l lb II /‘ 7 | UNIVERSITY
LIBRARIES

UNLV Theses, Dissertations, Professional Papers, and Capstones

5-2005

Examining the basis for change in Clark County non-conforming
zone change process, was it needed?

Maria D. Kaseko
University of Nevada Las Vegas

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/thesesdissertations

b Part of the Policy Design, Analysis, and Evaluation Commons, Property Law and Real Estate
Commons, Public Administration Commons, Urban, Community and Regional Planning Commons, Urban

Studies Commons, and the Urban Studies and Planning Commons

Repository Citation

Kaseko, Maria D., "Examining the basis for change in Clark County non-conforming zone change process,
was it needed?" (2005). UNLV Theses, Dissertations, Professional Papers, and Capstones. 280.
http://dx.doi.org/10.34917/1480651

This Thesis is protected by copyright and/or related rights. It has been brought to you by Digital Scholarship@UNLV
with permission from the rights-holder(s). You are free to use this Thesis in any way that is permitted by the
copyright and related rights legislation that applies to your use. For other uses you need to obtain permission from
the rights-holder(s) directly, unless additional rights are indicated by a Creative Commons license in the record and/
or on the work itself.

This Thesis has been accepted for inclusion in UNLV Theses, Dissertations, Professional Papers, and Capstones by
an authorized administrator of Digital Scholarship@UNLV. For more information, please contact
digitalscholarship@unlv.edu.


http://library.unlv.edu/
http://library.unlv.edu/
https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/thesesdissertations
https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/thesesdissertations?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1032?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/897?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/897?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/398?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/776?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/402?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/402?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/436?utm_source=digitalscholarship.unlv.edu%2Fthesesdissertations%2F280&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://dx.doi.org/10.34917/1480651
mailto:digitalscholarship@unlv.edu

EXAMINING THE BASIS FOR CHANGE IN CLARK COUNTY NON-
CONFORMING ZONE CHANGE PROCESS

WAS IT NEEDED?

by

Maria Kaseko

Bachelor of Science, 1984
University of Dar-es-Salaam, Tanzania

Bachelor of Art 1999 A
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

Master of Science
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
2005

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the

Master of Science Degree in Environmental Studies
Department of Environmental Science
College of Urban Affairs

Graduate College
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
May 2005



Thesis Approval
A_/ The Graduate College

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS

University of Nevada, Las Vegas

March 28 ,20 .05

The Thesis prepared by

Maria Dominic Kaseko

Entitled

Examining the Basis for Change in Clark County Non-Conforming

Zone Change Process. Was it needed?

is approved in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of

M.S. in Environmental Policy

Dean of the Graduate College

3-0P05

Y

Exa ation Committee Member

: //\ $-2¢-08

i‘nr;tiouomﬁttee Member
DY hgara, 32605

Graduate College Faculty Representative

1017-53 11



Copyright by Maria Kaseko 2005
All Rights Reserved



ABSTRACT
Examining the Basis for Change in
Clark County Non-Conforming
Zone Change Process
Was it needed?
by
Maria D. Kaseko
Dr. Krystyna Stave, Examination Committee Chair
Associate Professor of Environmental Studies
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

This study reviews Clark County’s non-conforming zone change process from 1990
to 2002. A non-conforming zone change, sometimes known as a non-conforming zone
boundary amendment is a proposed request that is not within the range of residential
densities and/or non-residential intensities indicated on the applicable land use plan map,
master plan, or concept plan. This research explores and examines two questions raised
by the Clark County’s new implementation plan, which was approved in April 2003 to
amend the non-conforming zone change process.

1) Clark County assumed there was a public perception that non-conforming zone

changes were being approved without regard to the master plan. Was this
assumption correct?

2) Are decisions in approving non-conforming zone changes consistent among all

levels of decision-making?
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According to the new implementation plan, the change is an effort to improve the
negative public perception that land use plans are unimportant because of the continuous
number of approved non-conforming zone changes. In addition, the ordinance indicates
the need to improve public participation in the non-conforming zone change process. The
changes in the new non-conforming zone change process have been principally based on
the assumption that the old regulations were not effective. There is no clear knowledge of
what was deemed effective or ineffective in the old process because neither data nor
interviews were collected to support the statements and subsequent changes made. In
order to test the two hypotheses: 1) Yes, there were too many non-conforming zone
changes approved that did not adhere to the master plan, and 2) Yes, consistency of
decisions among levels of decision making is low. This research evaluates and analyses
randomly selected 687 non-conforming zone change reports in Clark County.

The results from the non-conforming zone change reports will be used to propose
recommendations that can be used by the Clark County Department of Comprehensive
Planning to help improve the planning process in general, restore public confidence, and

improve the public’s involvement in the non-conforming zone change process

v



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRAC T ettt e e es e e e et s e ee s e 1
LISTOF TABLES ...ttt ae e e e e e e ee s vii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt eeseeees s e s e seeses s viii
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION ...ccoouitiitieeecececeeeeeeeee et eenesenen s 1
Problem SHatement........ ...t 1
HYPORESES......eee et ee et eee e ee e 3
Relationships Among Planning, the Master Plan, and Zoning...............cooovevveeveeene... 4
Clark County Non-Conforming Zone Change Procedure ..............ocooovoveeeeeeeoeeernnn 7
Major Differences Between Old and New Non-Conforming Zone Change Processes11
Why HiStorical REVIEW?.........ccoiiiiiicieee et e 12
CHAPTER 2 ACCORDING TO LITERATURE ......coooititiceeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeesean 15
Comprehensive Planning and its Role in Zoning ............ccoeueueueeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 16
Public Participation in the Planning Process ..............oooooiveeeveeiuicoeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 21
The Role of Politics in Zoning Decision Making..............ccooveveeemeeeeeeeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 24
Importance of Monitoring and Evaluating in Decision Making............ccccoceeeueeun.n.. 26
CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY ...oootiiiiiiiie ettt et seees e 29
Collection OF DIALA........c.cciiiiiiiiiiee ettt eeneseenas 29
Organization Of Data.........c.ccoooiiiiiiiie e eee 30
CHAPTER 4 RESULTS OF THE STUDY ...cuouviititeeeeteteeeeeteee e 4]
Analysis 0f the Data........c.cooiiiic ettt re e 41
Statistical Analysis of Research QUESHIONS...............coveeveieeiveeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenes 42
CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS........ccoocevmeeereeeenen. 50
CONCIUSIONS. ...ttt ettt et e e eeeeeee 60
Recommendations for Future Studies............ocoveveeeectiveeeneeccccecceee e 62
APPENDIX Tand IL.......ccccooiiiiieieee e On CD-ROM
Table of Non-Conforming Zone Changes Approval Collected for Research ............. 65
Clark County Index Map Showing All Town Boards............c.oeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenn 80
Clark County’s Commission DiStrict Map ..........cccovveuiieeeiiieerieeeeeee e eeeeesee oo 81
Implementation Plan, Concerning New Regulations.............co.cveveeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeennn 82



Samples of Clark County’s Non-conforming Zone Change Reports................ ... 86

REFERENC ES ...ttt s e s st eessses e sssss e oo 125

vi



Table 1
Table 2
Table 3
Table 4
Table 5

Table 6

Table 7
Table 8
Table 9
Table 10
Table 11
Table 12

Table 13
Table 14
Table 15

LIST OF TABLES

Samples of Clark County Zoning Classifications ...............o.veovoooooeooooooeoeo] 7
Clark County Old and New Non-Conforming Zone Change Requirements....10
Clark County’s Town Boards/Advisory CouncilS............o.o.ooovooivooooo. 30
Types of Recommendations................c.o.oovoveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoeoeeoeeeoeeo 31

Summary of 38 Classes Indicating Recommendations From Different
Levels/States of Clark County’s Non-Conforming Zone Change Decision
MBEKETS ...ttt 33
Definition of the 38 Classes Indicating Recommendation from Different
Levels of Clark County’s Non-Conforming Zone Changes Decision Makers.35

Applications Denied Only by Planning Staff .............ocoooovooovooeoooeeoo, 37
Applications Denied Only by Town Boards ............ccoooveroveroeooeeeeer, 37
Applications Denied by Planning Staff and Town Board ................covevveno... 38
Applications Denied by Planning Staff, Town Board, or Both......................... 38
Applications Denied by Planning Commission.............eeoevvvvevevnvonnn. R 38
Applications Denied by Planning Staff, Town Board, and Planning

COMMISSION ..ottt ettt s e eseses e 39
Applications Denied by Planning Staff and Planning Commission................. 39
Overall Denial Recommendations by the Four Levels............ccooovouevennnn.... 40
Overall Results of Final Recommendations................c.coovoeevevesievevesererererannnn, 44

Vii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

To my parents, Susana and Dominic Kipondya. Without their love, guidance and
support, I would not have been who I am. To my lovely husband Dr. Mohamed S.
Kaseko and my lovely sons, Baraka, Kipondya “K”, and Isike. This work is as much a
result of my effort, as it is of their unconditional love, support, and understanding.

I would like to express my gratitude and appreciation to the members of my academic
committee: Dr. Krystyna Stave, Dr. David Hassenzahl, and Dr. Timothy Farnham for
their support and guidance throughout the course of my study in the Environmental
Studies program. I would also like to thank them for their, helpful continuous advice that
established the foundation of this research. I am also very grateful to Dr. David Kreamer,
a graduate college representative on my committee, for his overall support in this
research.

I would also like to thank the Director of the Department of Comprehensive Planning,
Barbara Ginoulius, for allowing me to use the data for this research. Moreover, my
gratitude goes to Clark County Finance for portions of financial support toward my
tuition.

The acknowledgements would not be complete without special mention of the
following: Monica Miceli for her editing assistance, my cousin Salome Kapella
Mshigeni, Deo Mshigeni, Ayoub, Majed Khater, and Dionicio Gordillo who contributed

materials, knowledge, and moral support to the success of this research. Last but not

viii



least, to all my friends and family friends for their encouragement and support throughout

my journey of school, work, research, motherhood and spousal roles.

ix



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Problem Statement
In April 2003, the Clark County, Nevada, Board of County Commissioners (BCC)
approved new regulations regarding the non-conforming zone change process. The
purpose of the new regulations is to “reinforce the importance of land use planning and
achieve a more effective planning and development review process in conjunction with
non-conforming zone changes” (Current Planning, 2003, 1). A non-conforming zone
change is a request to amend an existing zoning that is not within the range of residential
densities and/or non-residential intensities indicated on applicable land use plan or master
plans (Current Planning, 2000). The new regulations state that the change in the
requesting process is an effort to improve the “negative public perception” that land use
plans were of little value because of the continuous approval of non-conforming zone
changes (Current Planning, 2003, 1). In addition, the purpose of new regulations was to
instill public confidence and invite their involvement throughout the non-conforming
zone change process (Current Planning, 2003).
The Clark County Board of County Commissioners is a governing body of Clark
County, Nevada, consisting of seven elected officials representing seven districts
(Current Planning, 2000) as shown on the Clark County commissioners’ district map (see

Appendix II). The Board of County Commissioners is the final authority in approving or



denying non-conforming zone change applications.

The problem statements of this research are:

1) Clark County assumed there was a public perception that non-conforming zone
changes were being approved without regard to the master plan. Was this
assumption correct?

2) Are decisions in approving non-conforming zone changes consistent among all
levels of decision-making?

To answer the two aforementioned questions, research on the history of Clark
County’s non-conforming zone change process was conducted, evaluated, and analyzed.
The research reviewed and analyzed 687 randomly selected non-conforming zone change
reports approved from 1990 to 2002.

The researcher examined the data to determine the validity of the argument that the
public did not see the importance of land use plans because there were continuous
approvals of non-conforming zone changes. In addition, the researcher examined whether
public involvement is low and needs improvement, as stated in the regulation document.

Tonn, English, and Travis (2000), in their paper titled “A Framework for
Understanding and Improving Environmental Decision Making,” state that the evaluation
process is very important if environmental decision making is to be improved over time.
Officials’ changing policies or regulations to improve a process without a clear prior
knowledge of the process cannot be expected to solve the problem, as there are no clear
indicators of cause the problem or what needs to be improved.

Recent changes in the non-conforming zone change regulations have been principally

based on the assumption that the old regulations were not effective. Proponents for the



change agreed with the unsubstantiated perception that land use plans are unimportant,
particularly if non-conforming zone changes were, indeed, continuously being approved.
Moreover, one of the intents of the change was to eventually instill public confidence and
improve public involvement in the non-conforming zone change process. There is no
clear knowledge of what was deemed effective or ineffective in the old process because
neither data nor interviews were collected or conducted to date to support the statement

and the subsequent changes made.

Hypotheses

In approaching and answering the problem statements, the researcher assumes two
hypotheses:

1) Yes, there were too many non-conforming zone changes approved that did not

adhere to the master plan.

2) Yes, consistency of decisions among levels of decision making is low.

According to the Nevada Revised Statue (NRS 278.230), whenever the governing
body of a county has adopted a master plan, it skall consult the recommendation of the
planning commission to determine the reasonable and practical means for putting it into
effect. The master plan is meant to serve as both a pattern and guide, and Clark County,
therefore, has an obligation to follow the established land use plans within the master
plan in order to create a systematically better community. Planning, the master plan, and

zoning are interrelated components of a system that depend on each other for success.



The Relationships Among Planning,
the Master Plan, and Zoning

The term “planning™ has a broad connotation. It includes the physical development of
the community and its environment in relation to its social and economic well-being for
the fulfillment of the rightful, common destiny (So & Getzels, 1988). Wildavsky (1973)
defines planning as a control of the future, and planning will not succeed if there is less
conformity to what was originally planned. Wildavsky (1981) further defines planning as
an activity of any community designed to reach a desired goal projected to be
implemented. In addition, Vasu (1979) states that planning in the United States
commonly refers to the function of local government concerned primarily with the
construction of physical space.

The nature of local government planning can vary significantly in both focal point
and style, depending on the type of community being planned (So & Getzels, 1988). For
example, planning in Clark County will be different from planning in Washoe County in
the northern part of the state because these two counties have different senses of
economic well-being and environment. According to So and Getzels (1988), planning
creates products such as comprehensive plans or master plans and zoning, which interacts
to achieve certain planning goals.

Master plans provide a big picture of how and where development will occur in an
area. They are long-range statements and guiding visions for land use development and
the provision of community services and facilities. According to the Nevada Revised

Statue (NRS 278.230), whenever the governing body of any city or county has adopted a



master plan, it shall, upon recommendation of the planning commission, determine
reasonable and practical means for putting it into effect. The master plan will serve as:

1) A pattern and guide for orderly physical growth and development of county,
causing the least amount of natural resource impairment, and one that will
conform to the adopted population plan where required. It will also ensure an
adequate supply of housing, including affordable housing.

2) A basis for the efficient expenditure of funds thereof relating to the subjects of the
master plan.

Clark County’s Title 30 defines the master plan/comprehensive plan as “the plan,”
and refers to the one adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on December 15,
1983. It includes all land use plans, including the general plan map adopted by the Board
of County of Commissioners on January 21, 1974, for areas not included in a more
recently adopted land use plan map and other elements subsequently adopted.

The land use plan, sometimes known as the land use guide, is part of a master plan
used to guide development within a certain geographical area. The land use plan
represents a set of policies and goals that specifically guide the growth and development
of a certain area. For example, “RE” designates “rural estates,” indicating that there is a
limit of two houses per gross acre (Current Planning, 2000).

Zoning is part of the planning process; it is the basic means of land use control
engaged by local governments in the United States (So & Getzels, 1988). The first zoning
law was first adopted in New York in 1916. In 1926, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled

zoning was constitutional, and by the late 1930s, most states had adopted some sort of



legislation to allow zoning by the local government. Currently, zoning is a major
component of local and urban planning areas in the United States.

The intent of zoning is to divide the community into districts (zones) and impose
different land use regulations on each district, by specifying the allowed uses, types of
buildings, intensity or density of such uses, and the bulk of building on the land (So &
Getzels, 1988). Likewise, Goetz, and Wofford (1979) define zoning as a formulation of
rules for land allocation that are influenced by the self-interest of actors in the decision-
making process.

The main job of zoning is to implement land use regulations, and review and develop
plans (Fleischmann, 1989). As Patterson (1979) notes, zoning was introduced for the
purpose of protecting and preserving the value of properties through control over the
physical character of the local area and historical preservation. In Clark County, the
zoning process allows two types of zoning requests: 1) conforming zone change; and 2)
non-conforming zone change (Current Planning, 2000).

A zone change, sometimes called a zone boundary amendment, is a request filed with
Clark County’s Department of Comprehensive Planning to amend the official Zoning
Map of Clark County by reclassifying property from one zoning district to another
(Current Planning, 200.0).

A conforming zone change, sometimes called a conforming boundary amendment, is
a proposed zone change request within the range of residential densities and/or non-
residential intensities indicated on the applicable land use plan map, specific plan,

neighborhood plan, concept plan, or community district map (Current Planning, 2000).



In contrast, a non-conforming zone change, also known as a non-conforming zone

boundary amendment, is a proposed change that is not within the range of residential

densities and/or non-residential intensities indicated on the applicable land use plan map,

specific neighborhood plan, and concept plan (Current Planning, 2002).

Table 1 summarizes commonly used zoning classifications in Clark County.

Table 1 Samples of Clark County Zoning Classifications
District Type Principle Uses Alternate Uses
Rural Density Residential/Agriculture Schools, Churches,
Residential

R-U, R-A, R-E, R-D

Livestock Rural lifestyle

Public Facilities

Low/Medium Density Single Family Units, Child Care,
Residential Churches, Schools
Parks

R-1, R-2, RUD Public Facilities

Multifamily Dormitories, Multifamily Units, Hospitals, Public

Residential Nursing and Senior Homes Facilities, Schools,
Child Care

R-3, R-4, R-5

Commercial Offices

Transitional District

CRT

Professional Office Offices Schools, Child
Care, Parks,

C-P Parking Lots

Local Business Banks, Retail, Clubs, Small Outlets Theatres, Gas
Stations

C-1

General Business

Auto Sales, Shopping Centers,

Dry Cleaners,

Bakeries, Veterinary Offices, Taverns Schools,
C-2
Churches
Light Outside Storage, Manufacturing Animal Storage
Industrial/Designed Assembly, Kernels, Adult
Manufacturing Entertainment in M-1 only
M-1, M-D

Heavy Industrial

M-2

Chemical Processing, Heavy
Manufacturing

Paper Mills,
Recycling Facilities

Limited Resort and
Apartments H-1

Casinos and Gambling, Live
Entertainment, Restaurants

Payday/Check
Cashing, Daycare

Urban Village U-V

Mixed Use Development Commercial,
Office

Source: Clark County, Title 30




Clark County Non-Conforming Zone
Change Procedure

From 1990 to 2002, the proposed non-conforming zone changes in Clark County
were reviewed at four levels. First was the review from the Clark County Comprehensive
Planning staff, who is a team of professionals that are responsible for urban planning,
design, and implementation of planning policies and regulations in Clark County.

The second level was a public hearing by the representing town board, which are
comprised of members appointed by the Board of County Commissioners to represent
certain geographic areas (see Appendix II) and make recommendations to the Planning
Commission or Board of County Commissioners (Current Planning, 2000).

The third level was a public hearing hosted by the Planning Commission, which is a
body usually comprised of seven members appointed by the county’s commissioners.
Nevada law requires the county’s planning functions to be assigned to a planning
department, or the Planning Commission, and a legislative body, the Board of County
Commissioners (State of Nevada, 2004).

Lastly, the Planning Commission recommends the boundaries of zoning districts and
determines appropriate requirements relative to site plan review, forwarding its
recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners, which recommends a final
action (Davidson & Dolnick, 1999).

The new regulations approved by the Board of County Commissioners in 2003
increased the process to seven levels through which any non-conforming zone change

requests must be reviewed. The differences between the old and new non-conforming



zone change processes are shown in Figure 1. Table 2 further explains the requirements

of the two processes.
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Figure 1  Old and New Non-Conforming Zone Change Processes
Source: Current Planning, 2003




Table 2 Clark County Old and New Non-Conforming Zone Change Requirements

0ld Process, January 1990 to November
2003

ew Process, December 2003 to Date

e Applicant calls the planning department to
schedule an appointment.

e Applicant meets with a planner to submit a
completed application.

e  Ifthe application is complete*, it is taken,
assigned a number, and scheduled for Town
Board, Planning Commission, and Board of
County Commissioners meetings.

e Staff does research and prepares report.

e  Public notifications are sent to all the
property owners within a 750-feet radius
from the subject parcel (s).

e  Applicant attends a Town Board meeting and
presents the case. It approves or denies the
application.

e  Applicant attends the Planning Commission
for a public hearing. It approves or denies the
application.

e Applicant presents his non-conforming zone
change request to the BCC at a public
hearing.

*A completed application means the applicant

provided all the required documents for the non-

conforming zone change submittal.

Note: Required documents for non-conforming zone
changes requests include:

lApplication Form

Deed

Legal Description

Site Plan

Elevation

Floor Plan

IAssessor’s Maps

INon-Conforming Reports (Related to water, fire,
school, traffic etc.)

*  Applicant submits a pre-application package
of 15 copies of the site plan, 15 copies of
description of the project, and 15 copies of a
compelling justification letter at the front
counter of Current Planning within the
specified dates on each planning area.

e The applicant is given a specific date to meet
with planning staff to discuss the proposed
project and all the issues related to the
project.

e  The applicant is required to mail notices of a
neighborhood meeting ten working days
prior to the actual neighborhood meeting.

e  The applicant is required to provide staff
with a copy of the notice including the date,
time, and location of the neighborhood
meeting.

e Staff attends the neighborhood meeting as a
resource for information on the county code
or land use plans.

e The applicant makes an appointment with
appropriate Current Planning staff to submit
the non-conforming zone change application
package. Only completed applications are
accepted.

e The application is assigned dates for the
Town Board, Public Commission and BCC
meetings.

e  The applicant is required to address all issues
discussed during the pre-conference meeting
with staff and a summary of what happened
with the neighborhood meeting.

e  Staff prepares report with recommendations.

»  Staff sends public notification to all property
owners within 1,500-feet radius of the
subject parcel(s).

e  The application is ready for the public
hearing process, starting with the Town
Board/Citizen Advisory Council (TAB). It
approves or denies the application.

e Applicant presents non-conforming zone
change to the Planning Commission. It
approves or denies the application.

e Non-conforming zone change goes for final
action to the Board of County
Commissioners (BCC) meetings.

Source: Current Planning, 2003
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Major Differences Between the Old and New
Non-Conforming Zone Change Processes

The new process requires the applicant to file a pre-application, which adds a
discussion of the request at an early stage with all the approving agencies that may have
concerns with the project, such as the Regional Transportation Commission, the various
public works, Clark County School District, Regional Flood Control, and Department of
Parks and Recreation.

The new process also requires the applicant to conduct a neighborhood meeting. The
purpose of the neighborhood meeting is for the applicant to address, disclose, and discuss
with neighbors the proposed zoning changes, uses, site development, and impact to
infrastructures, including the submission of a traffic impact analysis as well as -
compelling justification for the changes.

The new process further requires the applicant to address all issues discussed during
the pre-conference meeting with planning staff and to provide a summary of what
happened at the neighborhood meeting. Given these added steps, there is a significant
time difference between the old and new non-conforming zone change approvai
processes. | The old process took approximately two and a half to three months from
application submittal to the final approval by the Board of County Commissioners, while
the new process takes approximately five to six months from the pre-submittal date to the
final approval.

The public notification distance in the new process was increased from the required
public notification to all within a 750-foot radius from the property requesting a non-

conforming zone change to a new 1,500-foot radius compared. The increase in distance

11




allows the Department of Comprehensive Planning to notify more citizens of what is
being proposed close to or within their communities.

In order to improve the non-conforming zone change process, it is important to know
what happened historically, as it will provide supporting data on whether the “negative
public perception” about the non-conforming zone change process is accurate. Relying on
perceptions of unsubstantiated information will not adequately provide the information

needed to evaluate and improve the process.

Why Historical Review?

The history of non-conforming zone changes is significant to the Clark County
Department of Comprehensive Planning because it potentially provides information that
can either support or reject justification for the new regulations. The new regulations state
that the intent of the change is to improve public involvement in the non-conforming
zone change process. It suggests that the old process did not involve the public nearly
enough in the consideration process. The question begs, however, how did the
Department of Comprehensive Planning come to that conclusion without substantive data
or interviews to support the statement?

A historical review can provide information that can be used by the Department of
Comprehensive Planning to evaluate and enhance its existing policies and regulations
regarding the non-conforming zone change process. It is hoped that the results will either
support or reject the alleged negative public perception that land use plans are

unimportant. Since the state of Nevada has established statues that require each city or
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county to reasonably follow their respective master plans, Clark County has the
obligation to do so and share it with its citizens (State of Nevada, 2004).

In addition, if the research reveals a large number of non-conforming zone changes
were approved throughout the four levels of decision making (i.e. reviews by the
planning staff, local town boards, Planning Commission, and Board of County
Commissioners bodies), then it reflects yet another problem—the difficulty of keeping up
with the rapid growth and changes that are occurring within Clark County because the
zoning map is changing faster than what the master plans were desi gned for. The results
from this research can provide comments that can be used to formulate or enhance
existing policies and serve as guidelines for the decision makers to follow even when the
population and economic growth is faster than the process of updating the master plans.
So and Getzels (1988) point out that master plans should include a statement of growth
management policy in order to guide decision makers when dealing with community
growth issues.

If the research discovers a higher percentage of non-conforming zone changes were
coasistently recommended denial by both planning staff and the respective town board,
but approved by the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners, the data
would then support the argument that the land use plan could be deemed unimportant as
suggested in the new regulations. If the master plan or land use plan is not used to guide
development and provide smart growth initiatives, as intended by the Nevada statutes and
Clark County codes, then it loses its meaning.

Social scientists such as Seasons (2003) state that good policies and wonderful staff

recommendations can be consistent with established policies, though the end result is not
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so much if the policies are effective, but whether the political motivation exists to
implement the established policies. Therefore, it is important for Clark County’s Planning
Departmént to establish policies and regulations that will emphasize the importance of
using a master plan and restore its public perception of integrity within the planning
process.

The results of this research will help identify areas of concerns related to the non-
conforming zone change process, specifically on the importance of land use plans, public
involvement, and consistency in decision making. The research will provide
recommendations that can be used to formulate new policies and goals that can be
incorporated in the new regulations. The recommendations can be used to improve and
bring an understanding on the importance of monitoring and evaluating as a tool to
improve either the policies or the process.

To accentuate the importance of this research, the next chapter presents review of the
literature that will provide discussion for the arguments presented in this research.
Chapter 2 will discuss the interrelationships among the different elements within the
planning process of any community. These elements inclucie comprehensive pianning and
its role in zoning, public involvement in the planning process, the role of politics in
decision making, and the importance of monitoring and evaluating in and for policy
improvements. These elements are significant, when integrated together, in establishing

policies and regulations that can be used to develop a better community.
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CHAPTER 2

ACCORDING TO LITERATURE

This research is significant because it seeks to support or reject whether an alleged
negative public perception that land use plans are unimportant because non-conforming
zone changes were continuously being approved by the Board of County Commissioners
exists, and if there is a need to instill public confidence and invite their participation in
the non-conforming zone change process. These points are noted in the new regulations
of the non-conforming zone change process. As stated in these regulations, the change in
process is to “alleviate the negative public perception that land use plans were of little
value” (Current Planning, 2003, 1). Before making changes of any policy or regulation, it
is important to have feedback as to what happened prior in order to help focus and
improve that particular area (Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 1999). The ne\;v regulations did
not have any supporting data or interviews to determine if the statement about the
public’s negative perception is true or not. Therefore, the intent of this research is to seek
information that will support or disapprove these arguments. A comprehensive plan is
essential in community planning because it provides guidance and direction of what the

zoning would be.
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Comprehensive Planning and its Role in Zoning

In order to achieve a certain future in any community, there is a need to establish

goals that can be used to guide and direct it (Solnit, Reed, Glassford, & Erley, 1988).

They propose the following five major steps that allow a community to achieve a desired

future:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

A local planning organization needs to establish basic goals of what it wants the
community to look like in the future.

Planning staff needs to learn and understand the land use, population, economic
growth, environmental issues, and all physiological features of a community in
order to provide good planning.

Planning staff needs to prepare and create policies that will formulate statements
of how the community will develop and grow.

Planning staff needs to determine implementation and effectuation to achieve the
desired future, which requires all levels of decision makers to use the tools
provided to them, such as zoning ordinances, capital improvements, land
subdivision regulations, environmental regulations, and other guidelines.
Planning staff needs to monitor and obtain feedback as the final step in enabling
the planning organization to evaluate how well the goals and objectives are being
used. The information can provide comments for future guidelines, serving as a

foundation for improving the planning process.

McLoughlin (1969) points out that the goal of planning is to seek to regulate or

control the activities of individuals and groups to minimize negative impacts and promote
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better performance of the physical environment, in accordance with the goals and
objectives set out in the land use plan.

Zoning is part of the planning process undertaken by a local government. It divides
the community or municipality into districts (zones) and imposes land use regulations on
each district such us the allowed uses of land, types of buildings, and the intensity or
density of such uses on the land (Solnit et al., 1988). For example, Clark County allows
two units per gross acre in Rural Estate zoning (R-E), and livestock animals such as
cows, goats, and chickens are permitted in this zone (Current Planning, 2000). There is an
increased number of states, including Nevada, requiring that zoning conform to a “well
established and approved plan or comprehensive plan” (Solnit et al., 1988, 20). In
addition, Solnit et al. argues that the zoning process cannot really be effective unless a
long-term plan is established and followed, because a land use plan provides goals and
policies to guide a community to a better land allocation and a preferred future.

The purpose of a comprehensive land use plan is to provide information about
existing development and zoning and goals, objectives, policies, and potential location
and characteristics of future development. in addition, the master plans/land use plan
initiation was to protect property values. However, Ferguson and Platter (1987) argue that
land use control and regulations may prohibit profitable use of a specific parcel of land,
adjacent land use may impact market value, or changes in zoning may call for the
abandonment of existing profitable uses. Therefore, zoning can not only destroy pre-
existing worth, but it can be instrumental in changing the entire future of an area

(Ferguson & Plattner, 1987).
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When the community fails to follow its master plan or land use plan because of its
multiple non-conforming zone changes, there is a chance of creating an unsuitable
development area within that community. Razin (1998) argues that unplanned, scattered,
and piecemeal residential and commercial development results in urban sprawl that
infringes on rural-urban (outskirt areas with low density) areas and becomes a source of
environmental problems, such as increased pollution because of increased carbon
monoxide emissions from increased automobiles. Likewise, Clark County’s change in
regulation regarding the non-conforming zone change process is to emphasize and
strengthen the use of land use plan in order to improve development within Clark County
(Current Planning, 2003).

Some communities like Clark County have experienced development patterns, which
are similar to urban sprawl. Reid (1997) defines sprawl as not suburbanization, generally,
but rather forms of suburban development that lack accessibility and open space. He adds
that planned communities have preserved anywhere from 18% to 57% of the total land
area as open space, compared to unplanned communities that have no or little open space.
Some researchers point out that suburban sprawl is associated with the decline ‘of central
cities and older suburbia. As a result, it negatively affects the future of the metropolis
(Razin, 1998; Savitch, Collins, Sanders, & Markham, 1993). Therefore, planning and
maintaining the master plan enables communities to achieve smart growth development.

According to Kaiser, Godschalk, and Chapin (1995), a land use plan/master plan
serves several purposes. One is to provide guidelines by which the community can
participate in a democratic way with elected and appointed officials to create better

policies and regulations for their communities. Second, a land use plan acts as a tool to
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communicate policies and regulations to property owners, developers, citizens, elected
officials, and other affected parties. Third, the intent of a land use plan is to educate,
inspire, and convince all stakeholders that planned communities are socially and
economically good. Lastly, a land use plan helps to implement all policies and
regulations by incorporating plans through the approval of conforming and non-
conforming zone changes.

Sometimes it can be difficult for some cities or counties to keep up wit}.1 upgrading
their master plans/land use plans because of the tremendous pressure of urban growth.
Patterson (1979) argues that zoning has a problem with time gap between the present
reality of the zoning map and the future orientation of a land use plan. As a result, the
time gap encourages a larger number of non-conforming zone change applications from
developers. For example, Clark County’s Department of Comprehensive Planning used to
update the land use plan every 10 years. Meanwhile, non-conforming zone changes were
accepted continuously, creating a huge difference between the zoning map and the land
use plan. The new regulations changed the time frame to every 5 years for updating the
land use plan of a certain geographical area within unincorporated Clark County.

Urban growth attracts new businesses and more people that eventually contribute to
the area’s economic growth. However, urban growth increases the pressure of approving
non-conforming zone changes because developers are eager to develop anything that the
market demands. Over time, the process can have significant environmental impact on
the surrounding neighborhoods and community in general. Clark County has experienced
tremendous growth in terms of its economy, population, and developed land. For

example, the county’s average annual growth rate between 1995 and 2000 was 6.4%
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(Comprehensive Planning, 2004). In 1990, the county’s population was 797,142, while in
2002, the population expanded to 1,578,332 (Comprehensive Planning, 2004). As a
result, the county is experiencing significant environmental problems such as bad air
quality because of the increased carbon monoxide emissions from the increased number
of automobiles and less open space with respect to the population. Soon the county may
experience problems with water consumption and solid waste management. Therefore,
there is a great need to turn around the negative public perception, if found to exist, that
land use plans are unimportant because of the continuous approval of non-conforming
zone changes. By eliminating the negative perception, the county will make the master
plan a significant tool to guide the community to a better future.

The Clark County non-conforming zone change process involves many stakeholders,
many of which include the Clark County decision-making bodies (i.e. planning staff,
town boards, Planning Commission, and the Board of County Commissioners), citizens,
and developers. Cooperation and common vision among stakeholders are essential in
achieving consensual policy and improving the planning process. Therefore, these instill
public confidence and restores public trust towards the non-conforming zone change
process.

Kumar, et al. (2000), Lyhmann (1979), and Williamson (1993) argue that trust is very
important to human existen¢e because it enhances the understanding and believing
among all stakeholders who participate and work for a common cause. For example, the
new regulations of the non-¢onforming zone change process state that the public has a
negative perception that the|land use plans are unimportant because non-conforming zone

changes were continuously approved by the Board of County Commissioners despite
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objections from planning staff and the town boards. When expectations are not fulfilled,
as intended in the planning process, it is difficult to re-establish it and convey an
understanding among all stakeholders.

To achieve better planning, an organization needs to establish conviction and
cooperation among all stakeholders. Likewise, Clark County’s Department of
Comprehensive Planning will need to fulfill its expectation by emphasizing common
vision and the importance of the land use plan in the non-conforming zone change
process. If the expectations of the importance of land use are fulfilled, the public will
start believing in the non-conforming zoné change process and their confidence in the
planning will be boosted.

Consistency in decision making, public participation, and involvement are vital to the
non-conforming zone change process and planning, in general. The following section

discusses the importance of public participation in the planning process.

Public Participation in the Planning Process

Democracy in the United States is built on the belief that authority resides with ihe
people and that the actions of government should be constantly subject to review and
limit (Sharpe, 1973). Public participation, sometimes referred to as public involvement, is
a fundamental tenet of democracy that gives control to and delegates power for its
citizens (Arnstein, 1969). Zimmerman and Rappaport (1988) argue that in order to
achieve a true public participation in planning, there is a need to allow citizens to shape
planning decisions and outcomes while increasing their levels of social and political

empowerment. Thus, public participation has the potential to strengthen the planning
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process, which eventually increases the value of planning in the public’s eye. Public
participation empowers citizens as they seck a stronger voice in decisions that affect their
communities.

Fainstein and Fainstein (1985) define public participation as a process whereby
particular constituencies influence governmental activities through a set of specified
modes that affect the output. Public participation forces agencies to be accountable to the
public they serve and enables the inclusion of ordinary citizens in decision making
(Forester, 1999). Bickerstaff and Walker (2001) state that public participation improves
support for policies, and it improves the planning process in general.

Public mobilization and participation in the zoning process is crucial since it can
influence decision making. Hutcheson and Prather (1988) state that citizen participation
can influence change in governmental activities through a set of actions that affect the
final decision of government decision makers. Rosener (1982) supports Prather’s
argument by adding that public opinion expressed during public hearing meetings did
have an impact on the decision of regulatory board members in California. Pierannunzi
(1987) also states that the role of citizen participation is a key element in the pdlicy
process.

Do citizens and business interest have influence on local land use decision?
Fleischman and Pierannuzi (1990) state that county commissioners and city councils
decide re-zoning strategies by attempting to satisfy as many constituents as possible in
order to be re-elected and are mostly likely to deny or modify applications that generate
public interest. Fleischman and Pierannuzi (1990) argue that there are three types of

variables affecting the result of re-zoning strategies.
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1) Characteristics of the citizens participating in the process

2) Value and type of the proposal being considered by decision makers

3) Structure of the zoning process

To test whether these theories are true in Clark County, it would be necessary to
examine how many applications were denied by the Board of County Commissioners
because of the public or business pressure who influenced the decisions. However, that
notion is beyond the scope of this research, as this researcher is looking for approved
non-conforming zone changes.

The new regulations stated its intent of improving public involvement in the non-
conforming zone change process because participation can influence change in decision
making. The opinion presented by the public can change the way decision makers
approve non-conforming zone changes. Therefore, the Department of Comprehensive
Planning should encourage public involvement in the non-conforming zone change.
Campbell and Marshall (2000) indicate that increasing the effectiveness of the public
sector requires greater engagement between the elected officials and the population they
serve.

Public withdraw from participation is more likely to occur if there is no support from
the government. For example, Hutcheson and Prather (1988) argue that participation
without influence may cause withdrawal, but tangible results are likely to reinforce and
broaden participation. In addition, Hutcheson and Prather (1988) view public
participation as a mechanism for extending the democratic base of the political system,

and thus, public participation has been sought for ideological reasons.
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Some policy makers believe that economic status of the people and the area in which
they live can influence public participation. Hutcheson and Prather (1988) argue that
being of a lower-socioeconomic status may cause individuals to participate less in public
decision making. In addition, they point out that complex urban or city life encourages
individual isolation, and the resulting decline of the community hinders participation.

The result from this research will help future researchers analyze the role of both the
town boards and citizens’ participation in each planning area. By reviewing the
demographics and socio-economic status of these planning areas and providing a
comparison to the number of non-conforming zone changes approved from each area can
provide an insight of whether socio-economic status plays a role in public participation.

Public involvement in the non-conforming zone changes is crucial not only to the
public, but also to the decision makers and planning staff because it allows interaction
among them to achieve whatever goals the community has. However, public involvement

does not achieve its goal without the presence of politics.

The Role of Politics in Zoning Decision-Making
Zoning seeks to protect individuals by separating land use in a manner that
maximizes the well-being of the entire community (Friedman, 1968; Williams, 1975).
Shlay and Rossi (1981) state that the intent of zoning is to protect neighborhoods from
the congestion, noise, traffic, pollution, and all bad things associated with commerce and
industry. Likewise, the purpose of the county zoning code is to implement the
comprehensive plan in order to promote the general prosperity, health, safety, and

welfare of its residents (Current Planning, 2000). The zoning code sets forth the
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regulations that govern the subdivision, use, and development of land, divides the County
into Zoning Districts, and sets forth the regulations pertaining to such districts (Current
Planning, 2000).

Before the 1990s, Clark County was small in terms of economic and population
growth. However, after the 1990s there has been significant economic growth, which
attracted even more people to come to the area seeking jobs in new casinos and
construction (Comprehensive Planning, 2004). Most of Clark County was master planned
for Residential Estates (R-E) that allowed a density of up to two dwelling units per gross
acre, except for a few areas that were specifically identified as tourism and commercial
areas (Clark County General Plan, 1974). Because of the economic growth, many people
started moving to Clark County to find jobs, resulting in a huge shift in population
growth. This growth created change in the Clark County planning process, too, because
developers requested non-conforming zone changes to develop residential subdivisions of
higher density than the existing master plan of two dwelling units per gross acre, in order
to accommodate the growing population. It can be inferred that the Board of County
Commissioners approved these non-conforming zone changes for the purpose of
promoting development and stimulating the economy. |

Fainstein (1991) states that most local governments in the United States have changed
their focus in planning over the years from regulating to promoting development within
their communities. In support of this statement, Clark County is one of the local
governments that has experienced change from the early 1990s where there was 148,568
developed acres compared to the 2000s where there was 238,229 developed acres, which

is a noticeable boom of development throughout (Comprehensive Planning, 2004).
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Fainstein (1991) argues that the causes of this change have been economic restructuring,
a conservative national administration, and a learning process resulting in a proactive
approach. Likewise, land development in Clark County provides tax revenue for the local
government, some of which is used to run social services, schools, and community
programs. Thus, the financial rewards of the zoning process may be linked to why
sometimes government officials or politicians can lead to approving non-conforming
zone changes (Razin, 1998). However, it is difficult to support the argument within this
study.

Population and economic changes within a community can be good because it
improves the standard of living. However, change will not be successful unless all
aspects that affect the environment--air quality, water, waste management, transportation
system, and open space--are taken into consideration in decision-making.

Political influence in the non-conforming zone change process can be minimized by
relying on data and feedback to provide facts about the effectiveness of land use plans
and why the public does not see the importance of these plans. The following section

addresses the importance of monitoring and evaluating in the planning process.

Importance of Monitoring and Evaluating
in Decision Making
Season (2003) defines monitoring as a continuous assessment of activities in policies,
process programs, or plans. On one hand, monitoring involves the collection and
interpretation of data on a regular basis. In addition, Rossi et al. (1999) interpreted

monitoring as the systematic documentation of events/activities of performance that
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indicate whether or not activities are working as indicated to the original principles or
procedures. On the other hand, Weiss (1998) defined evaluation as the systematic
assessment of the function of any program or policy, compared to a set of explicit or
implicit standards as a means of contributing to the improvement of the policy.

Monitoring and evaluating were important topics of good planning literature of the
late 1960s and 1970s (Boyce, 1970; Calkins, 1970; Hemmens, 1968; Dakin, 1973;
Duecker, 1970; and Teitz, 1968). These books advocated structured, quantitative, and
technical methods of analyzing planning goals and objectives, which demanded the use
of computer modeling to achieve better results. However, these highly technical methods
faded away and modern planners did not use them for evaluation. Bracken (1981),
Forester (1989), and Lee (1994) argue that the highly technical methods of monitoring
and evaluating washed out because of cost, time, and the problem of how most
organizations managed and interpreted the data.

Planning in the 21% century has the burden of not only cost, time, and interpretive
problems, but also with politics, public demands, and environmental issues. In order to
evaluate the effectiveness of any policy or procedure, it is important to monitor what goes
on in a regular basis. The best way to monitor any program is to collect data and
information that will be relevant to the evaluation of the program.

Reviewing progress of any policy, process, or procedure should be a regular practice
since it gives feedback to planners on what needs to improve in the process, policy, or
procedure. Seasons (2003) points out that the monitoring and evaluation process
improves the effectiveness of the policy and procedure by providing feedback that can be

used to address important issues in the community. He adds that if this process is
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implemented carefully, it should help planners solve challenging practices within their
communities. For example, understanding what happened to the community after a policy
or process 1s introduced helps with future decision making because it gives comments on
what to correct or modify. Season (2003) argues that land use design and planning has
changed from its traditional form in the old days to modern planning in the 21st century
because most American cities are changing fast, and monitoring and evaluating is needed
to guide that change. Seasons (2003) adds that planners will need a realistic and objective
evaluation on all projects and their respective impact to the environment in order to serve

their communities well.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Collection of Data

The two hypotheses of the research are: 1) Yes, there were too many non-conforming
zone changes approved that did not adhere to the master plan, and 2) Yes, consistency of
decisions among levels of decision making is low.

In order to test the two hypotheses, I looked at randomly selected Clark County’s
non-conforming zone change reports that were ultimately approved by the Board of
County Commissioners from 1990 to 2002. I researched only approved, non-conforming
zone changes because the public concerns, as stated in the new regulations, were about
the continuous approval of non-conforming zone changes by the Board of County
Commissioners. By looking at approved applications, I can get the basic facts needed to
support the research questions. Therefore, denied non-conforming zone changes were not
taken into consideration in this study.

A total of 687 non-conforming zoning changes were sampled and randomly selected
from the six selected town boards (See Table 3) in Clark County. The non-conforming
zone change reports were analyzed to find out the recommendations from the four levels
of decision making. The sampling of data clarified and deepened the understanding of the

actual facts regarding the non-conforming zone change approval process. The reports
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were reviewed to identify recommendations by the planning staff (PS), town boards (TB),
Planning Commission (PC), and Board of County Commissioners (BCC). All the data
collected were compiled in a Microsoft Excel database, indicating the number of the non-
conforming zone changes, the town board area where the zone change was applied, and
the recommendations from the four different levels of decision making in the process of
land use approval (see Appendix I). The zone changes were categorized by each
community’s already-established town boards in the Valley.

The six selected town boards and their formal abbreviations already in use by Clark
County are listed in Table 3. The location of each town board is shown on the map

located in the Appendix.

Table 3 Clark County’s Town Boards/Advisory Councils

Name of Town Board Initial
Enterprise Town Board ET
Spring Valley Town Board SV
Winchester/Paradise Town Board WP
Whitney Town Board WT
Sunrise Manor Town Board and SM
Lone Mountain Town Board. LM

Organization of Data

All zone changes are organized by an 8-digit code. The first two letters are ZC,
abbreviations for the words“Zone Change? The next four digits indicate the specific series
number of that particular ZC. The last two digits represent the year when the zone change

was requested. For example, ZC-0044-02 is a zone change approved in 2002.
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The subject recommendations from each non-conforming zone change were
summarized using the type of decision that was made at each level of decision-making.
The summary of the recommendations is represented in Table 4. If a non-conforming
zone change request was approved, it is indicated by the letter A. If the request was
denied it is indicated by the letter D. Any non-conforming zone change request that was

approved subject to reduction of density or intensity is indicated by the letter R.

Table 4 Types of Recommendations

If Final Recommendation Was: ' Represented By:
Approved A
Denied D
Reduced R

The Appendix shows the randomly sampled non-conforming zone change numbers
(ZC), the town board initials as indicated above, and recommendations from the planning
staff (PS), town boards (TB), Planning Commission (PC), and Board of County
Commissioners (BCC). |

The research followed the statistical model seen in the book Statistics by McClave
and Sincich (2003) and the SPSS computer program. Since the data collected aré non-
numerical in nature, the qualitative variables were classified into classes. Obtaining
approval in the non-conforming zone change process in Clark County involves different
types of recommendations from each level of decision-making (see Table 4). For
example, a request that was denied by planning staff, approved by the town board,

Planning Commission, and Board of County Commissioners will be classified as D A A
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A. These accumulated answers are listed as one class, and will be reviewed to find its
frequency in relation to the total number of classes. By running the SPSS computer
statistical program, the results show a total of thirty eighty classes with variety of
recommendations from all four levels of decision-making. The classes and their meaning
are summarized in Tables 5 and 6. Table 5 shows the 38 class types, their frequencies,
and percentages, while Table 6 shows the 38 classes, individually defined, and explained

in relation to the rest of the other classes.
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Table 5 Summary of 38 Classes Indicating Recommendations From Different Levels

and Stages of Clark County’s Non-Conforming Zone Change Decision Makers

Class Frequency Percentage
AAAA 255 37.1
DDAA 123 17.9
DAAA 118 17.2
ADAA 44 6.4
RAAA 28 4.1
DDDA 15 2.2
RDAA 11 1.6
RRRR 10 1.5
RARR 7 1.0
DDRR 6 0.9
RRAA 6 0.9
AADA 5 0.7
DARA 5 0.7
ADDA 4 0.6
DARR 4 0.6
DDDR 4 0.6
DDRA 4 0.6
RDRR 4 0.6
ARAA 3 0.4
DADA 3 04
DDAR 3 0.4
DRAA 3 0.4
RAAR 3 0.4
RDAR 3 0.4
DRDA 2 0.3
RADR 2 0.3
RDRA 2 0.3
AARA 1 0.1
AARR 1 0.1
ARRR 1 0.1
DRRA 1 0.1
RDDA 1 0.1
RDDR 1 0.1
RRAR 1 0.1
RRDA 1 0.1
RRDR 1 0.1
RARR 1 0.1
Total 687 100
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The summary of the 38 classes obtained from Table 5 are defined and described in detail
on Table 6.

To further categorize and help the evaluation and analysis portion of the research, the
classes presented in Table 5 and defined in Table 6 were narrowed down and combined,
according to their similarities and meanings to create seven classes. The seven classes are
created using the denial (D) recommendation as a main or strongest part of the class. For
example, if one level of decision-making recommended denial (D) on a non-conforming
zone change, and the other three levels either approved or reduced it, then the one level
denied the application will be the main subject of the new class. The other levels will all
be treated as if they had approved the application. For example, in Class R D R R the
planning staff recommended reduction in density or intensity (R) of the non-conforming
zone change request, the town board recommended denial (D), and both the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners also recommended reduction in
density or intensity (R). In this case, all classes who have a denial (D) from the town
board and an approval (A) or reduction (R) from the other levels of decision making will
be combined to form cne class such as }/ AD?/ AR/R. Also, for a class where one llevel of
decision making recommended reduction and the remaining three levels represented
approval, this class was added on the denial classes. The following seven tables show
how the classes are combined and formulated to create new classes.

Table 7 represents all the non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the planning
staff but were approved (A) or reduced (R) by the town boards, Planning Commission

and Board of County Commissioners.
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Table 6 Definition of the 38 Classes Indicating Recommendations From Different
Levels of Clark County’s Non-Conforming Zone Changes Decision Makers

Class | Description of the Recommendations From the Four Levels of Decision-Making

AAAA | Represents the approval decision of the non-conforming zone changes by all
levels of decision-making.

AADA | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, Town
Board (TB), and Board of County Commissioners (BCC) and denial by the
Planning Commission (PC).

AARA | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, TB, and
BCC, however the PC recommended reduction of density of intensity (approved
a lower zoning than requested).

AARR | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, TB
however, the PC and BCC recommended reduction in zoning.

ADAA | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, PC and
BCC; however, the Town Board denied the application.

ADDA | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and the
Board of County Commissioners; however, the Town Board and PC denied it.

ARAA | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, PC, and
BCC, however the TB recommended reduction in zoning.

ARRR | Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by staff; however,
the TB, PC and BCC recommended reduction in zoning.

DAAA | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff; however,
TB, PC, and BCC approved the applications.

DADA | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and PC;
however, the TB and BCC approved the applications.

DARA | Repr=sents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, and
reduction in zoning by the PC, but the TB and BCC recommended approval.

DARR | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, and
reduction in zoning by the PC and BCC; however, the TB recommended
approval.

DDAA | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and TB;
however, PC and BCC approved them.

DDAR | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and TB; the
PC recommended approval and the BCC recommended reduction in zoning.

DDDA | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by three levels; staff,
TB, and PC; however the BCC approved the applications.

DDDR | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by three levels; staff,
TB, and PC; however the BCC recommended reduction in zoning.

DDRA | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, TB, and
reduction in zoning by PC; however, the BBC approved the applications.

DDRR | Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and Town
Board but the PC and BCC recommended reduction in zoning.
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DRAA

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff, and TB
recommended reduction in zoning; however, the PC and BCC approved the
applications.

DRDA

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and PC, the
TB recommended reduction in zoning; however, the BCC approved the
applications.

DRRA

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by staff and the TB
and PC recommended reduction in zoning but the BCC approved the
applications.

RAAA

Represents the recommendation of reduction in zoning of the non-conforming
zone changes by staff; however, the TB, PC and BCC approved them.

RADR

Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by the TB, and the
PC denied; however, staff and BCC recommended reduction in zoning.

RARR

Represents the recommendation of reduction in zoning of the non-conforming
zone changes by staff, PC and BCC; however, the TB recommended approval.

RDAA

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the Town Board,
staff recommended reduction in zoning; however, the PC and BCC approved.

RDAR

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the Town, the PC
recommended approval; however, staff and BCC recommended reduction in
zoning.

RDDA

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the TB and PC;
staff recommended reduction in zoning; however, the BCC approved.

RDDR

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the TB and PC;
however, they were recommended reduction in zoning by staff and BCC.

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the TB, reduction
in zoning by staff and PC; however, they were approved by the BCC.

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the TB; however,
the applications were recommended reduction in zoning,.

RRAA

Represents the reduction in zoning of the non-conforming zone changes by staff
and TB; however, the PC and BCC approved the applications.

RRAR

Represents the reduction in zoning of the non-conforming zone changes by staff
TB and BCC; the PC recommended approval.

RRDA

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the PC, staff and
TB recommended reduction in zoning; however, the BCC approved them.

RRDR

Represents the denial of the non-conforming zone changes by the PC but they
were recommended reduction in zoning by staff, TB and BCC.

Represents a reduction on zoning of the non-conforming zone changes by all
levels of decision-making.

Represents the approval of the non-conforming zone changes by TB; however,
the three levels (TB, PC and BCC) recommended reduction in zoning.
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Table 7 Applications Denied Only by Planning Staff

Class Percentage of Denials New Class
DAAA 17.2

DARA 0.7

DARR 0.6 DA/A% /AR R
DRAA 0.4

DRRA 0.1

RAAA 0.4

Total 23.1

Table 8 represents all non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the town board but
were approved (A) or reduced (R) by the planning staff, Planning Commission, and

Board of County Commissioners.

Table 8 Applications Denied Only by Town Boards

Class Percentage of Denials New Class
ADAA 6.4
RDAA 1.6
RDAR 0.4 ARDA AR A
RDRA 0.3
RDRR 0.6
ARAA 0.4
Total 9.7

Table 9 represents all non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the planning staff and
town board but approved (A) or reduced (R) by the Planning Commission and Board of

County Commissioners.
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Table 9 Applications Denied by Planning Staff and Town Board

Class Percentage of Denials New Class
DDAA 17.9
DDAR 0.4
DDRA 0.6 DD"/,*/a
DDRR 0.8
RRAA 0.9
Total 20.7

Table 10 represents all non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the planning staff,

town board, or both but were approved (A) or reduced (R) by the Planning Commission

and Board of County Commissioners.

Table 10 Applications Denied by Planning Staff, Town Boards, or Both

Class Percentage of Denials New Class
DA 23.1
A/RD? AN 9.7 DD/DD")s
DD®/x"/a 20.7
Total 53.5

Table 11 represents all non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the Planning

Commission but were approved (A) or reduced (R) by the planning staff, town board, and

Board of County Commissioners.

Table 11 Applications Denied by the Planning Commission

Class Percentage of Denials New Class
AADA 0.7
RADR 0.3
RRDA 0.3 FI AR RDM o
RRDR 0.3
Total 1.6
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Table 12 represents all the non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the planning
staff, town board, and Planning Commission but were approved by the Board of County

Commissioners.

Table 12 Applications Denied by Planning Staff, Town Board, and Planning

Commission
Class Percentage of Denials New Class
DDDA 2.2
DDDR 0.6 DDD"/g
Total 2.8

Table 13 represents all non-conforming zone changes denied (D) by the planning staff

and Planning Commission but were approved (A) or reduced (R) by the town board and

Board of County Commissioners.

Table 13 Applications Denied by Planning Staff and Planning Commission

Class Percentage of Denials New Class
DADA 0.3 .
DRDA 0.4 D®/aD*/
Total 0.7

Table 14 shows the summary of the seven new classes created from the data represented

in Tables 7 to 13, using the total percentage from each class created.
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Table 14 Overall Denial Recommendations by the Four Levels

New Class Percentage of Denials
DEAAA 43.8
A1eD™ AKX/ A 30.4
DD®/A%a 20.6
DD/DD/4 53.5
RSYWR 1.6
DDD"/x 2.8
DX/AD%/A 0.7

Overall Recommendations From the Four Levels

B %

: . i
N @) ) @
Q >
\§ (\Q,Q 86\ v
Q Q
Levels

Figure 2 Newly Created Classes and Their Corresponding Action Percentages
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Analysis of the Data

An in-depth analysis of the historical trend of the Clark County non-conforming zone
change approval process may identify the degree to which current concerns and policies
regarding the importance of its land use plan and continuous approval of non-conforming
zone changes can be improved. The study attempts to test the two hypotheses and find
whether the negative public perception exists and questioning if it does, is it justified?
The purpose of using the historical data of what happened at different levels of the non-
conforming zone change process as shown on Table 5 and the summary on Table 14 is to
determine whether past experiences can support the alleged negative public perception if
it exists as stated in the Clark County’s new regnlations. In addition, the goal of the
research is to find whether the change was needed. The findings will be used to propose
recommendations to improve and enhance the Clark County’s new non-conforming zone
change process. As an example, Moskowitz (1990) argues that planning and management
is an interactive learning process, whereby information gained from past experiences is
used to reassess future actions, thus reducing uncertainty in subsequent management

decisions.
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Statistical Analysis of Research Questions

The statistical evaluation and analysis of this research focused on testing the two
hypotheses. The two hypotheses are: 1) Yes, there were too many non-conforming zone
changes approved that did not adhere to the master plan. The guidelines used to test the
hypothesis were as follows: a) if final decision by the Board of County Commissioners is
the same as staff’s recommendations in a large number of approval cases, I would
conclude that the Board of County Commissioners were following master plan, or b) if
final decision by the Board of County Commissioners is not the same as the staff
recommendation in a large number of cases, I would conclude they did not follow the
master plans; and 2) Yes, consistency of decisions among levels of decision making is
low. The guidelines used to test the hypothesis were as folldws: a) if final Board of
County Commissioners decision same as planning staff, town board, and Planning
Commission in a large number of cases, I would conclude that there is consistency and
public participation in the non-conforming zone change process, or b) if final decision is
not same as the planning staff, town board, and Planning Commission in a large number
of cases, I would conclude there is no consistency.

The non-conforming zone change recommendations from each level of decision
makers are summarized in Tables 7 to 14. The overall results show 37% of all non-
conforming zone changes were approved at all levels (AAAA). All levels reduced the
density or intensity of the requested non-conforming zone changes by 3%, and 60% of all
non-conforming zone changes were denied by the planning staff, town board, and
Planning Commission, but were later approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

The planning staff, alone, recommended denial on 23.1% of the non-conforming zone
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changes researched, but the requests were later approved or reduced by the town boards,
Planning Commission, and Board of County Commissioners (See Table 7).The town
boards, alone, denied 9.7 % of the non-conforming zone changes researched, but the
requests were approved or reduced by the planning staff, Planning Commission, and
Board of County Commissioners (See Table 8). The planning staff and town boards,
together, denied 20.7 % of the non-conforming zone changes, but the requests were later
approved or reduced by the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners
(See Table 9). Therefore, the planning staff denied a total of 43.8% (23.1% + 20.7% =
43.8%) of the non-conforming zone changes researched while the town boards denied
30.4% (20.7% +9.7% = 30.4%) of the non-conforming zone changes researched.

The Planning Commission denied 1.6% of the non-conforming zone changes
researched, but the requests were approved or reduced by the planning staff, town boards,
and Board of County Commissioners (See Table 11). The planning staff, town boards,
and Planning Commission denied 2.8% of the non-conforming zone changes researched,
but the requests were later approved by the Board of County Commissioners (See Table
12). The results did not show a link between the planning staff and Planning Commission
in terms of the numbers of non-conforming zone changes denied by the two levels. It
shows 0.7% of all non-conforming zone changes researched were denied by the two
levels (See Table 13). From the data collected, the results indicate that the Planning
Commission almost always did not go along with planning staff recommendations.

The results also show 53.5% of all non-conforming zone changes were denied by the
planning staff, town board, or both (See Table 10). It can be inferred, given almost half of

the surveyed requests, that the results do support the alleged public perception that land
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use plans are unimportant to the non-conforming zone change process because non-
conforming zone changes were continuously being approved. If the planning staff
strongly stated that the non-conforming zone changes were not in conformance with the
land use plan, and these recommendations were supported by the local representatives in
the respective town boards, but their additional recommendations were still not enough to
convince the Board of County Commissioners to reject the request, then there remains a
need to find the reason for these continuous approvals and what improvements can be
made to improve the process. The overall results of final recommendation percentages

are listed on Table 15 below:

Table 15  Overall Results of Final Recommendations

Results Percentages
Non-Conforming ZC Denied by PS and TB 53.5
Non-Conforming ZC Denied by PS, TB and PC 2.8
Non-Conforming ZC Denied by PC | 1.6
Non-Conforming ZC Denied by TB and PC 0.9
Non-Conforming ZC Denied by PS and PC 0.7
Non-Conforming ZC Reduced by All Levels 33
Non-Conforming ZC Approved by All Levels 37.1




The continuous approval of the non-conforming zone changes lends itself to the
possible perception of why the public has a negative perception about the unimportance
of land use plans. The circumstances can create and perpetuate a bad public image of the
county’s planning process, making it seem as though it is acceptable to overlook land use
plans.

Forester (1989) argues that sometimes an organizational structure of the
bureaucracies in which planners work can unintentionally cause planners to misrepresent
facts or write statements that can be misleading in their intentions for important issues.
The results of the research do not support the argument; however, there is indication the
staff does not provide strong recommendations of why they think the application should
be denied. For example, the reports from non-conforming zone change, ZC-1550-95 (See
Appendix II), the planning staff stated that the non-conforming zone changes did not
conform to the master plan due to density and the type of units proposed; however, there
weren’t any detailed information or strong statements found to emphasize their denials.
When the planning staff provides an alternative to a denial, the accompanying
recommendations it gives help the upper level of decision makers to approve the
application without feeling responsible.

Clark County’s tremendous growth has created pressure for developers to request
non-conforming zone changes, and the high pressures have caused not only
commissioners but also the planning staff to approve many non-conforming zone change
requests. The trend has created development and improved the economy; however, there
are also negative results that impact the community, such as increased pollution and

reduction in open space. Sometimes the approving of non-conforming zone changes that
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do not conform to the master plans can be justifiable, often citing that the government
and elected officials are looking for solutions to create more revenue for the local
government so it will be better able to provide social services to the growing population
(Fainstein, 1991). This research, however, did not find anything that can explain the
reasoning for its continuously approving non-conforming zone changes.

Regardless of why there was a continuous approval of non-conforming zone changes,
it should not have to create negative impacts to the citizens of Clark County. When
planning or approving non-conforming zone changes it is good to consider all
components of the system such as air quality, transportation system, and water and find
out how they are going to interact and affect each other to maximize output results.

The summary findings from this research show 47% of 687 non-conforming zone
changes researched were denied by planning staff, but were later approved by the Board
of County Commissioners. These findings support the first hypothesis that non-
conforming zone change approvals did not follow the master plan. In addition, the Board
of County Commissioners recommended approval and the planning staff, town board,
and Planning Commission recommended denial on 60% of the cases. The ﬁndiﬁgs
support the second hypothesis that public involvement and consistency among the
decision makers are low. These observations may raise some concerns of what the job
and intent of the town boards or citizen advisory council are in the Clark County’s non-
conforming zone change process. According to the Nevada Revised Statue (NRS 278),
town boards are advisory |boards or councils. Their recommendations are strictly advisory
and do not have any officjal or legal weight. The Board of County Commissioners can

evaluate and incorporate its recommendations into its final decision or may choose to
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disregard it altogether. It can safely be assumed that the Board of County Commissioners
hired the planning staff as professionals to enforce and provide them with
recommendations on guiding planning principles. Therefore, the Board of County
Commissioners final approval of non-conforming zone changes can incorporate planning
staff and town board recommendations.

The summary results on Table 15 show 53.5% of the total non-conforming zone
changes researched were recommended denial by the planning staff, Town Board, or
both, indicating that the requests were not suitable for a particular area because of their
density or intensity or were not compatible to the surroundings though the applications
were ultimately approved by the Board of County Commissioners. The tendency of
approving non-conforming zone changes without incorporatipg the town board’s
recommendations may have created a negative perception from the public because
members of the community feel their concerns are not valued in the decisions that affect
them.

It can be concluded that the intent of the new non-conforming zone change regulation
is to emphasize restoring the public’s involvement and empowering it to participate and
become more responsive to their communities. Tonn, English, and Travis (2000) state
that understanding differences among decision-making styles will help environmental
decision makers to choose the appropriate approach to public participation. Although
Tonn, English, and Travis (2000) were discussing environmental decision-making, the
framework can also be applicable to land use decision-making.

The inconsistency among the levels of decision makers in the planning process may

be due to lack of a common vision and coordination of what all levels want for the
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community. For example, some of the town boards’ recommendations did not indicate in
detail why it was denying a particular application. A specific example is non-conforming
zone change, ZC-0303-90 (See Appendix II) within the Sunrise Manor Town Board area,
which was recomﬁlended denial by the town board because the request was too high in
density, compared to what already existed in that area. In this case, the town board could
have added information of what existed in the surrounding area or added signatures from
the neighbors within that area to make its denial recommendation stronger.

The findings from the research can be interpreted that town boards are being weak
and that their recommendations were not regularly incorporated on final decisions by the
Board of County Commissioners. In addition, the town boards’ recommendations that
were denied often offered no explanation or, at best, sometimes comprised of one
sentence. This minimal response does not really show the conviction of why the non-
conforming zone change should be denied (See Appendix II). Because town board
recommendations were often not followed at higher levels, it raises concern of whether
town boards believe they are being heard, therefore, did not put forth the amount of effort
needed to defend their communities.

Similarly, staff indicated denial of an application request with strong planning
principles on why the request was not suitable on a particular parcel. However, they gave
the Commissioners an option to a “denied” recommendation by indicating that “if
approved” this is another alternative. By providing an alternative recommendation to the
denial, it overshadows the strong intent of the denial recommendation.

As Vasu (1979) points out the planner’s recommendations play a major role on many

policy-related matters that involve real economic stakes, and as a result, the role of
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planners is a vital element in the politics of planning. In addition, planners can influence
the political process with their routine recommendations with strong policy content, and
through their power to influence the agenda of community decision-making (Vasu,
1979). The results do not really supports Vasu’s (1979) argument, as it shows that with
planning staff (PS) strong recommendations to deny non-conforming zone changes and
having additional support from the town boards to deny the applications (53.5%) of non-
conforming zone changes did not influence the final decision makers--the Board of
County Commissioners.

Planning staff needs to empower the citizens of Clark County by educating them of
values that are important to their communities, and by doing so it will influence the
public to participate more in shaping the existing planning politics. Rake (2004), in his
news report titled “Task Force on Growth to Focus Most on County, Commissioners Say
Poor Planning Caused Bad Decisions in Past,” indicates that few commissioners thought
that there is an immediate need to address growth, its effects, and how the community is
to be shaped in the near future. In this news report, one commissioner indicated that some
of the negative impacts of growth were caused by “poor zoning and planning decisions”
made by earlier decision makers (Rake, 2004, 2B). The result in this research supports
that statement and agrees that there is an immediate need to address growth, as well as
determining what the Department of Planning did wrong and why. Moreover, the
Department of Planning should find ways of bringing together all stakeholders, in order

to work together for the common goal.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The objective of this research was to find information to test the two hypotheses. The
research findings support the public perception as justified in believing land use plans are
unimportant to the non-conforming zoning change process because they were not used as
intended. The research also finds low public involvement and consistency among the
levels of decision making in the non-conforming zone change process.

These objectives were addressed by identifying the reasoﬁs stated in the approved
new regulations regarding the non-conforming zone change process. The report stated
that the change was because of the “negative public perception” that land use plans were
unimportant in the non-conforming zone change process and there was little consistency
among decision makers. The reasons for this perception were that the Board of County
Commissioners continued to approve non-conforming zone changes, which made the
public ask whether master plans were truly important, as indicated in the Clark County
Code or the Nevada Revised Statue.

The research findings show 53.5% of 687 non-conforming zone changes researched
were recommended denial by the planning staff and town boards, but were later approved
by the Board of County Commissioners. In addition, the results show 60% of non-
conforming zone changes researched were denied by planniﬁg staff, town board, and

Planning Commission; but were later approved by the Board of County Commissioners.
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These findings support the second hypothesis that there is low consistency among the
various levels of decision makers in the non-conforming zone change process.
Communication among stakeholders is an important component in building consistency
in planning decision making. When the parties lose trust in each other, there is a chance
that they will have minimal communication between them (Fukuyama, 1995). Moreover,
the findings show that monitoring and evaluating is essential and needs to be part of the
non-conforming zone change process in order to provide feedback for improvements in
process or policy-making.

The research conducted in this study identifies areas for improvement in the non-
conforming zone change process and these are: 1) encouraging greater public
participation through the various town boards, 2) improving consistency in planning
decision making, and 3) conducting monitoring and evaluating to get feedback. Public
participation is fundamental to the democratic process since it creates pressure on
agencies or government to be answerable to the public they serve (Healey, 1992). Public
participation enables the inclusion of all people with different economic and social
backgrounds in decision-making and has the potential te strengthen the planning
profession by increasing the visibility and value of planning in the public’s eye (Laurian,
2004).

The role of public participation is much debated. For example, according to Berry
(1999), one school of thought holds that citizens are a nuisance, and their participation
should be avoided. He adds another view that the public participation process is little

more than tokenism and is ineffective because citizens are not included in the actual

51



decision making. This argument would imply that the people affected feel there is a big
gap between government agencies and the public they serve.

How is the Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning going to achieve
public participation and restore public confidence? To achieve a good public participation
process, a planning organization has to allow citizens to shape its planning decisions and
outcomes while increasing their levels of social and political empowerment (Laurian,
2004). Public participation in the Las Vegas Valley has been evaluated in three previous
studies conducted by Turnier, Garcia, and Wadkins, and their conclusions are almost the
same--there is some public participation, but it is limited. The problem here lies at the
degree of public participation.

According to Turnier (1999) in “Public Participation in Clark County, Nevada: An
Analysis of Public Participation in the Land Use Planning Process,” public participation
in Clark County allows citizens»to be informed only by participating in the planning
process. The upper rungs on the ladder of decision making (i.e. planning staff, Planning
Commission, and Board of County Commissioners), though they inform citizens of the
process, solicits input from them without a proper method of incorporating their input in
the final reports or decision making. Town boards, for example, are considered advisory
entities that are supposed to forward their recommendations to the Planning Commission
and the Board of County Commissioners who appointed them. The results from the data
show town board recommendations were not always taken into consideration in the final
approval of non-conforming zone changes.

Another study on public participation was conducted by Garcia in 2000, who wrote

“The Effectiveness of Public Participation in Preparing a Regional Plan in the Las Vegas
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Valley: A Case Study.” She concludes that public participation in the Las Vegas Valley
does exist, but with variations to its degree of effectiveness.

The third study on public participation was written by Wadkins in 1995, titled
“Citizen Participation Impact on City Land Use Planning: A comparison of Henderson
Ordinances and the City of Las Vegas General Plan.” Findings in this study indicate that
the highest levels of public participation were observed at neighborhood meetings
compared to other levels of public meetings, such as Planning Commission or Board of
County Commissioners meetings.

The three studies mentioned above were conducted specifically on public
participation in regional plan/land use plan in the Las Vegas Valley. None of the studies
discussed public participation in the zoning or non-conforming zoning change process.
One can safely infer there is little difference in public participation in this study from the
three additional studies conducted. However, it is important to note that the land use plan
process is different from non-conforming zone change process, and the participation
levels may reflect that. In this research, it is difficult to determine the exact level of
public participation by evaluating data obtained ‘n public recommendations through the
town boards, representatives appointed by the Board of County Commissiohers to
represent their communities.

The research shows few samples of town board (See Appendix 1I) comments and
correspondence regarding different zone changes, as required by the old non-conforming
zone change process. For example, ZC-1794-94, the Sunrise Manor Town Board
recommended the zone change denial because they believed it to impact their

neighborhood too heavily and because there was overwhelming opposition from the
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neighbors. Another is ZC-1843-00 (See Appendix II), which was recommended denial by
the Enterprise Town Board. The comments indicated the application was applied before
the area started developing, and that the small parcel did not make a good site for minor
commercial development.

Another example of a town board recommendation of non-conforming zone change
can be seen in ZC-0382-02 (See Appendix II) where the Spring Valley Town Board
recommended denial because the application did not conform to the master plan. The
town board suggested to the Clark County Planning Department to do a study of the
residences on the Desert Inn corridor, and if the study finds transitional zoning is
appropriate, then a comprehensive plan should be implemented for an orderly transition,
rather than spot zoning. However, the non-conforming zone change was approved
without incorporating the town board’s recommendation to deny the application (See
Appendix II).

Some of the zone changes recommended denial and those with accompanying strong
findings needed additional support from the upper levels of those doing the decision
making. However, many of these non-conforming zone changes were approved. ‘

The new regulation added hosting a neighborhood meeting as a new, mandatory step
before attending the town board meeting. The new process requires the developer
requesting a non-conforming zone change to send public notification to all neighbors
within a 1,500 feet radius from the subject parcel(s) to allow neighbors to discuss issues
of concern. It also gives the developer an opportunity to answer all public questions and
make changes in either the design or request. The decision to include a neighborhood

meeting is a step forward in increasing public participation and reducing any negative
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perceptions from a lack of public participation. However, a neighborhood meeting is not
enough by itself.

The department needs to restore faith in the citizens of Clark County so they believe
that their participation in the process of non-conforming zone change is, indeed, valued
and taken seriously by decision makers. Beierle and Konisky (2000) also suggest that
public participation can be achieved by including the most important social goals of
public participation, which is incorporating public values into the decision making
process, resolving conflict among competing interests, and restoring a degree of trust in
public agencies.

Thomas (1998) states that trust is often considered an important factor in establishing
and maintaining relationships between public agencies and the general public. Public
trust in government implies that citizens must place their trust in government agencies
and its employees to get trust back in return (Thomas, 1998). Furthermore, Lowry, Adler,
and Miller (1997) argue that if government agencies are interested in the publics’ actions,
the public is more likely to participate. Likewise, Docherry, Goodland, and Paddison
(2001) and Gopalan (1997) state that trust in government is important because it |
improves the level of public participation in any community.

In order to instill public confidence, the Clark County Department of Comprehensive
Planning needs to invest more resources and time in emphasizing it is truly shari‘ng in the
social values of the community it serves. Fukuyama (1995) argues that people in high-
trust societies are able to form middle-tier institutions that are competitive and operate

more efficiently than in societies where the public has low trust.
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It is important to note that public participation, alone, will not improve the non-
conforming zone change process. From the results of the research, it may be safe to state
that consistency among different levels of decision makers in the planning process needs
to be improved. Improving any system or process within an organization needs both
effort and willingness from the stakeholders to work together in a logical and
professional manner. In other word, they need to have a common vision of what they
want for their community. Stakeholders are people of different levels of education and
experiences in a single organization that share the same values. In support of that
argument, Kumar, et al. (2000) point out that when an organization is willing to work
together to accomplish shared objectives, that cooperation is called collaboration.

The results of this study indicate that consistency among the various levels of
decision makers in the planning process is low. For example, staff reviewed and prepared
reports for non-conforming zone changes, indicating that a particular non-conforming
zone change request was not appropriate on a certain area, citing compatibility, intensity,
or density reasons. However, the upper level in decision making did not take any of these
recommendations to deny or redv.e the request. For example, ZC-0387-99 (See
Appendix) was a non-conforming zone change request from R-E (Rural Estates
Residential) to C-2 and M-1 zone for a shopping center and industrial complex. Staff
researched the request and prepared a report indicating that C-2 and M-1 were too intense
for the location, particularly since the site abuts an existing Rural Neighborhood
Preservation and has a single-family residence that was within 330 feet of the site. Staff
recommended denial of the M-1 (Light Manufacturing) zoning and reduction of the C-2

(General Commercial) zoning to C-1 (Local Business) zoning.
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The Spring Valley Town Board recommended denial. The Planning Commission and
Board of County Commissioners, however, approved the C-2 zoning as requested and
reduced the M-1 zoning to M-D (Designed Manufacturing) zoning. The town board
approved the C-2 zoning as requested and reduced the M-1 zoning to M-D zoning.
According to planning principles, the planning staff thought the request was too intense
for the area because it was close to the R-E zoning, which is low density zoning. In
addition, reducing the M-1 zoning to M-D zoning really did not alter that it was still
slated as a high—intense use area.

Successful consistency among decision makers in the non-conforming zone change
process is achieved only if all participants involved in the process share the same values
and beliefs about their community. When there is a difference in both the values and the
way decision makers want their community to be in 10 or even 50 years, the probability
of having differing opinions on any subject matter within the planning process will be
higher. Public participation and consistency in planning decisions enables the
organization to restore public trust toward the organization, and overall, it improves the
planning process.

Newman, Barnes, Sullivan, and Knops (2004) argue that the role of the state shifts
from that of “governing” to a more direct control of “governance,” in which the state
must collaborate with a wide range of stakeholders in the process, including the public,
private, and voluntary sectors that operate across the different levels of decision-making.
The findings indicate that in addition to public participation and consistency in planning

and decision making, the department needs to have a continuous monitoring and
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evaluating process in order to provide feedback on what is happening with the non-
conforming zone change applications and the planning process in general.

The research revealed that the Department of Comprehensive Planning did not have a
continuous research program on non-conforming zone changes that considers past data to
evaluate the process or policy in order to obtain feedback. Baum (2001) states that
evaluation is the systematic review of both the operations and outcomes of a program or
policy that contributes information to help the program or policy improve. In agreement,
McLoughlin (1969) points out that planning research is an important tool that provides
feedback to planning staff and decision makers on how the system or process is viewed.
To change an ordinance or regulation without really knowing what elements already
worked in the old process and what needs modification is not suitable. It is important to
get feedback that can be used to evaluate prior experiences and establish an improved
process in order to create a livable community.

Berke and Conroy (2000) did an evaluation of 30 comprehensive plans, and their
recommendation is that planning staff needs to establish a connection between plans,
implementation efforts, and the end results of balanced community planning. Iﬁ
agreement with this finding is Talen (1996) who adds that evaluation of performance
warrants investigation beyond what is found in past documents--it enables planning staff
to focus from rhetoric to hard, relevant information. Therefore, information gained from
past experiences is useful in assessing the progress of a new process or policy.

The quality of monitoring and evaluating a project depends on the resources and time
allocated. Seasons, (2003) points out that monitoring and evaluating should be a

continuous process. However, there is also a need to be selective in what gets monitored
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and evaluated for the purpose of acquiring feedback (Seasons, 2003). In addition,
Seasons (2003) states that when doing monitoring and evaluating there should be a
careful and proper method in selecting indicators that will help planners to identify issues
and opportunities, and overall, create better-informed advice that will play a major role in
improving decision making.

Of equal importance to monitoring, evaluating, and selection criteria is the
organizational structure through which a request moves. Working within a clear structure
is a major component in achieving change because policy or process change evolves
through cycles, with each cycle more or less constrained by time, funds, political support,
and other events in the community (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). Denzin and Lincoln argue
that research is but a minor among the number of frequently c‘onﬂicting and challenging
sources that seek to manipulate what is an ongoing and constantly evolving process.

This study offers several findings drawn from the historical review of the non-
conforming zone changes. The results support the two hypotheses presented in this
research. The public was justified in believing that land use plans were unimportant
because they were not used as intended by the Clark County Development Code and
Nevada Revised Statue. The town boards that were supposed to be representative of their
communities did not play that role, according to the results from the research. The results
also show little collaboration among the different stakeholders. The statements made by
the new regulation indicating the need to “alleviate the negative public perception,”
restore public involvement, and enhance consistency among different decision makers in

the non-conforming zone changes process are a step in the right direction. However, the
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Department of Comprehensive Planning did not have any prior feedback that enabled it
to understand what areas, specifically, needed improvements.

The Department of Comprehensive Planning will need to initiate a comprehensive
community program meant to reach all citizens of Clark County. Smith (1993) states if a
community does not have a rightful planning attitude from the appropriate elected
official, those who elect him or her won’t help to solve any problems or save any money,
and their community will be of less value. Baum (2001) believes that community
initiatives consider communities as their objects of which the major job is not just to
change individuals but also to effectively cast and turn around the conditions in which
they live. Rydin (1998) state that better planning can be achieved by integration of
different components of the environment at a different scale into a broader, more
coherent framework. This method allows the planning program to review the relationship
between each component.

In addition, the decision makers of any planning process will need to consider not
only the physical environment but also the way community perceives and utilizes each
component of the environment. How should the Department of Compreheusive Planning
emphasize public participation? It can be safely inferred that it should start by training
citizens to add value to their communities, establishing a sense of ownership, and

allowing them to participate more fully in the non-conforming zone change process.

Conclusions

In order to improve the non-conforming zone change process, the Department of

Comprehensive Planning can provide training to the various participants on how to work
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together across all levels of decision making in order to achieve common goals and build
a better community. McLoughlin (1969) states that planning staff and decision makers
demand to know what the ramifications from a housing development, a factory, a
shopping center, or place of worship are and what problems are likely to arise in what
order, with what magnitudes, and in what areas.

Likewise, Clark County’s planning staff and decision makers must strive to
understand their community environment as a changing backdrop against which
individual decisions are made, while at the same time recognizing that there is a
significant effect and a set of subsequent actions altering that backdrop. In order to
manage Clark County’s growth, the Department of Comprehensive Planning, town board
members, Planning Commission, and Board of County Commissioners must treat the
community as a system that is made up of subsets with interrelated parts, and in some
cases, a complete whole in itself.

McLoughlin (1969) argues that when making decisions about one component of a
system, there must be consideration of the other components in the system that may
affect or cause impacts to other system(s). In a like manner, Clark County should
establish a consistency in planning process that considers all components affecting the
environment. For example, approving many non-conforming zone change requests for
residential development should force decision makers to know the impact they may cause
in the areas of transportation, air quality, or solid waste.

In order for the Clark County Comprehensive Planning Department to meet its ethical
responsibilities, it must conduct the non-conforming zone change process as learning,

exploring, discovering, and experimenting process. Sege, Lleiner, Roberts, Ross, and
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Smith (1994) state that competent policy makers know that errors will come about as
policies are implemented, and based on specific doubts, they design organizational
capabilities in advance to embrace possible errors as soon as they occur, using the
resulting understanding to constantly adjust the policy.

With all the findings from this research, it raises a bigger question: Is this bad
planning? That cannot be determined in this study. To fully answer that question, a
researcher would need to cover all approved and denied non-conforming zone changes in

Clark County.

Recommendations for Future Study

Based on the results of this research, a number of areas for potential research related
to the improvement of the non-conforming zone change process and planning, in general,
have been identified. First, there is a need to analyze and evaluate all non-conforming
zone changes in Clark County to determine whether these changes are merely a matter of
“bad planning.”

Second, other factors in the non-conforming zone change process affect puBlic
participation such as socio-economic status and the affluence of the areas in which people
live. To find whether there is any connection between socio-economic and non-
conforming zone changes, it would be good to analyze non-conforming zone changes by
areas, find demographic data showing the income from same areas, and make a
comparison with the number of non-conforming zone changes approved or denied from

those areas.
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Finally, a detailed replication of the approach done in this research using non-
conforming zone changes approved after the new regulations can give additional

feedback of whether the change worked as envisioned.
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APPENDIX I AND II ON CD-ROM
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Table of Non-Conforming Zone Changes Approval

Collected for This Research
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-0408-94 sv R A R R
ZC-0425-94 SV A D A A
ZC-1718-94 SV A A R R
ZC-1817-94 sV R D R R
ZC-0127-95 SV A A D A
ZC-0181-97 SV D D A R
ZC-0419-97 SV D A A A
Z2C-0127-95 SV R D D A
ZC-0269-97 SV D D R R
ZC-0460-97 SV D A R A
ZC-1646-00 SV D D A A
Z2C-0464-97 SV A A A A
2C-0528-97 SV D A A A
ZC-0482-96 SV D D A A
Z2C-0362-96 SV R D A A
ZC-0345-96 SV A D A A
ZC-0328-96 SV D A R A
ZC-0323-96 SV A R R R
ZC-0211-96 SV D A A A
ZC-0111-96 SV R R A A
ZC-0789-95 sV R A D R
ZC-1049-95 SV A A A A
ZC-1059-95 SV D A R R
ZC-1079-95 SV R A A A
ZC-1145-95 SV A A D A
ZC-1218-95 SV R R R R
ZC-1273-95 sV R R R R
ZC-1284-95 SV R R R R
ZC-1331-95 SV R A R R
ZC-1333-95 5V R A A A
ZC-1429-95 Sv D A A A
ZC-1444-95 sv D D A A
ZC-1436-95 SV R A A A
ZC-1550-95 sv D A A A
ZC-0452-95 SV R A A A
ZC-0681-95 S\ A A A A
2C-0443-95 SV R A A A
ZC-0213-95 SV A A A A
ZC-0236-95 sv D A A A
ZC-0369-95 SV A A A A
ZC-2097-95 SV D D A A
ZC-1660-95 SV R A A A
ZC-1648-95 SV R R D A
ZC-1594-95 SV A A A A
ZC-1998-95 SV A A A A
ZC-1920-95 SV A A A A
ZC-1864-95 SV R A R R
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-1749-00 SV A A A A
ZC-1820-95 SV R D A R
ZC-1029-94 SV D A A A
ZC-1040-94 S\ R A R R
ZC-1120-94 S\ R A R R
ZC-1121-94 SV A A A A
ZC-1123-94 SV R A A A
ZC-1139-94 SV A A D A
ZC-1606-94 SV D D D R
ZC-1664-94 sV R D D R
ZC-1708-94 S\ A A A A
ZC-2109-93 WP D A A A
ZC-0498-94 SM D D A A
ZC-1063-94 SM A A A A
ZC-0090-96 S\ R D R A
ZC-1677-95 SV R R A A
ZC-1739-95 SV A R A A
ZC-1820-95 S\ R A D R
ZC-0388-95 WP A A A A
ZC-0711-95 WP R R A R
ZC-0650-95 WP A A A A
ZC-1853-94 WP R A R R
ZC-1834-94 WP R A A A
ZC-1785-94 WP A A A A
ZC-1688-94 WP A A A A
ZC-1043-94 WP A A A A
ZC-2098-93 WP R A A A
ZC-0183-97 WP D D A A
ZC-0008-97 WP A D A A
ZC-0194-97 SM D D R A
ZC-0198-97 SM D A R R
ZC-0217-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0559-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0550-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0315-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0314-97 SM D R D A
ZC-1103-94 SM R A A R
ZC-1311-94 SM R D A A
ZC-1328-94 SM A A A A
ZC-1395-94 SM D A R R
ZC-1794-94 SM A D A A
ZC-1951-94 SM R R R R
ZC-0032-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0715-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0109-96 SV A D A A
ZC-0154-90 ET A A A A
ZC-0167-90 ET R A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-0253-90 ET D A D A
ZC-0268-90 ET A A A A
ZC-0283-90 ET A A A A
ZC-0333-90 ET A A A A
Z2C-0334-90 ET A A A A
ZC-0340-90 ET R R R R
ZC-0341-90 ET R R D R
ZC-0032-91 ET A A A A
ZC-0045-91 ET A A A A
Z2C-0052-91 ET A A A A
Z2C-0115-91 ET A A A A
ZC-0118-91 ET A A A A
ZC-0131-91 ET A A A A
ZC-0173-91 ET A A A A
ZC-0195-91 ET A A A A
ZC-0240-91 ET A A A A
72C-0244-91 ET D A A A
ZC-0056-92 ET A A A A
ZC-0062-92 ET D A A A
Z2C-0081-92 ET A A A A
Z2C-0173-92 ET R A A R
ZC-0550-93 ET A A D A
ZC-0849-93 ET A A A A
ZC-1104-93 ET D D D A
ZC-1612-93 ET D D A A
ZC-1828-93 ET R D A R
ZC-2023-93 ET D D A A
ZC-0234-93 ET D A A A
ZC-0583-93 WP D A A A
ZC-0786-93 ET D D A A
Z2C-1065-94 ET A D D A
ZC-1269-94 ET A A A A
ZC-1409-94 WP D D A A
7ZC-1474-94 ET D D A A
ZC-1493-94 ET A A A A
ZC-1497-94 ET A A A A
ZC-1565-94 ET D D A A
ZC-1621-94 SM A A A A
ZC-1629-94 ET D D A A
Z2C-0051-95 ET A D A A
ZC-0468-95 ET A A A A
ZC-0572-95 ET A D A A
2C-0587-95 ET R R R R
ZC-0749-95 ET D D D A
ZC-0777-95 ET A A A A
Z2C-0788-95 ET D A A A
ZC-1061-95 WP D A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB pPC BCC
ZC-1113-95 ET A A A A
ZC-1167-95 ET D A A A
ZC-1570-95 ET D A A A
ZC-1574-95 ET A D A A
ZC-0096-96 ET A A A A
Z2C-0130-96 ET A A A A
ZC-0325-96 ET D A A A
ZC-0380-96 ET D A A A
ZC-0493-96 ET A A A A
ZC-0532-96 ET A A A A
ZC-0576-96 ET D D A A
ZC-0996-96 ET A D A A
ZC-1130-96 ET D D A A
ZC-1312-96 ET A A A A
ZC-1650-96 ET A A A A
ZC-0010-97 ET D A A A
Z2C-0012-97 ET D A A A
ZC-0075-97 WP D A A A
ZC-0119-97 ET D A A A
Z2C-0148-97 ET D A A A
Z2C-0190-97 ET D A R A
ZC-0455-97 ET D A A A
ZC-0625-97 ET D A A A
ZC-0861-97 ET A A A A
ZC-1368-97 ET A D A A
ZC-1853-97 ET D D D R
ZC-1894-97 ET A A A A
ZC-1999-97 ET D D D A
7ZC-2261-97 ET D A A A
ZC-0189-98 ET D D A A
ZC-0355-98 ET D D A A
ZC-0364-98 ET D D A A
ZC-0553-98 ET A A A A
ZC-0636-98 ET D A A A
ZC-0665-98 ET D A A A

ZC-0666-98" ET D A A A
ZC-0896-98 ET D A A A
ZC-0990-98 ET D A A A
ZC-0995-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1160-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1193-98 ET A D A A
ZC-1441-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1658-98 ET D A A A
ZC-0119-99 ET D D A A
ZC-0188-99 ET D D A A
Z2C-1357-98 ET D D A R
ZC-0206-99 ET D D D A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-1186-99 ET D A A A
ZC-1603-99 ET A A A A
ZC-1608-99 ET D D A A
Z2C-1656-99 ET D A A A
ZC-1716-99 ET A D A A
ZC-1868-99 ET R D A A
ZC-2012-99 ET D A A A
ZC-2013-99 ET D A A A
ZC-0201-00 ET A A A A
ZC-0261-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0295-00 ET R A A A
ZC-0429-00 ET A A A A
ZC-0494-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0579-00 ET D A A A
ZC-0706-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0872-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0907-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0960-00 ET D A A A
ZC-1326-00 ET D D A A
ZC-1724-00 ET D D A A
ZC-1734-00 ET A D D A
ZC-1789-00 ET A A A A
ZC-1859-00 ET A R A A
ZC-1902-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0101-01 ET D A A A
ZC-0299-01 ET A A A A
ZC-0354-01 ET D A A A
ZC-0487-01 ET A A A A
ZC-0505-01 ET A A A A
ZC-0573-01 ET A A A A
ZC-0754-01 ET R D R R
ZC-0791-01 ET D D A A
ZC-0816-01 ET D D D A
ZC-0962-01 ET R A A A
ZC-0964-01 ET A A A A
ZC-1140-01 ET A A A A
ZC-0127-02 ET D D A A
ZC-0167-02 ET D D D A
ZC-0358-02 ET R D A A
ZC-0500-02 ET A A A A
ZC-0533-02 ET A A A A
Z2C-0799-02 ET D D A A
ZC-0830-02 ET A A R A
ZC-1152-02 ET A D A A
ZC-1243-02 ET A A A A
ZC-1335-02 ET R A A A
ZC-1354-02 ET D D A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-1406-02 ET D D A A
ZC-1503-02 ET A A A A
ZC-0078-90 SM A A A A
ZC-0131-90 SM D A A A
ZC-0271-90 SM A A A A
ZC-0273-90 SM A D A A
ZC-0299-90 SM A D A A
ZC-0303-90 SM D D A A
ZC-0315-90 SM A A A A
ZC-0317-90 SM A A A A
ZC-0078-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0083-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0086-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0111-91 SM R D R A
ZC-0130-91 SM D A A A
ZC-0154-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0186-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0196-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0242-91 SM A A A A
ZC-0045-92 SM A D A A
ZC-0054-92 SM A A A A
ZC-0071-92 SM D D A A
ZC-0090-92 SM A A A A
ZC-0101-92 SM D A A A
ZC-0192-92 SM A A A A
ZC-0530-93 SM A A A A
ZC-0594-93 SM A A A A
ZC-0633-93 SM A A A A
ZC-0660-93 SM A A A A
ZC-1407-93 SM A D A A
ZC-1446-93 SM A A A A
ZC-1718-93 SM D D A A
ZC-0216-94 SM A A A A
ZC-0356-94 SM A A A A
ZC-0498-94 SM D D A A
ZC-1049-94 SM A D A A
ZC-1063-94 SM A A A A
ZC-1103-94 SM A A A A
ZC-1161-94 SM R R R R
ZC-1312-94 SM A A A A
ZC-1395-94 SM D A R A
ZC-1611-94 SM D D A A
ZC-1621-94 SM A A A A
ZC-1903-94 SM D D R R
ZC-0032-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0178-95 SM A D A A
ZC-0197-95 SM A A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
Z2C-0401-95 SM D D A A
ZC-0565-95 SM A A A A
72C-0648-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0767-95 SM R A A R
ZC-0800-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0911-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0945-95 SM A A A A
2C-1176-95 SM A A A A
Z2C-1256-95 SM D A R A
Z2C-1464-95 SM A A A A
ZC-1541-95 SM A A A A
ZC-1638-95 SM A A A A
ZC-0306-96 SM A A A A
Z2C-0361-96 SM A A A A
ZC-0583-96 SM A A A A
ZC-0675-96 SM A A A A
Z2C-0676-96 SM A A A A
Z2C-0701-96 SM D D A A
Z2C-0772-96 SM A A A A
ZC-0778-96 SM A A A A
ZC-1068-96 SM A D A A
ZC-1657-96 SM A A A A
ZC-1790-96 SM A A A A
ZC-0102-97 SM D D A A
ZC-0194-97 SM D D A A
ZC-0198-97 SM D A A A
2C-0314-97 SM D R D A
ZC-0393-97 SM D D A A
Z2C-0500-97 SM D A A A
ZC-0503-97 SM D A A A
ZC-0550-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0559-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0402-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0753-97 SM D D A A
2C-0754-97 SM A A A A
ZC-1066-97 SM D A A A
ZC-1592-97 SM A A A A
ZC-2046-97 SM A A A A
2C-2239-97 SM A A A A
ZC-0008-98 SM D D A A
Z2C-0299-98 SM D A A A
ZC-0448-98 SM A A A A
ZC-0497-98 SM A A A A
2C-0614-98 SM D D A A
ZC-0898-98 SM D D D A
ZC-1226-98 SM A A A A
ZC-1336-98 SM R A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-2071-98 SM A A A A
ZC-0472-99 SM A A A A
ZC-0542-99 SM A A A A
ZC-0678-99 SM A A A A
ZC-1086-99 SM D A A A
ZC-1683-99 SM A A A A
ZC-1778-99 SM R A A A
ZC-0335-00 SM A A A A
Z2C-0663-00 SM D D A A
ZC-1384-00 SM D D A A
Z2C-1446-00 SM D D A A
ZC-1591-00 SM R A A A
ZC-1615-00 SM A D A A
ZC-1832-00 SM A A A A
ZC-0555-01 SM D A A A
ZC-0714-01 SM D D A A
Z2C-0822-01 SM R D A A
ZC-0826-01 SM A A A A
2C-0941-01 SM D D A A
Z2C-1237-01 SM R D R R
ZC-1256-01 SM D D A A
ZC-1367-01 SM D D A A
ZC-0074-02 SM D D A A
ZC-0322-02 SM R R R R
ZC-0391-02 SM D D A A
ZC-1042-02 SM A R A A
ZC-1271-02 SM A D A A
Z2C-1291-02 SM D D A A
ZC-1310-02 SM A D A A
ZC-1619-02 SM A D A A
ZC-1794-02 SM D D A A
ZC-1834-02 SM R D A A
ZC-1863-02 SM A A A A
Z2C-1857-97 LM D D A A
ZC-2057-97 LM D A A A
ZC-2056-97 LM D D A A
ZC-0930-00 LM A A A A
ZC-0992-00 LM A A A A
ZC-0254-90 LM A A A A
ZC-1857-97 LM D D A A
ZC-2056-97 LM D D A A
ZC-2057-97 LM D D A A
ZC-0930-00 LM A A A A
ZC-0992-00 LM A A A A
ZC-0137-90 LM A A A A
ZC-0086-91 LM A A A A
ZC-0872-00 LM D D R A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-1246-00 LM D D D A
ZC-1586-00 LM b D A A
ZC-0546-02 WP D A A A
ZC-0067-92 ET D A D A
Z2C-0463-94 ET A A A A
ZC-0115-95 ET D A A A
Z2C-0434-95 ET D D A A
ZC-0832-95 ET D D A A
ZC-1233-95 ET D A A A
ZC-1515-95 S\ A A A A
ZC-1563-95 ET D D A A
ZC-1755-95 ET A A A A
ZC-1812-95 ET D D A A
ZC-0056-96 ET D A A A
ZC-0254-96 ET D A A A
Z2C-0412-96 ET D A A A
Z2C-0791-96 ET A A A A
ZC-0793-96 ET D A A A
ZC-0967-96 ET A D A A
ZC-1029-96 ET D D D A
ZC-1041-96 ET D A A A
Z2C-1436-96 ET D A A A
ZC-1544-96 ET D D A A
ZC-1822-96 ET A D A A
ZC-0061-97 ET D D A A
ZC-0111-97 ET D A A A
ZC-0402-97 SV D A A A
ZC-1074-97 ET R A A A
ZC-1928-97 ET A A A A
ZC-1958-97 ET D A A A
Z2C-2027-97 ET R A A A
ZC-0122-98 ET D A A A
ZC-0254-98 ET A A A A
ZC-0285-98 ET D A A A
ZC-0601-98 ET R R R R
ZC-1353-98 ET D A A A
Z2C-1354-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1355-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1356-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1385-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1388-98 ET D A A A
ZC-1390-98 ET R A R R
ZC-0047-99 ET R A R R
ZC-0196-99 ET R A A A
ZC-0307-99 ET D D R R
ZC-0308-99 ET A A A A
ZC-0859-99 SV D A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
Z2C-1234-99 ET A A A A
ZC-1511-99 ET A A A A
ZC-1899-99 ET D A A A
ZC-1909-99 ET D A A A
ZC-0479-00 ET D A A A
ZC-0582-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0654-00 ET D A A A
ZC-1241-00 ET D D D A
ZC-1309-00 ET D R R A
ZC-1643-00 ET D A A A
ZC-1646-00 ET D D A A
ZC-1722-00 ET D D R R
ZC-1749-00 ET A A A A
ZC-1843-00 ET D D A A
ZC-0017-01 ET A D D A
ZC-0066-01 ET D D D A
ZC-0332-01 ET D D A A
ZC-0932-01 ET D A A A
ZC-1006-01 ET D A A A
ZC-1029-01 ET R A A A
ZC-1112-01 ET D D A A
ZC-1115-01 ET D D A A
ZC-1314-01 S\ D D A A
ZC-1386-01 ET D A A A
ZC-0061-02 ET D R A A
ZC-0111-02 ET A A A A
ZC-0132-02 ET D A A A
ZC-0139-02 ET A A A A
ZC-0192-02 ET D A A A
ZC-0227-02 ET D D A A
ZC-0252-02 ET D A A A
Z2C-0432-02 ET D D A A
Z2C-0618-02 ET D A A A
ZC-0686-02 ET D D A A
ZC-1058-02 ET D D A A
Z2C-0257-90 WP A A A A
ZC-0281-90 WP A A A A
ZC-0283-90 WT A A A A
ZC-0287-90 SM A A A A
ZC-0308-90 SM A A A A
ZC-0309-90 WT A D A A
ZC-0328-90 WP A A A A
ZC-0331-90 WT A A A A
ZC-0053-91 WT A D A A
72C-0135-91 WT A D D A
ZC-0140-91 WT A A A A
ZC-0237-91 WP A A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
7C-0239-91 WT A A A A
ZC-0015-92 WT A A A A
ZC-0039-92 WT A A A A
ZC-0098-92 WT A A A A
ZC-0118-92 WT A A A A
ZC-0157-92 WT A A A A
7ZC-0159-92 WT A A A A
ZC-0162-92 WT D A A A
ZC-0194-92 WT A A A A
ZC-0179-93 WT A A A A
7C-0399-93 WP R D A A
7C-0558-93 WP A A A A
ZC-0759-93 WT A D A A
ZC-1041-93 WT D A A A
ZC-1568-93 WT A A A A
ZC-1629-93 WT A A A A
ZC-2083-93 WT A D A A
ZC-2109-93 WT D A A A
ZC-0001-94 WT A D A A
ZC-0079-94 WT D D A A
ZC-0569-94 WT R D A A
ZC-0570-94 WT R A A A
ZC-0715-94 WP A A A A
ZC-0731-94 WT D D A A
ZC-0775-94 WT A A A A
ZC-1043-94 WT A A A A
ZC-1048-94 WT A A A A
ZC-1168-94 WT A A D A
7ZC-1540-94 WP A D A A
ZC-1788-94 WT A D A A
ZC-1834-94 WT D A A A
ZC-0004-95 WT R D A A
ZC-0319-95 WT A A A A
ZC-0388-95 WT A A A A
ZC-0612-95 WT A A A A
ZC-0650-95 WT A A A A
ZC-1134-95 WT D A A A
ZC-1212-95 WT A A A A
ZC-1657-95 SM A A A A
ZC-1722-95 WT A A A A
ZC-1766-95 WT D D A A
ZC-0225-96 WT R A A A
ZC-0288-96 WT A D A A
ZC-0489-96 WT D A A A
ZC-1119-96 WP D D A A
ZC-1247-96 WT R A A A
ZC-1270-96 WT D A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-1387-96 WT A A A A
Z2C-1389-96 WT A D A A
ZC-1457-96 WT A A A A
2C-0183-97 WT D D A A
ZC-0315-97 WT A A A A
Z2C-0319-97 WT D A A A
Z2C-0733-97 WT D D A A
ZC-0794-97 WP D D A A
2C-0848-97 WT D A A A
2C-0962-97 WT D D A A
Z2C-0974-97 WT A A A A
ZC-1080-97 WT D D A A
2C-1499-97 WT R R A A
ZC-1562-97 WT A A A A
2C-0096-98 WT A A A A
ZC-0165-98 WT D D A A
ZC-0330-98 WT A A A A
Z2C-0360-98 WT A A A A
Z2C-0388-98 WT D A A A
2C-0600-98 WT A A A A
2C-0929-98 WP A A A A
Z2C-1210-98 WT A A A A
Z2C-1762-98 WT A A A A
Z2C-2008-98 WT D D A A
ZC-2009-98 WT A D A A
2C-2166-98 WP A A A A
2C-0017-99 WT A A A A
ZC-0219-99 WT A A A A
ZC-0368-99 WT D D A A
2C-0925-99 WT A A A A
ZC-1114-99 WT A D A A
ZC-1386-99 WT A A A A
ZC-1500-99 WT D D A A
ZC-1580-99 WT D D A A
ZC-1729-99 WT A A A A
ZC-0024-00 WP A A A A
Z2C-0048-00 WT A A A A
ZC-0153-00 WT D D D A
Z2C-0226-00 WP D A A A
ZC-0294-00 WT A A A A
ZC-0312-00 WT A A A A
ZC-1088-00 WP A A A A
ZC-1225-00 WT A A A A
ZC-1225-00 WT A A A A
ZC-1526-00 WT D D A A
ZC-1687-00 WT D D D A
ZC-1885-00 WT D D A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-0129-01 WT R A A A
ZC-0178-01 WT R D A A
ZC-0223-01 WT A D A A
ZC-0266-01 WT D D A A
7ZC-0418-01 SM A A A A
ZC-0461-01 WT A A A A
ZC-0492-01 SM A A A A
Z2C-0499-01 WT D D A A
ZC-1347-01 WT D D A A
ZC-1349-01 WT A A A A
ZC-1504-01 SM A A A A
ZC-1519-01 SM A A A A
ZC-0118-02 WT D D A A
ZC-0460-02 WT D D D A
ZC-0476-02 WT A A A A
ZC-0899-02 WT A A A A
ZC-0972-02 SM A A A A

Z2C1028-02 SM A A A A
ZC-1029-02 SM A A A A
ZC-1071-02 WT D D R A
ZC-1111-02 WT A A A A
ZC-1158-02 WT A A A A
ZC-1234-02 WT A A A A
ZC-1577-02 WT R A A A
ZC-1807-02 WT R R A A
ZC-0279-90 LM A A A A
ZC-0102-92 LM D D A A
ZC-1526-93 LM A A A A
ZC-2025-93 LM A D A A
ZC-0347-94 LM A A A A
ZC-0982-95 LM A A A A
ZC-1066-95 LM A A A A
ZC-1069-95 LM A A A A
ZC-1090-95 LM A A A A
ZC-1228-95 LM A A A A
ZC-1510-95 LM A A A A
ZC-1589-95 LM D D A A
ZC-0798-96 LM D D A A
ZC-1220-96 LM D D A A
ZC-0836-97 LM D D A A
ZC-1884-98 LM D D R R
ZC-1275-99 LM A A A A
ZC-1914-99 LM A A A A
ZC-0083-00 LM A A A A
ZC-0536-00 LM A A A A
ZC-1124-00 LM A A A A
ZC-0296-01 LM D A A A
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Zone change # TB PS TB PC BCC
ZC-1174-01 LM A A A A
ZC-1218-01 LM A A A A
ZC-0082-91 LM A A A A
ZC-0040-95 LM A D A A
ZC-0567-95 LM D D A A
7C-1282-98 LM A A A A
ZC-1218-00 LM D A A A
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~IMPLEMENTATION PLAN ~

concerning
New Regulations & Procedures
Jor
Nonconforming Zone Boundary Amendments
&
Land Use Plans

April 16, 2003
(approved)
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~PREFACE ~

On February 19, 2003, the Board of County Commissioners adopted ordinance

# 2865 which significantly reinforces the imporiance of land use planning and
achieves a more cffective planning and development review process in conjunction
with nonconforming zone changes. Designed to meet or exceed the criteria
estsblished by the Board’s strategic land use priority, the new regulations and
are intended to encourage stability, provide flexibility, and instill public
confidence in the land use decision-making process. T

Prior to adoption, citizen participation in the ordinance review process was
maximized through presentations to the general public, townboards, citizens advisory
councils, area citizen groups, various Jand use industry organizations and/or industry
representatives, the Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee, and the Clark County
Planning Commission.

Upon adoption of the ordinance, the Board also directed staff to work with a
committec representing both the community and development industry to make
clarifications, adjustments, and revisions as needed for implementing the newly
adopted regulations, and to return in 30 days with an ordinance and implementation
plan.

The proposed Implementation Plan is the collective effort of the following
commitice members: \

Stakeholders: Staff:

Mike Diaz Rod Allison
Carolyn Edwards John Baggs

M. J. Harvey Phil Blount

Gary Hayes Kim Bush

John Hiatt Barbara Ginoulias
Eric Homn Annic McCall
Mark Jones Carla Pearson
Chris Kaempfer Chuck Pulsipher
Jennifer Lewis Phil Rosenquist
Ed Lubbers John Schiegel
Lisa Mayo-DecRiso Mike Shannon
Terry Murphy Jory Stewart
Sean Ross Robert Thompson
Colleen Wilson-Pappa Robert Warhola
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~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ~

Prior to adoption of the new regulations, nonconforming zone change applications were accepted
at any time regardless of the category shown on the land use plan. Applications were then
considered by the Town Board or Citizens Advisory Council, then by the Planning Commission,
and last by the Board of County Commissioners for final action. Nonconforming zone change
applications were frequently held by the Board to allow negotistions between neighboring
property owners and the developer of a proposed project; however, this practice did little to
alleviate the negative public perception that land usc plans were of little value and ultimatelya
waste of time if they could be circumvented with a nonconforming zone change application.

The newly adopted regulations are intended to achieve the following improvements to the land
usc and development planning processes: :

implementation of a predetermined routine schedule for arca land use plan updates
consideration of nonconforming zone changes on an annual quarterly basis
notification requirements increased to 1,500 feet for nonconforming zone changes

a refined approval criteria for nonconforming zone changes

a two-thirds (2/3) majerity vote of the Board to approve nonconforming zone changes
a revised reconsideration process for nonconforming zone changes

a required pre-application submitial conference with County staff for nonconforming
zone changes

required neighborhood meeting prior to the approval of nonconforming zone changes
revised criteria for proposed reductions to buffer requirements

revised criteria for technical studies and reports

VVY YVYVVVVY

The proposed Implementation Plan has been developed to accomplish the following:

establish a prioritization schedule for updating land use plans

define how the land use plan update and amendment processes work

establish a schedule for quarterly batching of nonconforming zone boundary
amendments

establish pre-application conference criteria and expectations

define information that applicant must present at neighborhood meetings

propose a performance review/report period for ordinance (January 21, 2004)
identify the resources needed to implement the new regulations and procedures

VVVY VYVVVv
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Apr {0 02 03:5Sp ?54-8413

R-Apr=1261 $4:3m  Proe- B B 117 1

CrLaARK COWTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONE

APPLICATION WUMBER: 2C-00000382- 82  MEETING DATE: 2002-84-18

%0: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

PROM: CLAXX COUMNTY CURRENT PLAMNING pIVISION
500 8. Grand Cencrsl Phwy
P.0. POX 351744
LAS VEGAS, WEVADA $9135-1744

DATR: 2002-04-02

1N ORDER TO OBTAIN COMPLEPE INFORMATION UPON WHICH TO BAST
THEIR DECISION, THE COMMIBEION 3§ DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
CONMEWTS ATGARDING THE MATTZR DRSCRISEZD OM THE ATTACHED xrrIC2

APPROVAL ____ DENIAL __\_/_ NO COMMENT ___

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

goes not conform to master plan Suggest County do 8 study regurding the

residences on Desert im. If the study finds transitional zoning is

aporopriste, then g ~comprehensive plan should be implemented for an

orderly trensition Isther than spot zoning.

vote S-C

Eleven in audience in favor cf and eight opposed to project.

/A

L-9-D 2

(33 3 LOATE

\
i
ey

h "
- Valley Town Adviscry Bz
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CLARK COUNTY
PLANNTRG COMNIBSION
RECOMMENDATIONS

APFLICATION NUMBER: 2C - 00000418~ 01 MEETING DATE: 2001-685-17

70:  SUNRS TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FPROM3 CLARK COUNTY CIUMRENT PLANING DIVISIOXN
$5C §. Granc Central Prwy
P.0. BoXx 551744

<

LAN VEQAS, KEVACA 05155-1744 53 ~

[ =3

DATE: 2001-05-02 ) S

b

IN ORDER TO OUTAIN COMPLETH INFORMATION UPON WNICH TC BASE = 12

SKEIK DECIPION, THE COMMISSICN I# DEFIROUS CF RECRIVIKEG YOUR ¥ ®

COMMENTD REGARDING THE MATTEX CESCRIBED ON THE ATTACKZD mxck o

-4

s x

=z

APPROVAL XX DENIAL RO COMMENT _ .
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: Subject to that the jandscaping along Pearl Street

visible to the parking lot be maintained;: that the lighting in the rear

parkxing lot be placed on the far south property line and that the lighting

_would be intense enough to luminat-the entire area back of the building

az {ndicated on the piot plan; that the landscaping in front of the existing

building be improved to match the landscaping proposed;. that the block vwall

alohy Pear] Street be eliminated and replaced with ro¢ iron and that the

plantings aslong that do not obstruct the view to the parking lot.

{$2GATCRE

C Al errmee .

(SATER -
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CLARK COUNTY -
PLANNING COMMISSION REL EIVED
RECOMMENDAT 1ONS L

! [o3
Je i 2 55 pu g
appLIcATION NuMBER: ZC  -00001080 -97 reezing aggo 117197
’ RPN
Te: SUNRS TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL
FROM: CLARK COUNTY CURRENT FLAKNIRC DIVISION
500 §. Grand Central Fkwy
P.0. Box 551744
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 8915%2-1744
DATE: 07/03/$7
IN ORDER TO OBTAIN CCNPLETE INPORMATION UPON WHICH TO BASE

IHEIR DECISIOH, THE COMMISSION IS DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS REGARDINC THE MATTER DESCRIBED CH THE AYTACHED ROTICE

APPROVAL CENIAL NO CCMMENT

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: Anproval of Usge Per=it and denial of the Zone Change

— TN /57

Y istomsTumE) (DATEY

e
ol g > T
(YITLE)
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BE/23/7887 11124 782-284-B¢ DIANA MORTON

W-hugei032 033l Prow- £5T  FLIARTE

CLARK COUNTY
PLANNING COMMIESION
RBCOMEBEDATIONS

APPLICATION NUMBER: 2C -00001958- 02  MEETING DATE: 2002-99-85
TRe.
0: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FROM: CLARK COURTY CURRIMT PLANTIG DIVISION
500 $. Grand Cantral Fxwy
p.C. Box 531744
LAS VESAS, NEVADA #3185-1744

DATE: 2002-05-05
nwn*ounumxmnmvmmutomz

THRYR DBCISION, THR ORGUISSI0H 5 DESINOUS OF RRCEIVING YOUR
mﬂmmmmmmwmmmxcx

APPROVAL . DENIAL ____ NO COMMENT
CONDITICNS OF APPROVAL:

Vet 23

£.G

WT:/ %‘|éég 57—,1.7,03»

gl AT}
Spr/ng Valley T:;‘q:‘ isory 8car {

i
i
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CLARK COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS

ZC-00000388 98 MEETING DATE: /ﬂ4f09/98
;
DI

APPLICATION NUHMBER;

10: SUNRS TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADYISORY COUNCIL
CLARK COUNTY CURRENT PLARNING DIVISION
S00 S. Grand Central Pkwy
P.O. Box 551744
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89155-1744

FROM:

DATE: 03/27/98
IN ORDER TO OBTAIN COMPLETE INFORMATION UPON WHICR TO BASE
THEIR DECISION, THE COMMISSION IS DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS RECARDINC THE MATTER DESCRIBED Off THE ATTACHED NOTICE

APPROVAL DENIAL NO CONMENT

the pocisinns ng tie helladiac~o
4

Sph jears Antv Ehae

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
and the vaghims Yo reversed and that the vacuums be placed along Nellis

2 bl
Boyloywagd, 7% i
m E) e
[T =
i =3
‘. — x
=T =
o 2
T e .
~NeX -
s

1S1GKRATURE ) {DATE)

LTITLE)
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CLARK COUNTY
RECEIVBCO OF COU;Z;’}'OC“fMXSSXON

b IS | 17P8°'%

APPLICATION NuMBEr: ZC1 -00000004 -95 meerinc pate: 08/21/96
C.C. CUSRENT PLANMING

70: WINCH TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL
FROM: CLARK COUNTY CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION

500 S. Grand Central Pkwy

P.0. Box 551744

LAS VEGAS, HEVADA 89155-1744

DATE: 08/09/96

I8 ORDER TO OBTAIN OONPLETE INFORMATION UPON WHICH TO BASE
THEIR DECISION, THE COMMISSION IS DESTROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS REGARDING THE MATTER DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACHED NOTICE

/
APPROVAL DENIAL o~ NO CONMMENT .

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

,//21/)/1/1/1 tn ¢ M 7141. @11/1

J

Pigucar Mlaete AT
(_\’ ns/x;mm 3 10ATE)
> Qs R Al

CTITLEYS
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May 29 02 04:46p DisernaM 702 254-84:3

U263 Sd:ldm Frose P e/t 38

CLARX COmeTY
PLARNING COMMISSION
RRCOMMDIDATIONE

APPLICATION RUWBER: ZIC-00000615- 61 MEETING DATE: 2002-66-06

T0: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FROM: CLARK COUNTY CUMREN? PIANING DIVISION
500 8. Grand Cantral Piwy
r.0. Box $51744
LAS VEGAS, WEVADA 8$135~1744

DATE: 3002-05-21
3% OADER 70 ORTAIN CONPLETE INPORMATION UPON WHICH TO BASR

THEIR DRCISION, THE COMMISSION IS OFSIRCUS OF ARCRIVING YOUA
COMMENTS ARCARDING PHR MATTEZR DRECAIBED Ol THR ATTACKLD WOTICE

APPROVAL ___ DENIAL \/ NO CONRNIT
CONDITIONS OF APFPROVAL:

Denied does hot conform to master pian; does not provide & buffer

vetween Indusirial and RNP; four square miles on other side of street

more suitsbie for project. Yote 4-D Forty-one in attendance

in nppnsition

L

S-2p-02

<
TRAQMan I
v ng Valiey Town Advisory Board
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nay 25 02

Nets-1857 SLilim  Fror

702 264-8413
[0 T )

O4: 46p Disnai

CLARK COUNTY
PLARNING COMMYBEION
RBCOMEENDAYIONE

APPLICATION NOMBER: ZC-00000625- 62 WEETING DATE: 2002-06-86

70: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FROM: CULARK TOONTY CURASNT PLANRING DIVISION
500 8. Grand Centrel Pxwy
r.0. Box $S5174¢
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA #85153-1744

DATE: 3002-05-21

15§ OADER TO ORTAIN COMPLETE IMPOSMATION UPON WHICH 1O BASE
THEIN DRCISION, THE COMMISSION IS DESTROUS OF RECEIVING YOUA
COMMENTS ARCARDING THE MATTER DRSCAIAED ON TNX ATTACHED NOTICK

APPROVAL DENIAL \/ 3O COMNENT

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

p.2S5

Denied does not conform to master plan; does not provide & buffer

between Indussrial and RNP; four squere miles on other side of street

more suitebie for profect. Vote 4-0 forty-one in attendance

in opoasition

AR

!

A@ S-20-02

ENGHITRET iTITLL
..y valiey Town Advisory Board

93



- CLARK COUNTY
RECEIVE OF COUNTY COMMISSION
v RECOMMENDAT 10NS

Ja 1l Jlar 1'%
APPLICATION Wﬁéf%(;un;uwy -95 meetinG baTE: 07/16/97

T0: ENTER TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FROM: CLARK COUNTY CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION
500 §. Grand Central Pkwy
P.0. Box 551744
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89155-1744

DATE: 07/03/97
IK ORDER TO OBTAIN COMPLETE INFORMATION UPON WHICH TO BASE

THEIR DECISION, THE COMMISSION 1S DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS REGCARDING THE MATTER DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACKED KOTICE

APPROVAL ___ DENIAL __t{ NO COMMENT ___

CONDITIONS ORXTPROVAL: _This is not Sk what +he or,qmal

Zone Chonge  ulds apreoved for,  We Fezr ZH
qofz’/ne/ ,7,0’./3.('" NEED s To FE ia:/./ o TS sv?"b
/‘2/?'7752_ ITM/»’ MA/A/‘%/A/ Dpor b PUIILE WA EL
Jpexcs Emp pr2e Eu/\/cf/L oAt LECCRE.  pwITH s7er & +T7 €2

S5 .

M s //le’/ 7-9-57

{SICHATURE S

(DAY

Chalfmgr\

(82318 &)
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~ar 28 C2 05:08p TAB 8754273

Wepar=238 12:54e  Froee S21% P MVESY PRl

CLARX COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISBION
RECOMIENDATIONS

APPLICATION NUMBER: 2.C-00000252- 62  MEETING DATE: 2002-04-04

20: ENTER TOWKBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FROM: CLARK COUNTY CURRENT FLAMNING DIVISION
$00 . Grand Centzsl Pkwy
P.0. Box $51744
LAS VEGAS, MEVADA #89135-174¢

DATE: 2002-03-189
K ORDER TO OBTAIN COMPLETC INFORMATICK UPON WHICH TO BASE

THEIR DECISION, THE COMMISSION I§ DESIROUI OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS REGARDING THEZ MATTER DESCRIBED OX THE ATTACHID WOTICE

APPRCVAL (/DBNIAL PO COMMENT

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

W

% & Mot 2-27-02_

; {SICRATURY ) 1EATT)
AP

1TITLE
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702 254-8413

Aug 01 02 01:44p DisaaM
U=lul-11 R:lTm Sroem i —_—
ClARK COUXTY
FLANNING COMMISSION
RARCOMMERDATIONS

APPLICATION KUMBER: 70 -00008912- 02  MEETING DATE: 2002-05-08

T0: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/]CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL
PROM: CLANK COUNTY CURRINT PLANNING DIVISiON
500 3. Grand Central Phwy

P.C. box $51744
LAS VEGAE, NEVADA 83%15%5-174¢

DATE: 2002-08-08
IR CRDZR 0 ONTAIN COMPLETE INFORMAYION UPON WRICH TO BASK

THEIR DECISION, 7THE COMMISSION ¥$ DRSIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS RESARDING THL MATYTEA DESMCAIBED OX THE ATTACHED NOTICS

APPROVAL DDIIAL//;O COMMENT ____

COXDITIONS OP APPROVAL:
' 2u?” Corfornt Lo poets, . alar
rmw . 9‘-/
oo/ ot g0 Ahvounds  acogae from
) -!! , 7 7 L4
Vol 520 oo s auderces n) Spplaitis,,

a —
i/ ‘ '

7. 30-02

[£31- 0 1 t0ATS)

Chdirman e
Sj'r.g veailey Town Advisory Board
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Department of

Clark Comprehensive Planning
unty Current Planning Division

LUCY STEWANT
MANAGER

COUNTY GOVEFRNMENT CENTER

BOD B GRAND CENTRAL PYWY BT AL

PO BOX 551744

LAE VREGAR NV BO0nN08-1744

Oecember 5, 1995 70) 430-ana

Enc Miller Architect
2437 Zeanng Ave. NW
Albuguerque, NM 87104

REFERENCE: ZC-1550-88

The above relerenced app was p d before the Board of County Commissi s at thels regul
meetng 0! November 22, 1993 and was APPROVED subject 1o the conditions kistod below and on the
antached shesl. You will be required 10 execute any enclosed documents and comply with &fl conditions prios
10 the issuance of a bullding pemmit of a busingss licensa.

Time limits to commence, compiets or review this approval apply only 10 this specific application. A property
may have severs! approved appiicatons on it, each of which will have ks own xpiration date. Nis tha applicant's
responsibility o keep sach application current.

CONDITIONS: Subjcci to right-of-way dadication to Include right-of-way as on VS8-1545-
95: drainage and tnmc tudies and pli 3 full oft-sites; VS-15498-95 to have Board
of C ty C I approval prior to tentative map being hesrd by Planning
Commission; It right-of-way for Laredo is required on parcel 183-09-104-001 & 002,
construct full width paving adjscent to the Encisves for 330 feet instesd of transition. The
Ciark County Sanitation District has indicated thst they currentiy maintain no existing
sower facilities within this sres with the closest District m« main located approximately
1.6 miles distant at Raindbow and Laredo. Since this develop 1] tiguous to an
existing City sewar line in West Sshars this devslopiment siso has the option of spplication
tor an intertocs! agreement for City sarvice. The agreement must be approved by both the
Clark County Sanitation District and the City of Las Vegss.

CONTD

COMMIBSSIONER R
Pvorve Atarucs: Gates. Cher * Hau U Crretenson, Viee Chacren
Jery BAghern, Lorveve Huat, Era Kanvwy, Myros Orwce L -y

Oore L. "t Shewry. Courdy Mreger
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Z2C-1550-95
December 5, 1998
Page 2

PLEASE BE AWARE THAT:

1.

All conditions of spproval and all applicable siste and local ordinances must be

satisfied prloo to focordlng 8 map or issuance of a buliding permit, certiticate of
or Is required.

. All new comwmlon requires bulldlng ;mmm in accordance with the Unilorm Bulldling

Code as adopled by Clark C y and submission of a piot and grading plan prepaced

by 8 registered professional civil engl showing property lines, bulilding focstions,

topography md wch m dats as qum‘.d by the Buiiding Department.

. Al types of d Identisl, must provide landscaping of

the types lsted and In the locations apecifiad in the Clark County Design Manual and

Plant Llist.
Mobile h o/ tactursd housing require buliding permits before they are

oved and inspecti twmmmsalnys.olpﬂof(oom

paNcy.
. Approvet of this spplication does not constitute spproval of a Liquor or Gaming license

or any other County issued pomh. uunu or upprml.

The Board of County C (] the Planning Commission have no suthority

to grant, promise or commit water service. Approval of ihis spplication does not
sny #tment for water servics or any commitment for priority status for

future water service.
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Board of Coway Conwrissioners

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

s Bingham, Christensen

2C-1550-95

PARADISE
DEVELOPMENT/
GASTINEAU FAMILY
TRUST ET AL/
CHRISTINE FRASER/
CHUN TING LEE/NERMAN
M. ADAMS ET AL/CAROL
PAPPAS ET AL
(CHARLES HEERS
FAMILY TRUST)

SUBJECT MATTER/RECOMMENDATION: In the macter of
the recommendation of the Planning Commission that
the Board approve the ATTACHED described
application of Paradise Development/Gastineau
Pamily Trust Et Al/Christine Fraser/Chun Ting Lee/
Herman M. Adams Et Al/Carol Pappas Et Al (Charles
Heers Family Trust) for a zone change and use
permit, subject to right-of-way dedication to
include right-of-way as on VS-1549-95; drainage
and traffic studies and compliance; full off-
sites; VS-1549-95 to have Board approval prior to
tentative map being heard by Planning Commission:
if right-of-way for Laredo is required on parcel
163-09-104-001 & 002, construct full width paving
adjacent to the Enclaves for 330 feet instead of
transition; the Clark County Sanitation District
has indicated that they currently maintain no
existing sewer facilities within this area with
the closest District sewer main located
approximately 1.6 miles distant at Rainbow and
Laredo; since this development is contiguous to an
existing City sewer line in West Sahara this
development also has the option of application for
an interlocal agreement for City service; the
agreement must be approved by both the Clark
County Sanitation District and the City of

Las Vegas; and subject to the ATTACHED conditions:
REPRESENTATIVE(S): Present

PRE-FINAL ACTION: Following introduction of the
item. including Staff Comments, the Board was
advised that the Spring Valley Town Board
recommended denial.

fFollowing statements from the applicant's
representative in support of the proposed project,
the Board noted those persons in the audience in
support of and in opposition to the application.

-continued-

ot W225S
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Board of Cowtty Conwissioners

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

YVONNE ATXINSOM GATES

s Bingham, Christensen

Continued - Page 2

2C-1550-95

PARADISE
DEVELOPMENT/
GASTINEAU FAMILY
TRUST ET AL/
CHRISTINE FRASER/
CHUN TING LEE/HERMAN
M. ADAMS ET AL/CAROL
PAPPAS ET AL
{CHARLES HEERS
FAMILY TRUST)

o

FINAL ACTION: It was moved by Commissioner
Atkinson Gates and carried by unanimous vote of
the members present that the Board approve the
recommendacion.

minutes

Dats: 11/22/95
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PARADISE DEVELOPMENT ET AL PUBLIC HEARNG

ZC-1950-98
Project A ph d tesid d r T isting of 388
Descriplion units on 20 screw.
Losation South side of Sahars Avenue approrimately 330 fset West of

Cimarron Road.

Zone Change FROM: R-E (Rurst Esiates Residenital) Zone.

T0: R-3 (Multiple Family Residentiefl Zone.
Use Permi A pl P Q ©f 338
units.
Legsi On the E1/72 NWIM MENE NWLA, the W2 SET/4 NEV/M NWIK
Description and the SW1/4 NEIM NWU4 of Section 9, Township 21 South,
Range 80 Easl.
APN 183-09-102-901, 08T A 008, 183-09-104-007 THRU 004

STAMOARD CONDSTIOMS2C: ¢F)

B
2.

demmn-mnmmmmd&mummum
ard Wharem on e plane and b ol have boun satebed.

The eoparly umds mnel ssacve 8 Restiuman of 1407t S an Angeton § seement s NoRs ABSIment sgreement
¥ $v0 property i locsted withn one mie of e Siundaty Of DUAilc SEwerage FsInere lecility, & 0dor setemenl el
e onecured
Wunmmmunmum-\m-mnuwdm

-wnuwammwwu’nwdmmum
be

SRy DAMOr TN WUy, TR ot st Sommply apprared
studes  Further, # "YN" dmmnw-nihnmum
Comenrpucrars. sirsst 40 B0S Cannel Sedcation #nprovarnerts wil be 10CNred n jocasd n

Fire st be winh Fow Dy Wasers of sievel snprovements do
ot mhmwm A ®res toat fre hyckard alteners & rewaved betwd 2 sirest lrartege ot bres.

MASTER PLAN SPRING VALLEY - UP TO RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN (3 DWMAC OR LESS):

PESIDENTIAL LOW (»24 DU/AC), RESIDENTIAL MEDRM SINGLE FAMEY
{78 DVAC). COMMERCIAL LOW: COMMERCIAL MEDIUM (C-t)

OWNER Parscise Deveioprant of o
APPLICANT Chanes Heers Famly Taust
CORRESPONDENT: Enc Miligr Architact

2437 Zoarng Ave NW
ADuquergue. NM 57304

BACKGROUND The st 600 166t OF Bis property, trom Sahars Avenue, is desgnaled for

SN TONAINEN fow {>2 8 SUAL). IeEdSNZl MR Singls Lamiy (7.8 du/ac)

ow, or €-1). The Dalw of Ihe property,
which is Deyonc the G40 lest rom Sahars Avenue. is GeNgNeS recicential
WOUDan (2 duisc of eds). NO POrSon of his property 13 designated
meidertal madam ol harly or R3 2orng  To the waost of !he nodh 5 aces
1 W esNg H-3 CONCOMINIM SevEIOrEnent and 10 1he west of the south 15
acres the Boans of County Commusssonan aparoved 10 acres of R-) (ZC-443-
#3) for & prop: There is & 10lai of SO acres
MW«W&)mbNWMdM
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PARADISE DEVELOPMENT ET AL PUBLIC HEARING

STAFF COMMENTS.

APPROVALS:
PROTESTS:

PLANNING COMIBSSION
ACTION.

IC-1880.903

Becauss Bws FOQUES! Joes NOL CONBOTT 10 TW LaNG LSS QUK Sue 10 densdy
andd unk type stat deresl. & appx st R2
20Ning on the westely 15 acres and R-1a on !he sasiedy 5 scres. This woukd
CTeaN & Bufter bevwsan tha F.3 o Ihe wast and e lower dansity R-€ 1 the
sasl. Dervai of e Uie perma.

20 prasent
1 lettar. $Sprng Yebey Town Boers

Qcicter 19, 1995 - APPROVED - Sutysct 10 AgRL-Of-writy acication 10 inchude
AA-OF-wiby 53 On V5-1540-95. (raindge nd Iraiiic 3hudes aNA COMPEaNnce;
A off-ales. VS-1548-45 10 have Board of County Commissioner

prios 10 tentalive map being heard by Pianning Commisaon. i AghtoFavey 100
Lareco I8 required on parcel 163-00-104-001 & 002. construct Rl width
Davinyg adecent 10 e Encleves 1or 330 et insiesd of Raneiion. The Clan
Connty Oistrict hes el Py y o aeing
sawer LacBies wilvn Ihis 1 wilh B Closes! DSttt sewer main focsied

devaioorani siso tas B ophon of for an - or

Ciy service. The agr MUSE D& M by ot the Clark County

Sertaton Drstitct and e Clly of Las Viegas.

VOTE: Ays - Rerro. Gles. L Johneon. Tranto, C. Johneon, Wivte
Nay - Linced
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.. CLARK COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
' RECOMMENDATIONS
Gin g, ., ..
i 32 5 w55

APPLICATION NumBer: ZG . CD’?ROEOOISSO -95 meeTinG DaTE: 10/19/95
‘ B
T0: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

FROM: CLARK COUNTY CURRENY PLANNING DIVISION
401 SOUTH FOURTH STREET
P.0. BOX 551744
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA B89155-1744

DATE: 10/06/95
IX ORDER TO CDTAIN COMPLETE INPORMATION UPON WHICK TO BASE

THEIR DECISION, THE COMMISSION IS DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS RECARDING THE MATTER DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACHED NOTICE

APPROVAL DENIAL /NO COMMENT __

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

)P e

‘toave>

Spring Valley Town Advisory Board

/ IYITLE)
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Department of
o Clal'k Comprehensive Planning

unty Current Planning Division

MANAGES

PUBJIC SEAVCED SR OND
AQN © FOAUFTH 6T

O BOX Y1744

LAB VEGAS NV BRTID-1744

March 2, 1993 {7060 400314

REFERENCE: ZC-1794-94

The above referenced appication was presented botore the Board of County Commissioners at 11 rogutar
meeting of February 22, 1995 and was APPROVED subject 1o the conditons kistad beiow and on the
attached sheel. You will be requirod 1o 8xecuie 8Ny 8nciosed ocuments and comply with all conditions prior
o the issuance of & duliding permit or & business icense. -

Time imits 1o commencs, complets or review this approval apply only 1o this Speciic application. A
mmmwwmmmmmwmumwm lhuw
respomsibiiity 10 keep sach aOPECAON current.

CONDITIONS: Subject to no sccess to Cansl Street and uct residentisl ort ys
with sidewslk, curb and gutter. '

PLEAQE BE AWARE THAT:
mmmnmunawmomonmmwlwmmmm
uﬂm.d prior 1o recording » map or lssusnce of s bullding permit, cerlificste of
occupancy or business licenss, whichever is required.

2. ANl new construction requires bullding permits In accordance with the Unitorm Bullding
Code ss adopied wmmwm:ubmlwonolnplotmcrmmnpnpm
by s ngmond protessions] civil enginesr showing property lines, buliding locations,
topography snd such other dats 89 required by the Bullding Depariment

3. All typss of development, except single family nsldomul must pfovldn landscaping of
the types listed and In the locstions speciiied In the c&mc«mtybougnWImd
Plant List.

4. Moblle homes d/ factured housing require buliding permits before they are
movumlmﬁonl«muwmsuotysbuwwtoma

5. Anmsum»w!amm-mmtnm-mmuamwacmmm
or any other County issued permit, licanse of al.

6. The Board of County Commissionsrs snd/or the Plsnning Commission hasve no suthority
to grant, promise or commit water sarvice. Approvel of this application doss not
constitute any commitment tor water service or sny commitment for prigerity status for
fulure water service. :

COMMIBIIONERS
Yvorre Atkrmon Gatos. Cewvren ¢ Pau d Orvrecersen, Vos-Orereren
MWWM&U\MMMMLW
Coruicd . “Pak” Sneevy. Cowrcy Marwger
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Board of Counly Commiisionons

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

e Christensen

ZC-1794-94
CALIFORNIA HOTEL &
CASTINO

DBA SAM'S TOWN HOTEL
& GAMBLING HALL
{MARNELL CORRAO
_ASSOCIATES!

SUBJECT MATTER/RECOMMENDATION: In the matter of
the recommendation of the Planning Commigsion that
the Board approve the ATTACHED descriked
application of California Hotel & Casino dba Sam's
Town Hotel & Gambling Hall (Marmell Corrao
Associates) tor a zone change, subject to
landscape plan to be approved by staff and an 8
foot high tlock wall to provide screening from the
residences; no access to Canal Street and
reconstruct residential driveways with sidewalk,
curb and gutter; and subject to the ATTACHED
conditions:

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Present.

PRE-FINAL ACTION: Following introduction of the
item, including Staff Comments, the Board was
advised that this is an area that has developed in
the Gaming Enterprise District directly adjacent;
and that due to the applicant’s acquisition since
the Planning Commission meeting of the two
adjacent homes from which sc¢reening was proposed,
staff recommended deletion of the condition for
landscape plan to be approved by staff and an 8
foot high block wall to provide screening from the
residcrces.

FINAL ACTION: Following statements from the
applicant’s representative in support of the
application, it was moved by Commissionexr Bingham
and carried by unanimous vote of the members
present that the Board approve che applicatiorn,
subject no access to Canal Street and reconstruct
residential driveways with sidewalk, curb and
gutter; and subject to the aforementioned attached
conditions.

Minues

Date: 222195
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PUBSLKC
SAN'S TOWN HOTEL & GAMBLING MALYL HOLDOVER

Project
Description

Locetion
2one Chsnge
Legel
Description
APN

2C-1794-94

A 115-apace g ot on 10 88 enisting hotel and cesing on
41 ncres.

Sauth ol Flemingo Roed sad the west side of Canal Sireet.

FROM: n-umr-wmzm
T0: 1 (Limhe#t Rescrt sad Apanmenty Zone.

On & portion of the NWt/4 of Section 21, Townehip 21 Somw,
Aunps 62 a8t {sx8C1 Megel On Mie).

161-21-110-001, 002 & 003; 161-21-111-001

1. Agpevsl o

Wil Supire o WD YOS YNest SOAINIEOA of P Eragect 28 SeciBed I The applicaten

mmmumhmuumdwmum
2. The praperty cwner mat sasute 8 Reachaion of et end aa Avigeson E: and Neine
inm-bw-‘-w-bd’- ot putie s facity. on odor sesement anud

e ssecuted.

3. Devaicoment of oe graparty el 6oaiorm 18 100 $ars 50 IAIENG with Fevenons 80 apecited by the Board of Cowny
4. lwquwnmmumqnuudcq—,m.a—p

—‘,mnh&ﬁ

st somgly with the sppreved

dmmum Vo Bowrd ol Cowey

3 by e "-'
mnunmmmmmuuw 1'e property is lnneted in

a flood 3008, & ArENAge MRady must be o oy g of Pubiic Warte and Do Rogioned
Mwmw-qm
$.  Fre yramte sumt be provh Fae D Waivers of srest begravemerns o
ot mhww Am“hwﬁmwummawwum
MASTER PLAN: SUNRIEE MANOR - UP TO RESIDENTIAL LOW (UP TO 8 DUAC).
OWNER: Cassorren Holw & Canno GowSarr's Town Hol & Gametng Hel
APPLICANT: Mawret Corrao Aksociates
CORRE SPONDENT: Marnet Coman ASIOORINE
4495 South Polrd Avenus
Las Veges, NV 80103
FNO®GS: TS T0QUESE 18 AONCOPOrMNg 10 the Survise Mandr Land Uss Guide.
Tese 108 are part of 3 RDAVIEION B land USS CeeignEton I8
feeCersy iow. This property & four 1018 In AN A5
0382 O Pha MO property. R I8 Proposed 1 provide saKNONN empioyes
PIEIng wilh DIOCR wal ANG IenGecaping S10ng Conal Street. Thare are deo
POMENNNG Fesiental 1ot &0ng e Same 9ecton of Canal Sieet. The esistng
TOck waits and capIng Dutenng Yo ] lots ¥ % reman
in place.
APPAQVALS:
PROTESTS.
PLANNING COMMISSION Oncember 2. 1994 - HELD - 10 171993, for RrTr siudy and 10 Meet wan
ACTION. MighDOTS.

MINUTES

Date: 11983
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CAUPOANIA HOTEL 4 CASINO DBA/ PUBLIC NEARING
SAM'S TOWN HOTEL & GAMBLING HALL

STAFF COMMENT S

PLANNING
RESOLUTION:

ZC-1794-94

Afry a0pIC¥S 100 H-1 200i0G i3 CONSIONMNT & TEQUEL 10r 31 eIDINSION OF Pe
wwm T County Comvmussion must make & Snding 1Nt
e p 382 e FOME. walie, SHWEIOR, bies
mmmnumn i »e

will ADt Ouly PIDACE PUDEC SOMVICES. CONBUTDIO. Of Netural IsouUrces and e
wumwwmﬂn:mm [ ]
arxi e locel
mﬂuwhmumwwumm wi pot
be detAmental 10 b heaith, Safety & wellare Of The comaunity § aft ralfic
SMOACTS €27 0 BOSOUAINY MEGMNG. VWRAe NS DrEOety COBS NOL COMOM,
mummm-wmmumnmm
] 1 propecty . st N ooV
anmuumww‘mmcumwu
HMMM B8 tesi0eNCEes; 10 acCees 20 Canal Swest and

L - s wh T and e,

Jenuery 19, 1985 - APPAOVED - 501 10 WWN0SCEpe Dlen 1o D Oy
B 2nd 37 8 100t high biock wall 10 provde g om e

no access 10 Cansl Sreet and atveweys wih
Curd 3¢ Quider.

Vote: Unaninous

Adsent  Karschnir
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Department of Comprehensive Planning

Current Planning Division
500 S Grand Contral Pxy * PO Box 551744 » Las Vegas NV 89155-1744
(702) 4554314« Fax (702) 455-3271

John L. Schisgel, Dirscsor © Ginouling, Assistant Direckr
: B ISOR BRI
March 1, 2001
Bill Roberts
9866 Grey Sca Eagle Street
Las Vegas, NV 89117

REFERENCE: ZC-1843-00

Onthedau:mdicazedubove.aNociceofFimlActmuwuﬁled with the Clark County Clerk, Commission
Division, pursuant lo NRS 278.0235 and king the 1 of the twenty-five (25) day limitation
period specified therem.

“I'he above referenced application was prosented before the Clark County Board of County Commissioncrs
at their regular mecting of February 24, 2001 and was APPROVED subject 10 the conditions histed bejow
andior on the attached sheet. You will be reguired 10 comply with all conditions prior 1o the 1ssuance ofa
building permit or a business hicense whichever occurs first.

Time limits to commence, complete oc review this spproval spply only to this specific spplication. A
property may have several spproved spplications on it, cach will have its own expiration date. [iis the
applicant’s responsibility to keep each pplication current.

CONDITIONS: Subject to developer entering isto s develupment agreement prior o any permits or
subdivision mappiog i order to provide thelr falr-share contribution toward public infrastructure
secessary to provide service; cross access and iagressiegress agrecments with the properties to the
north and south if zoucd commercial at the tieae of permits; full off-sites to include paved begal accesa;
drainage study and complisuce: and sll applicable standard copditions for this application type. The
applicant Is advised that the foture cell tower site is not s part of this request.

POARD OF COVMTY
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Plsnning Commlsslon

CLagx COURTY, NSVADA

20C-1843-00
FIFLDSTONE INVESTMEN 1o, .

A PROVED

STAPF RECOMMENDATIONS: Mr. Al Laird, Principal Pianner, prosented the stached
sppliontion and statod stafl recomenendations. inclusive of Public Works conditions, e s
tistod oe the 171801 PC Agende 5ot (see attachmesk or flle) The Towr Boary
recncamended denial, snd staff received One jetier ta protest.

PUBLIC HEARING:

m&lmWoum

OVERHEAD DISFLAY(S): Pictarce.

COMMISSION ACTION: h wm moved by Comsmiwioner C. johmsot asd carvied
veamimously thee ZC-1843-00 be Approved, subject 1o staff secomnmendations and the

applicant is to seek cross-acoms and ingressiegren agr vk the propertics to the
aovth aad soulh if 200ed comnercial at the tme of pert.

COMMISSIONER TRUMBO WAS OUT OF CHAMBERS FOR THIS YOTE
BCC: 272101

Minutes:
Tape 92 lscation: 1573

Dete: 171881
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02/21/01 BCC AGENDA SHEET

SHOPPING CENTER DURANGO DR/SHELBOURNE AVE
(TITLE 30)

PUBLIC HEARING
APP. NUMBER/OWNER/DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST
2C-1843-00 - FIELDSTONE INVESMENTS, INC:

ZONE CHANGE to reclassify 1.0 acre from R-E (Rural Estates Residential) Zonc
to C-1 (Local Business) Zone for an 8,000 squarc foor shopping center

Generally located on the west side of Durango Drive and approximately 200 feet
north of Shelbourne Avenue within the NE1/4 Section 17, Township 22 South,
Range 60 East (description on file). EKlo

RELATED INFORMATION:

APN:
176-17-501-010

MASTER PLAN/LAND USE GUIDE:
ENTERPRISE - MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS - WITHIN COMMUNITY

DISTRICT 3

BACKGROUND:

Project Description

The plans show a one story, 29 foot high, 8,000 squarc foot shopping center.
Access to the project is from Durango Drive. The clevation plans indicate that
the building will have a stucco [inish with concrete tile roof. There will be a
coordinating colored panels and tile accents. The landscape plans submitted
arc per code requirements. The property is localed within the Public Needs
Assessment Area and within Community District 3, where development  of
densities greater than two units per acre are considered prematurc,

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use

To the jmmediate north is R-E zoned parcels. Further north are C-P zoned
parcels (ZC-0307-99). A subsequent zone change (2C-1643-00) was approved
as C-P and C-1 by the Planning Commission on December 7, 2000 and was
approved at the January 3, 2001 Board of County Commission meeting. One of
the R-E zoned parceis to north has an cxistling residence.  To the south and
east are undeveloped R-E zoned parcels. To the west arc undeveloped R-2
zoned parcels within the Rhodes Ranch master planned community.

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL:
The applicant shall demonstrate that the proposed request meets the goals and

purposes of Title 30.

Analysis

This requcst does not conform to the land use plan. Swff finds thatr the
request is premature because it is within Community District 3, in a Public
Needs-Assessment-Area, and.is.not_patl. of_a.major projcct.
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Staff recommends denial.

i{ this request is approved, the Board and/or Commission finds that the
application is consistent with the standards and purpose cnumcrated in the
Comprehensive Plan, Title 30, and/or the Nevada Revised Statutes.

TAB/CAC: Enterprise Town Board - denied (prematurc; parcel is 100 small
for @ minor commercial development; and the Enterprisc land Use Plan
discourages very small strip mall projects)

APPROVALS: None

PROTESTS: 1 card

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: January 18, 2001 - APPROVED - Subject to
developer entering into @ development agreement prior to any permils or
subdivision mapping in order to provide their fair-share contribution toward
public infrastructure nccessary to provide scrvice; cross access and
ingrcss/c%ress agreements with the properties to the north and south if zoned
commercial at thc time of permits; full off-sites to include paved legal access;
drainage study and compliance; and all applicable standard conditions for this
application type. The applicant is advised that the future cell tower site is
not a part of this reguest. Vote: Unanimous Absent: Trumbo

APPLICANT: Fieldstone Investments, Inc

CONTACT: Bill Roberts, 9866 Grey Seca Eagle Strcet, las Vegas, Nevada
89117
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Department of Comprehensive Planning
Current Planning Division

500 S Grand Central Py « PO Box 551744 « iLas Vegas NV  89155-1744
(702) 4554314 +  Fax (702) 455-3271

Johnt L Scriepel, Dirwctor - Lesa Coowr, Assistant Director < Deborah Murtary, Planeag Maneoer
1y 2 P EUY XS £ Ol O 00D FEV XA £ SO0 (U B R PR §
NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION
May 27, 1999 )
Phillip Rowshi
P.O. Box 13438
Las Vegas, NV 89112

REFERENCE: ZC-0387-99

On the datc indicated above, a Notice of Final Actioo was filed with the Clark County Clerk, Commission Division,
pursuans to NRS 278.0235 and markicg the of the twenty-five (25) day limitativn penod specified
therewn.

The above referenced appixcation was presented before the Clask County Board of County Commissioners at their
regular meeting of May 19, 1999 and was APPROVED subject to the conditions listed below and/or on the sttached
sheet You will be required to comply with all conditions prior to the ssuance of 8 building permit or a business license.

Time tirzuts to cormmence, compilcte of teview ts approval apply only to this specific application. A property may have
several approved spplications on i, cach wifl Bave its own expiration date. It is the spplicant's responsibility ta keep
cach application curreat,

CONDITIONS: Subject to C-2 zoning oo the froat of the property and MD zoxzing on the rear portion
of the property; applicant to submit revised legal descriptions within five working days; 10 foot wide
B-1 landscape buffer (irees shrub combination) along the west property lae; 10 foot wide B-)
landscaping (tree shrub combination) along the public street froatages; B-2 landscaping (tree shrud
combination) along the west property line; recordiag a reciprocal, perpetual cross access, ingresvegress,
and parking sgreements; provide landscaped isiands within parkiag lots; building to have residential
character; no lighting to shine on nelghboriag properties; design review as a public hearing oa final
plans; monument signage only (maximum of 70 square feet, 7 feet 2 10 fect with 2 maximum height of

7 feet); screening any roof monnted mechanical equipment;-noise-attenuation of the structares s
required per code; right-of-way dedication to include 60 feet for Sunset Road; 30 feet for Edmond
Street and a portion of a cul-de-sac a1 the northeast corner of parcel 163-36-801-010; spply for public
aceess essements as needed; full offesites; drainage and traffic studies and compliance; project may
quallfy for an exception to the traffic analysis with Public Works approval as allowed under Title 27;
combine parcels to prevent land-lockliag: paved legal access to all entrances; and all applicable standaird
conditions for this application type. Applicant is advised that certain uses are not permitted in the
airport environs and certain other uscs will require a conditional use permit. Applicsat is farther
advised that the drainage chasnel conld become & future county trailbicycle path.

i
.‘T&.‘ Charman . VoG
TVOMAL AT% N3OM CATES | CARO “GAREAR « MANY J SRCAD « LANCT W MALOWS - NYERA WL ey
! Conrey Sumegw
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SHOPPING CENTER/INDUSTRIAL CENTER SUNSEL rarieee. L7707

PUBLIC HEARING
APP. NUMBER/OWNER/DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

ZONE CHANGE to reclassify 10.0 acres from R-E (Rural Estates Residential) (A-E75) Zaoe to C-2
{Gwoenal Commercial{A-E75) Zooe (5 acres) and M-1 (Light Manufacturing) (A-E75) Zonw (S acres) for
a shopping ceotsr and mdustrial complex. Generslly located on the north of Sunset Rosd and the east side
of Mohawk Strest within the SE1/4 Saction 36, Townthip 21 South, Range 60 East (description on file).
BWss

D ey ———————— e ]
RELATED INFORMATION:

APN: 163-36-801-010, 020, 023, & 026

MASTER PLAN/LAND USE GUIDE: SPRING VALLEY - UP TO RURAL NEIGHBORHOOD
PRESERVATION (UP TO 2.5 DW/AC)

BACKGROUND: The plans show s 37,200 square foot shopping center consisting of aine separste pad
sikes. Access to the center will be from Suasct Road, Edmond Street, and Teco Drive. The C-2 portion of
the request abuts Sunset Roed and Edmand Street and contists of five of the gine pad sitss. The M-]
portion of the request is to the nocth, rear of the of the site, with access from Teco Drive. The plans thow
all of the buildmgs are single story at s maximum beight of 35 fect. madpenpcmmmﬁud

mmmmhmwmmuMmmmmnmﬁuw
by the Bourd of County Commissioners an April 21, 1999. The closest sxisting residence to the sits is
approximately 330 foct to the wost aloog Liodell Rosd Aloug the west side of Lindell Road,
approximately 330 foct north of Sunset Rosd, are spproximately 20 R-E zoued single family residences
which are a portion of a large neighborbood farther to the corthrwest.  Approximately 300 foet to the
nonhuaZCM?S%qu&rM-Dmumﬁwm Farther east, oorthwost comer of

Road and D Boulevard, ZC-1495-98 was spproved for C-2 xoning on 2.5 acres. This requost

Mwmm»mw-ﬂ‘ ,.:'"* ial master pk
properties, per the Emterprise Land Use Phan, to the south. mmuriu:hobemmdbyalwfwt
right-of-way for a drainage channel along the site's west boundary from the existing residences to the west.
mmmmmmxuc.zmmuummbmmmmm
does abut an existiog RNP and an existing single family residence ts within 330 feet of the sits. The
policies for the Spring Valley Land Use Plan recocumand that more imtense uses (M-} uses) be intermalized
within the development oat along the peripbery of the development  Staff recommends a deaial of the M-1
zoming and a roduction of the C-2 zoning to C-1.

APPROVALS: 1 letter
PROTESTS. Sprng Valley Town Board

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: April 22, 1999 - APPROVED - Subject to 2 10 foot wide B-1

fandscape buffer (trees shrub combination) along the west property line; 10 foot wide B-1 landscaping (tree
shrub combinstion) along the public street frontages, B-2 landscaping (tree shrub combination) along the
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APPLICATION NUMBER: 7L -00000387- 99 MEETING DATE: 1999-84-22
T0: SPRVL TOWNBOARD/CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL
FROM: CLARK COUNTY CURRENT PLAKNING DIVISION

500 8. Grand Central Pkwy

P.0. Box 551744

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA B83155-1744
DATE: 1999-04-09

IK ORDER TO OBTAIN COMPLETE INFPORMATION UPON WHICH TO BASE
THEIR DECISION, THE COMMISSION IS DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS REGARDING THE MATTER DESCRIDEYD ON THE ATTACHED NOTICE

APPROVAL DEN

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

50—
e = m
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B N .
2 ¥ <
g
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Y-737¢
TUAL) 1DATE)
dvisory Board
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Board of County Commissioners

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

apsent: Kincaid-Chaunccy,

williams

Cormissioners Kincaid-Chauncey and Williams lcft the mceting.

Z2C~C382-02
KERZETSKI FAMILY
TRUST

(ITEM NO. 28}

SUBJECT MATTER/RECOMMENDATION: In the matter of
the recommendation of the Planning Commission that
the Board approve the ATTACHED describped
applicatior of Kerzetski Family Trust for a zone
change and design review, subject to recording a
reciprocal, pcrpetual cross access,
ingress/egress, and parking agreements for the
acdjacent parcel to the west, and redesign the
vroject to accommodate this condition; maintain
cxisting residential pitched rocf, and when roof
materials are replaced, replace with tile roofing
or similar lightwelght materials that look like
tile; on-site parking and driveways are to be
constructed with corcrete {(no asphalt); marx
parking spaces with the least noticeable color
that complies with code requirerents; lecave
existing residertial door and windows to maintain
residential loox {(de not replace with glass
commercial doors uniess they face an interior
courtyard); signage is limited to one monument
sign with a maximum of 23 sguare feet area per
sign facec with sign construction to bie of
residential materials and appearance; limit uses
o low intensity ccmrercial traffic businesses
rhat are befitting the square footage and
allcwable parking per code; no off-site parking in
neighoorhocd and side streets; no vehicular access
to El Cemino Street; full off-sites on £l Camino
Street; reconstruct any driveways not being used
with full off-site ‘mprovements; Lf access is via
a shared driveway with the property to the west,
driveway <o be constructed in full as a curb
return driveway ana applicant to sign cross
access, ingress/egress easement with the owner of
that property; ali applicable standard conditions
for this appl:cation type (see pages 2a-2d}; and
applicant neing advised that any change in

-continued-

Minutes

Cate: 1/22/03
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Board of County Commissioners

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Ansent: Kincaid-Chauncey,

Williams

Continued - Page 2

2C~0382-02
KERZETSKI FAMILY
TRUST

{ITEM NO. 28)

circumstances or regulations is Zustification for
the denial of an extension of time (held {rom
Jecember 18, 2002):

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Present
SPEAKER(S): Present

PRE-FINAL ACTION: Ffollowing introductlion of the
iten, statt advised that the application meets all
requirements of the Desert Inn Corridor Overlay
ordinance, with the exccption that a traffic
queuing and staging analysis had not been done.

The applicant's representative addressed thc 3oard,
in support, agreed to provide the traffic anralysis
as requested by staff, and advised of agreement
with all Planning Commission conditions.

A speakcr representing the neighoors advises of
approval of the gite plan, ond requested a design
review as a public hearing on any significant
change in plans.

FINAL ACTICN: It was moved by Commissioner
Maxfield and carried by unanimous vote of the
members present that the recormendation be
approved, subject to receipt of the traffic
gueuing and staging aralysis and the foregoing
acditional cendition as requested by zhc
reighbors.

tate 1/22/0%
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1271802 BCC AGENDA SHEET

OFFICE BUILDING DESERT INN RDVEL CAMINO ST
(TTTLE 30)

PUBLIC HEARING

APP. NUMBER/OWNER/DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

£C€-0382-02 - KERZETSKI FAMILY TRUST:

HOLPOVER ZONE CHANCE to reclassify 0.6 acres from R-E (Rural Estates Residential)

Zone 1o CRT (Commercial Residential Transition) Zone.
DESIGN REVIEW to convert an existing single family dwclling to an office building.

Generally located on the north side of Desert Inn Roud and the west side of El Camino Strect
approximately 1,300 fect west of Jones Boulevard within the SE1/4 Section 11, Township 21
South, Range 60 East {description on file). CMpb

RELATED INFORMATION:

APN:
163-11-805-014

MASTER PLAN/LAND USE GUIDE:
SPRING VALLEY - UP TO RURAL NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION (UP TO 2

DU/AC)

BACKGROUND:

Project Description

The plans show an cxisting single story, 16 foot high, 3,000 squarc foot, single family dwelling
being converted into an office building. The applicant indicates that the offices will be uscd by
their design tcam and that the house will retain its residential facade. The applicant will augment
ecxisting landscaping to conform with the requirements of the Unified Developruent Code
including the intense tandscape buffer along the west property linc.

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use

The adjacent parcels surrounding this site are developed and zoned R-E. Approximatcly 330 fect
to the east, on the north side of Descrt Inn Road, is a vacant parcel zoned CRT by action of ZC-
1416-01 in Fcbruary 2002, Farther to the cast, between Bronco Street and Jones Boulevard, is
developed property zoned C-P. The southwest and southeast comers of Desert Inn Road and
Jones Boulevard arc developed and zoned C-2 and C-1. The northeast comer of that intersection
is developed as a private clementary school.  Approximatcly 800 feet to the south, on the
northeast corner of El Camino Street and Spring Mountain Road, is undeveloped land zoncd C-P
by action of ZC-1416-01 in November 2001. The north side of Spring Mountain Road beiween
Jones Boukevard and Torrcy Pines Drive is zoned and developed for commercial uses. Farther to
the west 18 “~vrloped property zoned R-E.
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STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL:
The applicant shall demonsirate that the proposed request meets the goals and purposes of Title
30.

Analysis

Current Planning

This request does not conform 10 the land use plan, The land usc plan designates the majority of
Section 10 as an RNP with commercial areas specifically designated along Jones Boulevard and
Sahara Avenuc. This request violates Policy SVS5 designating certain areas for RNP 1o preserve
and enhance the rural chanscier of portions of Spring Vallcy. However, similar requests have
been approved 10 the cast on the nosth side of Desert Inn Road which is a section line road. The
CRT district is proposed to preserve single family residential buildings for commercial reuse
where traffic pattems no longer encourage a single family environment. [t is also expected to
maintain the visual charscier of the historic residential pattern of the arca, to scrve as a transition
between more intense commercial and residential uses, and to maintain the scale and
architectural character of the area. This project meets those requirements; however, it does not
mect the requirements that these types of projects combine with adjacent properties. This is
required to reduce multiple commercial driveways which will reduce raffic capacity on Desent
Inn Road. This issuc could be mitigated if access/egress were combined with the adjacent
parcels o the west. Staff belicves this request is premature unless it is combined with the
adjacent parcel(s) to the west.

Staff recommends deaial.

If the Board approves land use requests al a density greater than two dwelling units per acre or a
non-residential use within 330 feet of an RNP 1 or 11 area, the reasons for the approval shall be

specified for the record.

If this request is approved. the Board and/or Commission finds that the application is consistent
with the standands and purpose enumerated in the Comprehensive Plan, Title 30, and/or the
Nevada Revised Statutes.

TAB/CAC: Spring Valley Town Board - denied (does noi conform to lund use plan;
11 neighbors in suppon; 8 neighbors in opposition)

APPROVALS: 6 cards; 6 present; 1 petition w/ 74 signatures

PROTESTS: ¥ cards; 44 present; 135 letters

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: Apnl 18. 2002 - HELD - To 05/23/02 - applicant to
meet with neighbors.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: May 23, 2002 - APPROVED - Subject to recording a
reciprocal, perpetual crass access, ingress/cgress, and parking agreements for the adjacent parcel
to the west, and redesign the projeet to accommodate this condition; maintain existing residential
pitched roof, and when roof materials are replaced, replace with tile roofing or similar
lightweight materials that look like tile; on-siic parking and driveways are to be construcied with
concretc (no asphalt); mark parking spaces with the least noticeable color that complies with
code requirements; lcave existing residential door and windows to maintain residential jook (do
not replace with glass commercial doors unless they face an interior courtyard): signage is
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limited o onc monumen! sign with 8 maximum of 25 squarc fcet area per sign face with sign
construction 10 be of residential materials and appearanice; limit uses 1o low intensity commercial
traffic busincsses that are befitting the square footage and allowable parking per code, no off-site
parking in ncighborhood and side strects; no vehicular access to El Camino Sureet; full off-sites
on El Camino Strect; reconstruct any driveways not being use with full off-site improvements; if
access is via & shared driveway with the property to the west, driveway 1o be constructed in full
as 2 curb retum driveway and applicant 10 sign cross access, ingress/egress casement with the
owner of that property; and all applicable standard conditions for this application type.
Applicant is advised that any change in circumstances or regulations is justification for the denial
of an extension of time. NOTE: With this recommendation, the Planning Commission forwards
to the Board of County Commissioners 16 conditions concerning development and conversion of
residences to offices along Desert Inn Road as determined and agreed upon between the
applicant and interested neighbors. These are forwanded for consideration as they may affect
future applications for such conversions in the immediaic arca.  Votc:  Unanimous  Absent:
Malamud, Trumbo

COUNTY COMMISSION ACTION: June 19, 2002 - HELD - To 08/21/02 - per the applicant
and BCC 10 study the Desent Inn Corridor.

COUNTY COMMISSION ACTION: August 21, 2002 - HELD - To 10/02/02 - per staff for
Desent Inn Corridor Study.

COUNTY COMMISSION ACTION: October 2, 2002 — HELD ~ To 11/06/02 - per the
applicant to be heard after the Desent Inn Transition Comidor ordinance.

COUNTY COMMISSION ACTION: November 6, 2002 - HELD - To 12/04/02 ~ for the
Desent Inn Ordinance per staff.

COUNTY COMMISSION ACTION: December 4, 2002 - HELD - To 12/18/02 - per the
commission,

APPLICANT: Richard Kerzetski
CONTACT: Richard Kerzetski, 10813 Cedar Forest Avenue, Las Vegas, NV 89144
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Department of
Clark Comprehensive Planning
County Zoning Divislon

MUBUC SEMVICES BLR.DING.
A0t BOUTH FOUMTH B1FRT T
LAS VEGAS NEVADA 800N
{7007 45434

Janusry 31, 1991

Robert V. Jones, Comp.
4041 E. Sunsat Road
Henderson, NV 38014

AEFERENCE: 2C-303-90

The above roferenced application was piessnied befors the Board of County
Commissioners al their reguiar meeling ol Jsnuary 23, 1991 and was APPROVED
subject to the conditions fisted below and on the attached sheel. You will be requiced 1o
execule any snclosed documents and comply with sl condiions prior 10 the issuance of a
building permil or & business kcense.

Time Emits to commence, compiate of review (his approval apply only 10 this specitic
appication. A property may have several approved appications on #, #ach of which wil have
#3 own expicaton date. H is the appicant's responsibiity to keep sach appiication curent.

CONDITIONS:  APPROVED as R-3; sl setbacks and separation (n
countysrds per code; trash enclosures to be set back » minimum of 50°
trom sdjscent residential zone boundaty; right-ot-way dedication;
drainage study snd compliance; traffic study and compliance; tinished
fioor elevation to be 3 minimum of 18" sbove the fiood line; and full of!-
site Improvements; Use Permil for PUD to be forwarded to BCC.
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Board of Counly Commdssioners JAY BINGHAM

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Arsont: Hayes

KAREN HAYES

Vo Oeman
PAUL § CHRISTENSEN
THALIA M. DONDERO
WILAM U PEARSON
OON SCHLESINGER
BRUCE L. WODOBURY

1C-303-90
CLYDE Y. TURNER

- SUBJECT MATTER: 1n the matter of the ATTACHED

descrided application of Clyde T, Turner for a
zone change:

REPRESENTATIVE(S): Present.

PRE-FINAL ACTION: Following introduction of the
ftem, staff stated it is thesr opinion the request is
too intense for the srea and staff does not support
the request; staff would supporl a reduction to R-3
based on the fact this area was previously approved
for an R-3 Planned Unit Development, Staff stated
the Planning Commission recommended approval, subject
to reduction to R-3 zoning, Subject to all setbacks
3nd separation per Code; trash enclosures to be set
back a minfmum of 50' from the sdjacent residential
2one boundary; right-of-way dedication; drainage
study; traffic study; finished floor elevations to be
saininun of 18" above the 100 year flood level; and
full off-site improvements.

A representative advised that the spplicant has
redesigned the project to fully conform and accepts
all conditions, including the reduction to R-3
density which will require a revision of plans which
will be turaned in under a use permit for a PUD for
review by staff of the reduced density.

FINAL ACTION: 1t was moved by Commissioner Pearson
that the application be approved as R-3, subject to

the foregoing conditions and subject to the ATTACKED
conditions,

After some discussion, Commissioner Pearson included
in his motion that any use permit for a PUD be
forwarded to the Board for review.

-continued-

ows  1/23/91
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Boerd o/ Wum(y Lommissioners
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Continved - Page 2

Absert Hayes

JAY BINGHAM
COrpeman
KAREN HAYES

PAUL J CHASTENSEN
THALIA M DONDERO
WILLIAM U PEARSON
DON SCHLESINGER

BARUCE L. WODDBURY

1C-303-90 On roll call motion corried by the following vote:

CLYDE 7. TURNER

-continved- Voting Aye: Commissioners Christensen, Dondero

Pearson, Schlesinger, Woodbury

Yoting Nay: Commissioner Bingham

Absent:

Commissioner Nayes

Ome 1723791
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TUANEA, CLYOR T. PUSLIC RMEARING

2C-303-%0

GENERALLY LOCATED % ‘n'a' nom 6'7'»:%'“ wirs AVENUE Al ATELY
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arm: 250-470-012.
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CLARK COUNTY PLANNING. COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATIONS

APPLICATION NO. ;ﬁ;ﬁf&ﬂg COMMINSION MEETING: L:Q-,L‘_?ﬁiﬁg
TO:  SANITATION AVIATION

LVVW.D. BUILDING

NEVADA POWER AIR POLLUTION

SOUTHWEST GAS PARKS & RECREATION .

CENTEL TOWN wnom__

COUNTY FIRE NELLIS AFR

HEALTH STATE HIGHWAY

RTC LVMED.

OTHER

FROM: Clark County Zoming Division

40t Sowth | Las Vegas, NV $90t
DATE: \/‘\}'Y‘:\ (‘\C:

\

IN ORDER TO OBTAIN COMPLETE INFORMATION UPON WHICH TO BASE THEIR
DECISION, THE PLANNING COMMISSION IS DESIROUS OF RECEIVING YOUR
COMMENTS REGARDING THE MATTER DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACHED NOTICE.

REPLY: __Recommonded denial because this is too hiqh-density for that area.

% ‘j<f..’_ - e
S T 58 A//‘ //ﬁ'/d
AT L (sigetare (Dake)
7 ’/ (
Ly
(Titke)
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