally permits single-family detached homes, mobile homes on
individual lots, gardening, home occupations, and family child care
facilities.

ML {Medium Low Density Residential) - The Medium
Low Density Residential category generally permits single-family
detached homes, including compact lots and zero lot lines, manu-
factured home parks and two-family dwellings. Local supporting
uses such as parks, other recreation facilities, schools and churches
are allowed in this category.

MFM (Multi-family Medium Residential) — The Multi-fam-
ily Medium Residential category provides for the development of
up to 25 dwelling units per acre. Product types include a higher
density variety of multi-family units such as condominiums, low-den-
sity multi-family, and residential buildings with a maximum of three
stories.

NC (Neighborhood Commercial) — The Neighborhood
Commercial category addresses parcels of five acres or less and pro-
vides for the development of convenience retail shopping, services
and professional offices principally serving neighborhood needs,
and compatible in scale, character and intensity with adjacent resi-
dential development.

VC {Village Commercial) — The Village Commercial cat-
egory allows low to medium intensity retail, office or other com-
mercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons, and do not
include more intense general commercial characteristics. Village
Commercial is typically located on the periphery of residential neigh-
borhoods and should be confined to intersections of major arterials
and major freeways.

PF {Public Facilities) — The Public Facilities category allows
for large governmental building sites and complexes, police and fire
facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and
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storm water control facilities, and other uses considered public or
semi-public such as libraries and public utility facilities.

PR-OS (Parks/Recreation/Open Space) - This category
allows large public parks and recreation areas such as public and
private golf courses, trails, easements, drainage ways, detention
basins, and any other large areas or permanent open land.

IRON MOUNTAIN RANCH

DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) — The predominant
lifestyle is single-family homes on large lots, many including eques-
trian fadilities. This is a generally rural environment that permits
greater privacy and some non-commerdial raising of domestic
animals. It is expected that in the Desert Rural Density Residentiat
category there generally would be no need for common facilities
such as recreation, with the exception of maintaining an existing
water system.

R {Rural Density Residential) — The Rural Density Resi-
dential category is a rural or semi-rural environment with a lifestyle
much like that of the Desert Rural, but with a smaller allowable lot
size.

L {Low Density Residential) — The Low Density category
generally permits single-family detached homes, manufactured
homes on individual lots, gardening, home occupations, and family
child care facilities.

LAS VEGAS MEDICAL DISTRICT

HD [High Density Residential) — Depending on the loca-
tion of the parcel, the High Density Residential category allows
development such as multi-family plexes, townhouses, high-density
and high-rise residential.

P-O (Professional Office) —- The Professional Office category
is intended to allow the conversion of existing single-family residen-
tial structures to low intensity commercial uses and administrative
and professional offices. The assemblage of more than one lot and
the demolition of the existing structures to construct a new struc
ture is also encouraged.

SC (Service Commercial) — The Service Commercial catego-
ry allows low to medium intensity retail, office, or other commercial
uses that serve primarily local area patrons, and that do not indude
more intense general commercial characteristics.

MD-1 {Medical Support) — The Medical Support category
is intended to allow less intense development within the Las Vegas
Medical District. It is designed to allow medical and medically re-
lated uses, office and professional uses.

Description of Land Use Categories
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Description of Land Use Categories

MD-2 (Major Medical) — The Major Medical category is in-
tended to allow the most intense development within the Las Vegas
Medical District. Itis designed to allow major medical uses and of-
fice uses. The minimum allowable site shall be one acre to encour-
age larger scale development.

SUMMERLIN / SUMMERLIN WEST

EQR (Equestrian Residential) — Allows for single-family
residential with up to 2 units per gross acre.

ER (Estate Residential) — Allows for single-family residential
with up to 2 units per gross acre.

SF-1 (Single Family Detached) — Allows for detached
single-family residential with up to 3.5 units per gross acre.

SF-2 (Single Family Detached) - Allows for detached
single-family residential with up to 6 units per gross acre.

SF-3 {Single Family Detached]) — Allows for detached
single-family residential with up to 10 units per gross acre.

SFA (Single Family Attached) — Allows for single-family at-
tached residential with up to 18 units per gross acre.

SFSD (Single Family Special Lot Development) — Allows
for single-family residential with up to 18 units per gross acre.

SFZL (Single Family Zero Lot Line) — Allows for zero lot
line attached and detached single family residential with up to 12
units per gross acre.

MF-1 {Low Density Multi-Family) — Allows for low-density
multi-family development with up to 14 units per gross acre.

MF-2 {Medium Density Multi-Family) — Allows for me-
dium-density multi-family development with up to 21 units per gross
acre.

MF-3 (High Density Multi-Family) — Allows for high-den-
sity multi-family development with no maximum density limit.

VC {Village Center) — The Village Center will allow a mix of
land uses including multi-family residential uses and commercial,
cultural, recreational and meeting facilities that provide most of
the daily and weekly support services and activities for a village or
combination of villages. A Village Center area may include a gro-
cery store, a drugstore, and the supporting commercial uses (retail,
service and convenience) residents require on a regular basis. Vil-
lage Centers may also include recreational facilities and business and
professional offices.
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'NF {Neighborhood Facus) - the Neighborhood Focus
Land Use.District is intended to provide limited commercial facilities
designed-for. use primarily by neighborhood residents. A typical
Neighborhood Focus area provides a point of orientation for resi-
dents, and in a typical residential setting might contain retail conve-
nience shopping as a primary use. Secondary uses might include
a professional office complex, a day care facility, an elementary
school, .a worship site, tot lots, playgrounds,.playfields, and other
recreational facilities. A Neighborhood Focus area within a golf or
resort neighborhood might indude a combination of uses already
mentioned with a clubhouse faC|I|ty

TC {Town Center) — The Town Center-Land Use District is de-
signed to accommodate large commercial, community, and cultural’
complexes and will ultimately become the main or “downtown”
business center for the Summerlin Planned Community. Located at

. the heart of the community, the Town Center typically may include
reglonal shopplng facilities, h|gh and mid-rise office structures,
hlghdensny residential, cultural, community and recreatlonal facili-
ties to serve the entlre Summerlln populaﬂon

EC |Employment Center) The Employment Center Land
Use District provides’ employment opportunities for Summerlin
residents. ‘These areas may-accommodate office, light industry,
. business, professional, and support- commercial services and may.
|nclude hlgher densuy muiti- famlly residential areas.

COS (Community. Open Space) Facnltles defined as

Communlty Open Space include all public, semi- publlc and pri-

vate recreational fadilities, golf courses, pathways, landscape zones

in and adjacent to major roadways; civic, cultural, community, '
. rellglous educational, library and quasi-public facilities; as ‘well as

parks, playfields and natural open spaces. Facilities owned'by the

Summerlin Community Assoaatlon will be permltted in Communlty4 '

Open Space. : '

- Desériptign of Land Use Categori’esv
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