AB 493 1999

Introduced on Mar 11, 1999
By Giunchigliani, Arberry Jr., Williams, Parks, Collins, Manendo, Ohrenschall, Bache, Segerblom, Neighbors,
Buckley, Perkins, Thomas, Gibbons, Anderson,

Fiscal Note
Effect On Local Government: Yes
Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No

Makes various changes concerning regional planning. (BDR 22-282)
Current Status: In Assembly at Governor
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Assembly Government Affairs Apr-09-1999 Amend, and do pass as amended
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Effective January 1, 2000.



LSﬁumwmm OF LEGISLATION _.._/ q.- q 1-

GISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU - RESEARCH DIVISION

A.B. 493 (Chapter 408)

Assembly Bill 493 makes legislative findings regarding the need for innovative strategies of
planning and development and requires, in a county with a population of 400,000 or more, the
board of county commissioners and the city council of each of at least the three largest cities in the
county to establish a Regional Planning Coalition by interlocal agreement.

The coalition must develop, by March 1, 2001, a comprehensive regional policy plan for the
balanced development and orderly growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years. The
coalition may not adopt or amend the policy plan without the affirmative votes of not less than
two-thirds of its total membership and ratification by the governing bodies of the county and each
city that established the coalition.

The bill requires the coalition to study and develop methods to encourage in-fill housing and
business development, and authorizes the coalition to coordinate sources of information, establish
methods for resolving issues related to inter-jurisdictional boundaries, and perform various other
regional planning tasks. The coalition must establish a definition for the term “project of regional
significance,” and must have a preliminary definition by July 1, 2001.

Each governing body, regional agency, state agency, or public utility located in whole or in part
within the region must submit its master plans, facility plans, and other similar plans to the
coalition for review, on or before May 1, 2000, and not more than once every two years
thereafter. After March 1, 2001, such entities shall not adopt or amend a master plan, facility
plan, or similar plan unless the coalition has been given an opportunity to make recommendations.
This requirement does not apply, however, to amendments to the land use elements of local
governments’ master plans.

By July 1, 2002, and not more than once every two years thereafter, the coalition must review the
master plans, facility plans, and other similar plans submitted to it to determine whether they are
in substantial conformance with the regional policy plan. If the coalition determines a plan is not
in substantial conformance, it must return it with recommendations, and the submitting entity must
provide a written response within 90 days. If the coalition determines that all the plans a city or
county is required to submit are in substantial conformance with the regional policy plan, the
coalition shall issue evidence of that determination and, until the next review, the county or city
may establish its own policies and procedures with respect to regional planning, provided they do
not conflict with federal or state law.

The coalition must prepare and adopt an annual budget for submittal to each of the local
governments within the region as a recommendation for funding. The coalition may employ staff
or contract for services as necessary to carry out its duties and may, by February 1, 2001, submit
three requests for proposed legislation to the Legislature.

This measure is effective on January 1, 2000.
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LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS

MINUTES AND EXHIBITS



MINUTES OF THE
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Seventieth Session
March 24, 1999

The Committee on Government Affairs was called to order at 8:10 a.m., on
Wednesday, March 24, 1999. Chairman Douglas Bache presided in Room 3143
of the Legislative Building, Carson City, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda.
Exhibit B is the Guest List. All Exhibits are available and on file at t;e Research
Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau.

COMMITTEF (MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. Douglas Bache, Chairman
Mr. John Jay Lee, Vice Chairman
Ms. Merle Berman

Mrs. Vivian Freeman

Ms. Dawn Gibbons

Mr. David Humke

Mr. Harry Mortenson

ivir. Roy Neighbors

Ms. Bonnie Parnell

Ms. Gene Segerbliom

Mr. Kelly Thomas

Ms. Sandra Tiffany

Ms. Kathy Von Tobel

Mr. Wendell Wiiliams

UEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT:

Assemblywoman Chris Giunchigliani, District 9

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Eileen O'Grady, Committee Counsel
Dave Ziegler, Committee Policy Analyst
Virginia Letts, Committee Secretary
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QTHERS PRESENT:

Dusty Dickens, Director, Demographics, Zoning and Realty Department,
Clark County School District

Phil Rosenquist, Clark County Comp. Planning

Betsy Fretwell, Intergovernmental Relations, Director, city of Henderson

Marta Brown, representing city of North Las Vegas

Lisa Gianoli, Senior Administrative Analyst, Finance Division, Washoe
County

Chairman Bache stated there was one bill on the agenda making various

changes regarding regional planning and Ms. Giunchigliani would open the
remarks.

Assembly Bill 493. Makes various changes concerning regional planning.

(BDR 22-282)

Assernblywoman Chris Giunchigliani, Assembly District 9, stated Washoe
County took steps about 14 years ago to implement their own regional planning
and in the 1997 session she requested legislation to require Clark County to do
the same thing. She feit if A.B. 493 were implemented, it would force southern
Nevada communities to work together for solutions for their areas. There had
been guestions regarding the state’'s involvement, but state statute gave them
the power to deal with land use, zoning, planning, including regional planning.
The bill was modeled after A.B. 399 of the 69" session and as she looked at
various state land use policy and public purpose language, Nevada Revised
Statutes (NRS), chapter 278 did not really address the issue. She added in
fooking at statutes in different states, particularly Florida, she thought the bill
addressed regional plan problems.

Section 2 recognized the need for innovutive strategies of planning and
development and would allow development of less populous regions of the
state. The population cap of 400,000 or more was addressed in section 4 and
applied to the four largest cities in establishing regional planning coalitions. The
issue was different than the bill from 1997 in which the regional planning board
based their decisions through inter-ocal agreement. [f that was how they
wanted to pursue it, she had no argument as long as elected officials were the
ones making planning decisions. She thought that perhaps the section did not
quite capture the language she intended and needed some tightening up.
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Section 5 required the regionai planning coalition to develop a comprehensive
regional plan. That was where the bill differed from what local planning had
been requesting and felt it was the teeth of the bill. In her mind tinere was no
sense having a group of peopie talking about the issues without a required
outcome. Although the ianguage in the section was the same as 1997, she
would be willing to work with the local entities in refining the definitions. It also
addressed land use and development, public facilities and services, air quality,
and transportation. She feit the state needed to be responsible and the Nevada
Department of Transportation (NDOT) should be participating in any plan and
looking at what roadways, highways, or water projects were planned. One
major complaint from constituents was, “Why are you digging up that street,
three times, first to put in a new water line, then comc back and redo the
pavement, and come back and widen the street.” If the project could be
examined in the beginning with assurance there was a true overlay of the

project it would make better sense and would instill more trust in the public’s
mind.

She indicated section 6 was new language. Although she supported home rule,
instead of mandating she wanted some incentives in establishing master plans.
The population cap was also changed to a county whose population was
100,000 or more. The regional planning coalition or regional planning
commission, in cooperation with appropriate state agencies and local
governmental entities would develop programs to provide incentives to pay for
the construction and maintenance of infrastructure within the region. Ms.
Giunchigliani stated she also had a possible amendment to section 6 (Exbibit C)
defining some of the incentives and clarifying the language. Ms. Vilardo may
also have some additiona! !anguage changes and that could be worked out
between them.

Section 7, allowed issues the planning commission could request such as
reviewing master plans and recommendations in efficieticy for government. it
was an enabling secticn which authorized a committee or organization to define
what their jcb or role was when dealing with regional planning.

Section 9 prohibited a governing bcdy, regional agency, state agency, or public
utility, located in a region from adcepting a master plan, faciiities plan, or other
similar plan or amendment after July 1, 1999, uniess the regional planning
coalition had an opportunity to make recommendations regarding the plan or
amendment. In essence ro more amendments could be adopted after that
period of time if it was determined to be within the sphere of influence, so there
was not a constant amendment 1o a plan which then effected the entire plan.
While planning was a guideline if there was proper zoning, there should not be
constant amending.
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Language in section 10 allowed for preparation and adoption of the regional

planning coalition budget and submitting it to each of the iccal governments as
a recommendation for funding.

Section 11 was taken directly from the bill submitted in 1997. It allowed for
~untracts with planners, engineers, architects and other consultants to carry out
provisions of the bill. The remainder of the sections indicating timelines for
reporting, review, and adoption of various plans. Ms. Giunchigliani pointed out
she had also handed out findings from the Urban Land Institute as well as
copies of articles from other states (Exhibit D).

Ms. Segerblom questioned if capital improvement plans for Boulder City would
have to be submitted to the regional planning coalition. Ms. Giunchigliani
answered only if the coalition determined it was a project of regional
significance, and what must be developed in their comprehensive plan in the
first place. Determination of the plan would be made by local leaders and would
be determined as it went through the public hearing process if it had regional
effect and needed to be submitted to the regional planning coalition.

Ms. Segerblom questioned if it was confined to Las Vegas Valley or Clark
County in its entirety. Ms. Giunchigliani responded other areas, such as Boulder
City, would only be affected if they chose to be a part of the coalition by a vote
of their board. The only difference in the bill from the one 1997 was it codified
rather than required the regional planning board t0 be made up of three
members from Clark County and two from the city of Las Vegas. It did take
into consideration what had already been adopted in Clark County.

Mrs. Freeman stated she had a similar bill from VWachce County on the question
of regional significance. It was her opinion if a decision was made by Washoe
County a certain project fit the definition of being of regional significance, it
could severely affect the older parts of the city. |t seemed to consider only the
needs of the outlying areas and thought there had to be a careful definition of
what constituted a regional plan. She questioned, with respect to a project
proposed by public utilities that had to do with regional significance.

Ms. Giunchigliani replied throughout paye 4 it dealt with projects regarding
public utilities and gave them some guidance as to what type of a project
should be considered so every single utility issue did not have to be cons'dered.
It was language suggested from 1997, but she would work with anyone who
wanted changes. She did note it had come out of the previous coalition
meetings.
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Chairman Bache interjected he believed the Committee on Government Affairs
adopted that language in a subcommittee, and it came from some of the
language in Chapter 278 defining projects of regional significance.

Mrs. Berman questioned if the regional planning coalition may adopt master
plans, it did not indicate what would be done with them. Ms. Giuncnigliani
replied the regional planning coalition could develop policies for the region,
including orderly development but could review capital plans in all regions. Mrs.

Berman asked why they were being reviewed when they were directing how to
implement the plans.

Ms. Giunchigliani thought the intent under regional planning was to deveiop a
comprehensive plan of regional significance, and as local governments adopted
master plans there could be an impact on what was already adopted by regional
plan. The' 'ation enabled the local government serving on the coalition the
opportunity .eturn to the local governmental entity, if a problem arose, so
they could a. cuss solutions. Nothing was mandated, there may be discussion
between local planners on what the language meant, and they in turn would
have input into the plan. Most planning would still be handled at the local level,
and only if it were deemed to be of regional significance would it even be
submitted to the regional planning agency. If, for instance, Boulder City wanted
to become part of the coalition, they would have to play by the saine rules. By
doing that they would have to be aware of what projects could impact the
region as a whole, and which were just local issues to assure the entire region
waz not being impacted.

Ms. Segerblom asked if Senator Porter's bill addressed the same issue. Ms
Guinchigliani believed his bill codified the inter-locai agreement for the coalition.
It created the same types of plan, but there were no teeth in them requiring
anything must be developed. She thought there was some interest from local
governments in loosening their purse strings. There were incentives suggested
in section 6 for moving forward in that direction.

Mrs. Freeman questioned which other bill Ms. Giunchigliani had with regard to
planning.

Ms. Giunchigliani related she was probably referring to A.B. 388, which mainly
addressed planning and zoning. The teeth in the present bill was in requiring
the governments to implement a plan rather than just meeting for discussic:s,
without every reaching any consensus for putting the plan in place
implementation. She thought it was responsible to give financial incentives for
implementing plans and should help local governments in looking at the regional
picture.

R g e~

(I s

P

-~



Assembily Committee on Government Affairs
March 24, 1999

Page 6

Mrs. Freeman liked the idea of including the historical district in the bill and
questioned if certain areas were labeled historic. Ms. Giunchigliani believed
some of the local governments such as Carson City and Clark County had done

that. She pointed out it was a policy statement, and the .anguage came from
Florida statutes.

Mrs. Freeman said the conversion of rural lands in Washoe County concerned

both she and Ms. Von Tobel and wondered where those areas fit into the entire
plan.

Ms. Giunchigliani responded the plan would zpply to the entire state including
both urban and rural areas, so there could be recognition that some areas
needed to remain rural, even within the larger communities. She believed the
guidelines of the bill would recognize zoning issues as far as what size lots
shouid be in order to be classified as rural rather than urban.

Ms. Berman questioned the definition of a public facility on page 25, as she was
unaware of a statute covering that issue. Ms. Giunchigliani replied she assumed
in the drafting of the bill, Chapter 278 was checked to see where language
changes were needed, and the terminology came from there. To her, public

facility would be libraries, schools, or county buildings, but she wculd check
with the bill drafters.

Ms. Von Tobel pointed out on page 6, section 8, it talked about the Public
Utility Commission, the school districts, and the Department of Prisons and
asked if those entities would have to go before the regional planning
commission for approval. Ms. Giunchigliani said it was her understanding those
entities would provide their plans to the Public Utilities Commission, so an
overlay of what they had p'anned would be in place. They would not be
stopped from pursuing their plan, but basically a map could be created so future
growth in the area would conform. She wanted to include all entities in the
infrastructure process, so it would not impact the community, the idea was not
to stop a project but simply look at it and inciude it where necessary.

Ms. Von Tobel remarked if she was correct in assuming plans would be
submitted to the Public Utility Commission {(PUCN) in addition to plans
cubmitted to the regional planning coalition. Ms. Guinchigliani responded that
was correct

Ms. Von Tobe' questioned if plans for the schoo! district and Department of
Prisons would also have to be submitted to the PUCN. Ms. Giunchigliani
replied, it was only meant to be informational.



Assembly Committee on Government Affairs
March 24, 1999
Page 7

Ms. Von Tobel queried if any decision by the school board would be final oniy
after being presented to the regional planning board. Ms Giunchigliani stressed
her intent was only to have plans submitted to the coalition, so it was aware cf
any additional schools being proposed, and where they would b lecated. She
did not want prohibition of any expansion.

Ms. Von Tobel questioned if the ultimate decision lay with the PUCN or schoot
boaid rather than the regional planning coalition. Ms. Giunchigliani replied the
entities would take precedence and the coalition could not stop development
unless it had been deemed previously as an issue of regicnai significance.
Those entities, in her opinion, would have that responsibility. The regional
planning coalition would be able to stop anything only if it had been deemed
previously as an issue of regional significance. School tri:stees shouid have the
final say on school matters, and she did not request the public utiiity language,

and assumed it had been included because of the derequiation issues brought
up in 1997.

Mrs. Freeman questioned if the prisons were included in the language, was it
determined the universities did not need to be added. Ms. Giunchigliani thought
it could be added t~ the permissive language in the bill to indicate if ar addition
or expansion of a facility was planned which could include the university.

Ms. Parnell feit it was more of an effort in coordination rather than a decision-
making coalition. That would allow the coalition to envision what they wanted
the valley tc be and then bring all the entities together to make the vision
become a reality. Ms. Giunchigliani said it was initially coordination. [t would
give Clark County the ability based on their plan to have it adopied just as it
was in Washoe County. Local governments would still have the ability to stop
piojects, let them move forward, or award projects previously denied. The point
of the bill was to allow development at the local level not dic*ating to them.

Chairman Bache stated he did not see the technical committee in the current
bill. Ms. Giunchigliani believed that was contained in Senator Porter's bili and
she had tried not to duplicate his request. The technical committee was already
in place and functioning so she aid not know if there was a need to have it
spelled out in statute. She added the individua! city and county planrers with
whom she dealt during 1997 were helpful, and even when there were
disagreements it was a good working rclationship. Even individuals at the
hearing who might be in opposition would bring their points forward, and with
everyone working together she thought it would only make a better bill. She
also felt it could give some guidance to Assemblywoman Freeman as she was
trying to tighten up some things in Washoe County. it had been a collaborative
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effort because the same type of infighting had gone on in Washoe County as in
Clark County.

Things started coming together after Senator Titus introduced her “ring-around-
the valley” and Senator Porter’'s planning bill forced communication between the
entities. However, the next step needed to be taken addressing the affected
community and represented by the people who paid taxes in that region. The
idea was to have reasonable planning with the expectation that what was done
was good for the entire valley, while still allowing local government to have

their autonomy. It was simply an attempt to force collaboration to insure a plan
was in place.

Ms. Segerblom questioned if all cities iii the state agreed to the bill. Ms.
Giunchigliani thought the cities should respcnd and indicated some cities opted

not to participate in the coalition, but felt the legislature should respond to all
their concerns.

Mrs. Freeman indicated she would like to have one meeting where all the
planning bills could be heard together. She realized there were differences in
the two ends of the state, but she felt there were still common interests.

Chairman Bache said he had one comment regarding the bill. When he v s
campaigning there was a misconception that all of Clark County had a master
plan, in reality North Las Vegas, the city of Las Vegas, and Henderson actually
hal their own. He found there was a great deal of frustratiun because they
thougait there should be one master plan for he whole county, and he felt that
was the goal of the bill.

Ms. Giunchigliani thought Boulder City was a good example, if a new project
directly impacted traffic or environment, the city should know about it and be
able to make the decision on where it was iocated. Many times a game was
played of locating something outside the one line where the city had the benefit
of the taxes b1t the impact was borne by the other city. It became a part of a
problem, so as a plan developed, the significance of the project needed to be
very clear and concise, and what the impact would be on the valley. Regional
planning was not new and had been in place in other states for many years.
She felt it was time to embark on assisting local governments and saw it as a
beginning in empowering local goverrments so they were more comfortable
with legislation affecting them. It would loosen the purse strings enabling each
entity to do what they thought was in the best inierest of that body.

Mrs. Freeman said she came to the conclusion one of the reasons there was so
much building in the outlying areas instead of the core of the city, was there
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was a lid on local government in terms of taxing themselves. So they were
looking for tax dollars. She added when the flood 1997 happened she had the
opportunity to take a helicopter ride over the affected area. Most of what she
saw was the result of poor land use planning with people living in areas that
wvere flood plains, so bridges were falling down, and there was all sorts of
destruction. With the cap on taxes it was a slow process in cleaning up the
flooded area. Ms. Giunchigliani indicated the cap was an ongeing debate. She
personally thought the cap should be removed, letting local governments do
what was in their best interest. She added the amendment attempted to give
them some financial relief it they did certain things and would hope after local
governments took a look at the amendment they would realize the bill was
meant to assist them, as that was the intent.

Mrs. Freeman stated Ms. Tiffany had just pulled all the reg«nal and land-use
planning bills up on the internet, and asked if it was possible to have a chart put
together so comparisons of the bills could be made.

Dave Ziegler, research analyst, pointed out it could he done and perhaps since
Assemblyman Thomas had been involved in the drafting of several lard-use
planning issues, he could assist.

Dusty Dickens, director of Demographic Zoning and Realty, Clark County School
District stated the district supported the concept of the bill. They felt it put the
school district in the planning process in creating a regional planning authority.
He questioned if the word “plans” in the bill referred to capital improvement or
specific site-development plans so the district would know the level of details
that were expected to be reviewed by the regional planning coalition. Presently
whenever there was a proposal for school coenstruction the district was required
to present plans to the town boards, planning commission, and city council for
approval under zoning laws. The bill placed another approval body into the
process creating a time issue construction projects. He also questioned if the
coalition reviewed specific projects, and if that approval superseded approval by
the local entity or was ii an additional measure. Section 9 required
recommendations by the regional planning commission must be accepted before
adopting a master plen, a facilities plan, or other similar plan or amendment and
questioned the term recommendation. The school district nad a 10-year capital
improvement program, and while they could be relatively specific on cites and
provide information on where the current school district land was located, 'ong-
term planning or specific timing {or construction would be dictated by student
enroliment. It would be difficult for the district to be extremely specific and felt
if the plans provided to the regional planning commission was for information

only, there was no problem with the bill. But if the intent required them to
vy 44
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move through another approval body it would become problematic for the
district.

Mrs. Freeman asked if there were cases in Clark County where builders donated
land for schoois in the area they were developing. Mr. Dickens repiied “yes and
no,” as there were two instances of out-and-out donations, where there was no
cost to the district. Generally, said developers did donate land in Clark County
for the nost of off-site improvements, usually on a per-acre basis. The district

paid anywhere from $30,000 to $52,000 an acre for those off-site
improvement costs.

Mrs. Freeman requested an example of an off-site improvement. Mr. Dickens
stated it would be curbs, streets, gutters, sidewalks, or utilities.

Ms. Von Tobel was concerned if the elecied school board was going to be
expected to follow the regional planning coaiition or if it was the other way
around. When talking about capital improvements building schools usually
needed to be done quickly to accommodate growth, so she was not sure which
body would take precedence.

Chairman Bache remarked on page 4 of the bill the criteria for regional planning
was spelled out. He felt with schools he was not sure the sewer, water usage
or traffic increases would fall under regional planning. He was sure the middle
or elementary schools would not qualify, but the only possibility would be the
high school sites. Mr. Dickens stated he was unaware of water or sewer usage,
but felt perhaps high schools might meet the traffic requirements. He added
there were requirements for changes in zoning for any school facility. There
was an impact on neighborhoods and regions in which schools were
constructed in relationship to water and other issues that might be affected.

Fhit Rosenquist, assistant planning manager, Clark County Department of
Comprahensive Planning testified they were support of the ideas and concepts
of goals outlined in A.B. 493. There some concerns over a few details outlined
il his testimony (Exhibit E). There were also some handouts (Exhibit E) showing
selected regional entities around the country and describing some of their roles,
scope of their authority, funding, and staffing of those entities. He believed the
intent of bill was to establish a link butween z higher level of broader visions
and strategies and establish more of an implementation link dowr to the
individual master plans and zoning ordinances of local jurisdictions.

They would like to see an amendment to section 5, clarifying the intent of a
regional policy pian where their comprehensive plans would be reviewed
according to the broad-reaching policies as set forth by the regional planning
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coalition. When looking at regional entities around the country it was found
some had significantly large staff and resource commitments, and they were
concerned about the staffing ability of local jurisdictions in southern Nevada
with deadlines specified in section 13. Also potential regional planning
commission tasks in section 7 were aligned with powers as specified in the
inter-local agreement for the current Southern Nevada Regional Planning
Coalition, and the similarities indicated both entities were trying to accomplish
the same goals. He also felt the references to the Board of County
Commissioners and City Councils of the four largest cities in Clark County did
not take into consideration that in several years Mesquite could eclipse Boulder
City as the fourth largest city in the county.

Mrs. Freeman questioned how the ste*f and workioad were funded in his
department. Mr. Rosenquist responded the comprehensive planning department
in Clark County was primarily funded through the Clark County general fund.
The planning division did charge application fees, but those fees did not cover
the current planning function itself, and there was some air quality grant money,
but the majority of the department was funded by the general fund.

Mrs. Freeman asked if there was an inter-local agreement between the cities
and the county why was only the general fund used, and queried if there were
any other funding mechanism. Mr. Rosenquist thought the intent, especially in
regard to the existing regional planning coalition n, southern Nevada was to
establish a basic structure. However, the coalition was meeting the next day in
Boulder City to develop a work program. He felt the intent of the local
jurisdictions was to have the coalition staffed much like the Southern Nevada
Strategic Planning Authority if in-kind staff contributions couid be found.

Ms. Segerblom asked if Mesquite surpassed Boulder City in population, would
they be added, or would Mesquite replace Boulder City. Mr. Rosenquist said he
had made the comment because some of the planning bilis being introduced in
the present session specified membership according to the Clark County Board
of County Commissioners and the four largest cities in Clark County. He
wanted to make the point if the intent was to include Boulder City when
Mesquite had a higher population, Boulder City would automatically fall off the
iist.

Ms. Tiffany told Mr. Rosenquist sounded like he agreed with Ms. Giunchigliani
as far as the philesophy of the bill, and asked if the definitions in statute would
help his department. He replied some of the terms needed clarification. The
language needed io be interpreted, as fa, as what was meant by intense
habitation, region, and potential incentives regarding development which
occurred in undeveloped areas that were surrounded by developed arsas. There
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couid be numerous ways of construing the meaning, and those were some of
the details with which they would like to work with the committee.

Ms. Tiffany pointed out he seemed to be indicating those seamed to be policy
type questions and wondered if it was really necessary to have the details in
statute rather than having it handled through inter-local agreement. Mr.
Rosenquist thought it depended on the scope or authority of the entity. The
idea was to have collaboration between local jurisdictions and not argue over
w,.at each entity wanted.

Ms. Tiffany questioned if there was a yes in the anuswer. Did they want the
plan handled as was now in place with an inter-local agreement or by local
agreements and statute. Mr. Rosenquist said their preference would be to have
matters handled throuch inter-local agreement; however, if state legislation
affecting the local entities by mandates was being contemplated, they would
like those mandates clarified.

Ms. Tiffany opined she saw the bill as containing guidelines rather than
mandates and were fairly detailed in the bill. She added if the bill passed it
would be in statute and she was trying to ascertain if his department agreed to
the language. Mr. Rosenquist replied the best way 10 explain was in section 5,
clarification was needed on whether it was addressing a regional policy plan or a
detailed comprehensive regional plan, because it could affect many different
entities from the Regional Transit Commission (RTC) to local governments.
They were trying to obtain a clear picture of what the intent was and were
concerned with the depth of involvement of local entities. Ms. Tiffanv thought
the committee was trying to identify the different categories of land use and
regional planning. She was aware Clark County was pleased with what the
planning coalition had accomplished so far, but the legislature needed to give
them support in statute and guidelines, but not in a way as to interfere with
local rule. She questioned how the legislature could help by identifying some
issues in statute and which should be left as agreements.

She added it seemed like a cognitive leap in the bill, compeared to what was
precently being done and perhaps was making it into a governmental agency
having a staff and an identifiable revenue source to support it. Mr. Rosenquist
replied it depended on how deeply involved the regional planning coalition would
be in any project. He believed that if establishing a regional policy plan was
being conteinplated, the issues such as fair-share housing and establishment of
broad-reaching regional policies addressing policies of affordable housing must
be addressed. Then when the local communities in the jurisdiction came up
with either an amendment to their master plan or adopted a new element to that

master plan, then that master plan could be reviewed in light of those adopted. .
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regionai policies. From that perspective he believed the entity could function on
income contributions from locai governments without becoming an additional
layer. At some point, when a comprehensiv~ regional plan for southern Nevada
was completed, terms of identifying linkages between service provisions and
development identifying resources would have to be addressed, tying that
master plan to capital improvement plans. Without knowing the outcome, it

was hard to project what professional staff would be needed to accomplish the
job.

Ms. Tiffany remarked it sounded as if he would like the process slowed down a
bit and liked some of A.B. 493, but would like to be included in processing of
the legislation. Mr. Rosenquist believed that would be an accurate
representation and the Urban Land Institutes report recommended regional
government for southern Nevada be implemented in stages, with the first step
one of collaboration and down the road some type of a regional entity with
more author.ty. He felt the current Southern Nevada Regionai Plunning Coalition
was the first step in the process.

Mrs. Freeman questioned if federal grant money was available. Mr. Rosenquist
replied the only one of which he was aware was through a joint center for
sustainable communities created through the United States Conference of
Mayors. There was a small pool of grant money available nationwide on a
competitive basis to promote sustainable communities from a regional
perspective. Mrs. Freeman asked if there were any federal grants specifically
for regional planning. Mr. Rosenquist reiterated the only one of which he was
aware was the one available through the United States Conference of Mayors.
He believed in the last year two or three jurisdictions were able to access a little
bit of that money in promoting sustainable communities from a regional
perspective. Mrs. Freeman thought it might not be a bad idea to get in touch
with Nevada’'s congressional delegation and see some of that money could be
acquired by the state.

Chairman Bache thought that perhaps his comments on the various master
plans raised some concerns, because his constituents had indicated frustration
that the Clark County master plan was not for the wiiole county. Mr.
Rosenquist commented, before coming to southern Nevada he had spent 7-1/2
years working in the Minneapolis/St.Paul area, an area famous for having one of
the stronger forms of regional planning in the country. In that area regional
policies were established even though there were 141 local jurisdictions within
the metropolitan area, with local communities, different cities and suburbs
setting up their plans in accordance with the policy set by the regional entity.
The regional entity had some level of review, input, and acceptance of the local
plans, but the local jurisuiction retained the ability to establish their own plan.
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What was envisioned by the :2gional planning coalition was even though a pian
could be individually adopted for a jurisdiction by that jurisdiction’s board of
county commis<iuners or city counsel, it did not preclude some other creative
way of worxing out differences with city boundaries. They would use a

geographic information system to reproduce all entities land-use decision so
there would only be one joint map.

Mr. Williams stated he wanted to follow-up on some of the questions, Mr.
Rosenquist mentioned they would like to move in stages but eventually get to
the point brought out in the bill. He believed through the southern Nevada
Regional Planning Coalition, local governments had taken a major step toward
regional collaboration and they intended to pursue that in the future. Whether
state legislation mandated cooperation, it seemed to be a road that everyone

was pursuing, and he just wanted to make sure they all had the same
perspective.

Mr. Williams wondered if Ms. Giunchigliani would considzr changing the
effective date so implementation could be done in stages but would not actually
become effective until the legislative session. That would give local
governments some parameters within which to work, and the issue could be

revisited next session or the year after, to assure the direction the governments
o were moving.

Chairman Bache requested if the committee could be provided with some of the
timelines for implementation of stages they could include in the bill.

Mr. Rosenquist indicated he would like to directly answer the question, but it
depended on what each entity was going to be charged with implementing and
that would have a direct relationship on the staff commitments. When looking
at section 7 of the bili, it closely mirrored the powers specified in the regional
planning coalition inter-local agreement. They were currently spending a lot of
time with the regione’ planning coalition and through their technical commitiee
trying to define a work program. When asking if the regional planning coalition
by itself was able to address all seven things within a deadline, it depended on
the deadline and the level of detail required. He believed there was some
fiexibility being offered because the regional planning coalition and inter-local
agreements coincided ciosely with language in section 7. One of the other
intents of the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition was to carry forward
the recommendation from the strategic plan and the coalition was in the process
of prioritizing a work program. He added ne was not trying to be evasive, but
until the group decided what their work program was and it was very difficuit to
start matching up staff resources and the issue of deadlines. On the other
hand, Senator Porter’'s bill S.B. 383 from 1997 established the Southern Nevada

— 46
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Regior « Planning Coalition had some very clear and specifically mandated
deliverable deaclines. It was difficult for the local jurisdictions to meet those
deadline<, but they also found alternative ways of doing things.

Mr. Williams poinied out if the bill mirrcred what was being done there should
not be a problem if extending the date would give them flexibility and the
change would allow them to have everything in place by the next session. He
thought it wouid be fair to both sides. Chairman Bache said he would discuss
the possibility with Ms. Giurchigliani and the others. Mr. Williams added he
would like his suggestion be considered as a possible amendment.

Ms. Tiffany said although he had stated he did not want to be evasive he was
doing a geood job of it. In trying to understand, she paraphrased, if he
represented Clark County was he saying, if there were comprehensive coverage
with the level of details mandated by the bill, would it then force a professional
governrient group with sufficient staff and revenue to get the program up and
running. Mr. Rosenquist replied that was a fair statement as the way the bill
would presently be interpreted, in order to accomplish what the bill set forth,
either a professional staff would need to be hired or a iarge professional
services contract would have to be pursued with a consulting firm.

Ms. Tiffany asked if the coalition already existed, why were they against
moving to the next level. Mr. Rosenquist believed speaking from the
perspective of Clark County, inter-local agreements established by the current
southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition was typical of negotiations
between parties with different interests. He felt what they were already doing
aligned well with the inter-local agreements and what was basically stated in
section 7 of the bill.

Betsy Fretwell, representing the city of Henderson, stated she agreed with
many of the remarks made by Mr. Rosenquist and felt the local governments
had started working together over the past 18 months resulting in a 20 year
strategic plan and two inter-local agreements (Exhibits F and G). She felt the
results indicated local governments could manage land use as well as a variety
of other planning-related issues. When looking at annexation in the lccal
agreement between Clark County and the city of Henderson, it should be noted
they had jointly decided and identified about a 10-square mile area for joint
transportation planning and the coalition has systematically taken care of their
neighbors with inter-local agreements. What the coalition did was allow
negotiation within city boundaries, as what happened in Henderson could be
very different from what happened in North Lag Vegas. lssues could be
extremely different for what Clark County and the City of Las Vegas felt was an
important policy per=pective for their communities.
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She added, Mrs. Segerblom questioned if Boulder City's capital improvement
plan would Je affected, and if the planning authority approved a capital
improvement plan affecting the region and if she was reading the bill correctly,
if the master plan were amended, it would have to be presented to the coalition.
There was also discussion about definition of infrastructure and public facilities
and in checking through Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) seven major
infrastructure categories were identified. Each planning authority went through
every capital improvement pian in detail to evaluate the phases, how the
encumbrances would be funded, and then balanced that with the master plan
review. When looking at the master plan it was apparent decisions must be
made regarding the densities, and which required certain kinds of public
facilities. She agreed with Mr. Williams that a little more time was needed to
get some of the planning policies in place and the course! for the city of
Henderson did not really support the state telling the local government on the
land-use planning precess. The city planners met every 2 weeks to make those
determinations based on neighborhood concerns. She agreed with the
suggestion about blanket policies that would have regicnal application and were
included in the inter-local agreement. A lot of those issues had been addressed
over time through the regional tiansportation commission, the air-quality
planning committee, as well as the flood-control district, the health district, and
a variety of other entities.

One item of interest in the bill to her was in section 5 wnere it specifically
stc*ted only projects of regional significance, could be discussed at the coalition
level and would be defined by them, which could be a stopping point for local
governments. However, the Washoe criteria for local governments to follow
were in the bill. That criteria was untested in southern Nevada, and if it did
whiat it did in Washoe, it would certainly siow things down, and that may be the
intent of the legisiation. There were some economic ramifications if that
actually happened.

Ancther comment she v anted to make was schools were significant in
Henderson, and there was a commitment to provide whatever possible for
schools. She felt Henderson had one of the most effective local governments
through annexation with developers as well as the master plannina nrocess in
trying to get good sites donated to the school district for their development.
The city alsc had to do outside improvements if a new administrative building
were built and connection fees would be paid to our utility department for those
type of things. The city worked with the pubiic works department and that
process had to be reimbursed, so there were a ‘ot of things impacting regional
planning, and the regional planning coalition was designed in & way everyone
had to come to the table. Everyone had to deliver their capital improvement
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plans at least annually and have them reviewed at least every 2 years. She felt
doing it any more frequently than every 2 years might be something that could
not be accomplished and do a good job at the same time. She thought
boundary issues really deserved special attention and was one of the key issues
in the inter-local agreement when it related to land use and had already been
implemented in Henderson. Any time there was even a small zone change, not
even a master plan amendment, Clark County notified Henderson and if
Henderson had a land-use plan amendment they had to notify Clark County.

Ms. Fretwell added the requirements were becoming much more stringent with
every piece of legislation and would like to see the ability to adjust usage based
cn the needs of the community. She woula like to see the presei.t process
continue to prosper, and it would give the city encugh time to prove they could
do a good job with their present process which she felt had been done over the
past 18 months. The local delegation had some concerns about the way the
bill was currently written and felt there was too much detail. She had spoken
with Ms. Giunchigliani about section 3 in the cities developing their own
comprehensive plans, but felt that could be done on a local rather than regional
level. She felt they had followed through on the intent of the legislative action
in 1997, and were more than willing to help all the sponsors of the growth and

tand-use related bills to try and improve the areas of most concern to the
committee.

Mrs. Freeman reiated she was from the north, but there were some common
interests and questioned section 5 where it talked about resolving disputes. As
Ms. Fretwell had said the entities ware forced to come to the table to talk and
wondered how they could be forced to communicate with each other. She
guestioned the annexation of schools. Ms. Fretwell replied section 7 was a
clear-cut replication of what needed to be in the inter-local agreement for the
regional plannina coalition. They recognized there needed to be an opportunity
for discussion on boundary issues. The real policy dilemrna for both the
regional planning coalition and the city of . .derson was whether or not they
wanted the city of Henderson to be the key decision-maker in a land dispute
between Clark County and the city of Las Vegas. What were needed were
discussions on boundary issues and to draw up maps to identify inconsistent
areas. There were areas on the northern edges of Henderson where Clark
County had done some commercial development and was completely
inconsistent with residential development ir. the area. She also thought by
having better dialogue, better notification and more local involvement a lot of
those p oblems could be solved without having somgone else mediate those
disputes.

Mrs. Freeman asked if she thought the goals could be achieved by inter-locai
government agreement. Ms. Fretwell replied yes. Mrs. Freeman asked how all
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entities could be forced to cooperate. Ms. Fretwell responded the way the
inter-local agreement was currently written the coalition could request a
response from any of the local government, including the school district,
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), and any other of the other regionali
agencies on a proposed plan. If they chose not to respond the coalition could
impiement the policy without their feedback. One large discussion point during
the process was once the policies were developed there needed to be a
checkpoint so there could be a comparison or how things were being
implemented. If inter-local agreements were examined, how were the pieces of
those policies being implemented, were they consistent and if not was there
effective review of those policies as they were developed and implemented over
time. Everyone agreed to the inter-local agreement, and by doing so agreed to
respond and participate, which would hopefully help in developing those
recommendations and policy statements.

Mrs. Freeman asked if annexation for school sites was the responsibility of the
citv of Henderson or done by regional ptanning. Ms. Fretwell commented
Henderson had been very aggressive in assuring the school district had
adequate cites in the new-developing areas and were firm in that policy. They
had also been very aggressive on land use and sometimes to the dismay of
developers, but they felt it was important for the community and education was
that, much to the dismay cof developers, but education was a significant issue
for the city of Henderson.

Mrs. Segerblom pointed out a reference was made to an agreement with Clark
County, would any of the proposed bills keep the city from making one
agreement with another group, or would everybody be included when making
an acreement. Ms. Fretwell replied any local government could enter into an
inter-local agreement based on the powers of authority they legislatively had
under NRS 277. With that in mind, and with the regional planning coalition and
its current format, the regional planning coalition could also enter into an inter-
local agreement with anyone of the other regional bodies in that area, if it was
felt that was needed. But nothing would preclude those inter-local agreements
from happening on the side. She added that was exactly what happened
between Clark County and Henderson. Both entities had specific issues that
needed tn be addressed and both bodies were willing to come to the table to
work things out without getting the legisliature involved, and that was exacily
what happened.

Mrs. Segerblom queried if all the land use bills passed then it woula not
preclude inter-local agreements, and there would not have to be concurrence
between the four cities and the county. Ms. Fretwell stated A.B. 493 and a
couple of bills on the senate side would specifically impact the regional planning
coslition under the present language structure.
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Mr. Williams questioned if they wauld support the bill if the Assembly passed it
with only sections 3 and 7 in it. Ms. Fretwell responded the city would
probabiy ask for a slight adjustment on the dispute resolutions in section 7 and
would like to work on the language to make it a little more consistent with the
inter-local agreement. She added section 3 was what was already used in their

master planning process. So, they would not have a problem with those
sections.

Ms. Tiffany stated she wanted to present some informational background about
Henderson and Clark County for some of the people who did not live there.
Any of the new growth areas were master plan communities and therefore the
situation was not the same in Washoe as Green Valley, which was the growth
part of Henderson, and was definitely a master-plan community. rienderson
took the lead in that area and developers had been heard to say, “don’t go to
Henderson because they blackmail you.” A project would not be authorized

unless there was project approval including land improvements and parcels of
tand dedicated for schools.

She felt a lot of foresight came from strong mayors in Clark County, as they
were almost celebrities and personalities in themselves, and whether it was
parks, roads, sewer, water, or infrastructure, it was a main focus for them. She
felt Ms. Fretwell was trying to convey to the committee, was Henderson liked
what was going on with the regional planning coalition program and liked the
fact they had been able to work with the personalities through inter-local
agreements. Although it might riot work quite as well as if it was put into
statute and mandated, there might be a time the counties came back and
requested it. She added it was the second time Ms. Giunchigliani had submitted
a bill and felt she had made some very strong compelling statements and would
like to see some of her sections of the bill remain intact. She questioned if
there was anything eise in the bill that might help Clark County, without it
becoming another mandated governmental agency.

Ms. Fretwell thought she could sit down with Mr. Rosenquist and go over the
bill specifically identifying the areas where Claik County and the city of
Henderson egreed. Mr. Rosenquist seemed to imply that he felt some parts of
section 5 could be amended to make it a little more amenable to what they
were trying to achieve.

Ms. Tiffany questioned if Ms. Fretwell was going to Commissioner Woodbury's
meeting, and if not could the committee get feedback to make sure
Commissioner Woodbhury examined the bill in a comprehensive manner. Ms.
Fretwell stated she would be mcnitoring that committee’s activities and all of
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the local governments, including city and county managers would be attending
because they were on technical committees so disposition from the committee
regarding the bills should be fairly fast.

Ms. Tiffany wondered if they were looking at all the legislation. Ms. Fretweil
believed there were 12 bills under consideration, and she would keep the
comrittee upuated.

Mrs. Segerbiom understocd similar meetings would be held. Ms. :otwell
indicated the group had decided to hold monthly meetings rather than the
reguired quarterly inter-lccal meetings. She thought the group realized there
was too much work to review and needed to meet at ieast monthly. it aiso
gave staff the opportunity to get the materials prepared in a thorough and
comprehensive fashion for the planning coalition members to then deliberate on
those topics at the subsequent meetings. Historically the group had rotated
between areas so various citizens from different communities cou!d have

adequate participation, as it was difficult for people from one community to
travel to anather community.

Chairman Bache stated he tended to be frustrated, ti.ere were 26 members of
the Assembly and 13 in the Senate representing various areas in Clark County.
Those members were representing their constituents at the state level and were
duly elected officials, yet the perception with local government was members cf
the Senate and Assembly were pot aware of local issues, and those issues
should be left to local governments. A iot of what was accomplished over the
past 18 months started as a result of Senator Porter’'s legislation and NMs.
Guinchiligani’'s legislation in the 1597 session, and he believed the technical
group was formed when the bill came out. He was pleased to see what had
been done by the local government, but sometimes those tvpes c¢f things left
him making comments as he once did about abolishing all the city charters then
there could truly be a regional government in Clark County. He thought the
state should have a role in regional plans and {eit the present bill addresced
some of those issues.

Ms. Fretwell stated she had not meant to imply the legislature did not have a
role in the process. She believed the reason she was able to present the inter-
local agreements and strategic plan to the committee was because legislation
passed in the 69" Session forced the issue. She understcod there were areas
that needed improvement and if policy guidance was needed, local governments
definitely needed to know what those legislative expectations were. However,
there needed to be guidelines that could be reviewed every two weeks when
residents came with comments such as, “Hey, why can’t you do this project,

this is going to siop my whole business from existing.” Or,"We want you 1o 20
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stop this project because it is going to hurt my residential subdivision right over
here. Please listen to us.”

The reality of planning programs was decisions were made every 2 weeks and
flexibility was needed in that process, so it should be participatory. She addad
intergovernmental entities would be happy to work with the sponsor of the bill,
and other related growth bills to try to achieve an outcome that was equitable
and amenable to all. She hoped she was not misunderstood, as she feit some
things needed to remain at the lucal level, and some issues needed to be
addressed at the state level when dealing with regional plans.

Ms. Von Tobel stated she was pleased to see Ms. Fretwell felt there were
s.ctions in the bill that would help local government. She knew several of the
legislators had heard from constituents that they needed help with respect to
regional planning. She wanted to bring out the town-center concept that both
the city and county worked together in the northwest as a joint effort, it was
painful at times for all, but it finally came together. In that respect, she saw
regional planning might have helped with that project, so she was pl=zased to
see there was support for some of the sections in the bill.

@ Mr. Williams commented he was having flashbacks of the charter school
hearings. It was the same conversation about charter schools that fiexibility
was needed so “just leave us alone and stay out of our business.” He felt the

dialogue here was similar and felt there should be caution exerted in expanding
parameters.

Marta Brown representing the city of North Las Vegas stated they were in
opposition of the bill as currently written. She pointed out she had just seen
the amendment to the bill and wanted the city’s planning department to review
it and perhaps add additional comments. Two main areas she felt vwould
significantly impact the city were the financial impacts of the plans and details
specified in those plans which they would like to keep at a regional level. She
also had concerns because of possible significant delays, if all developments or
changes in zoning would have to be submitted for approval to the regional
planning coalition. She added North Las Vegas were currently willing
participants of the regionai planning coalition through the inter-local agreement
in southern Nevada. They did support the sections of the bill that parallesled
those in tihe current inter-local agreement, but they would want some
amendments if the bill were to be supported.

Lisa Gianoli, representing Washoe County, testified she had just received

@ information that Washoe County was impacted by section 6 of the bili. She
had spoken with Ms. Giunchigliani, although she had not had a chance to go 23
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through the proposed amendments, but the county would work with her on
their concerns.

Ms. Gibbons asked if Washoe County was supporting the bill if the problems
with section 6 could be resolved. Lisa Gianoli responded they had no problem

with the rest of the bill, but there was some language in section 6 that would
impact the county.

Chairman Bache questioned if she had seen the proposed amendments for
incentives that Ms. Giunchigliani had. Ms. Gianoli responded they had not had
a chance to send them back to the planning staff to review. They would
coordinate with Ms. Giunchigliani on any further concerns the city might have.

Chairman Bache informed the committee he would ke coordinating with Ms.
Giunchigliani on the proposed amendments and would be willing to work with

any of the other entities in reaching an appropriate amendment on which all the
entities could agree.

Chairman Bache advised the members of the committee that on Thursday floor
session was not until 5:00 p.m., so he had added two more bills to the
committee meeting. One item he needed to discuss was A.B. 303 that the
committee voted amend and do pass, Ms. O’'Grady needed some ci::ification,
and he thought it was best to bring it before the committze. Ms. O’'Grady
stated she was unclear on the issue of whether it was the same public

employer and if the brackets around participating needed to be removed to
clarify intent.

Assembly Bill 303: Provides for counting of certain service performed by certain
injured employees towards eligibility for retirement as police officer or
fireman. (BDR 23-1235)

Chairman Bache said he was under the impression the language was going to
be changed in the second paragraph to read, “in lieu of disability retirement
benefits, he accepts another position with the public employer as soon as
practical but no longer than 90 days after his application for disability has been
approved by the board.” He asked if any members of the committee had a
dif. rent understanding.

Ms. Von Tobel wondered what the meaning of the word “the” was. Chairman
Bache reminded her there had been previous discussion and he thought “the”
nublic employer and the same public employer wore redundant and the word
“same” did not need to be theie. By taking cut “same” and leaving the

brackets around participating it was his understanding that was the way it was
passed.

('}
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To: Government Affairs Committee
From: Chris Giunchigliani
March 23, 1999

Possible Amendment to AB493 Section 6

On page 5 eliminate the language of the bill beginning with line 4 through line 16 and
adding the following language to the bill:

Within six months after the organization of a regional planning coalition or a regional
planning agency, they shall:

1. Identify areas within the boundaries of the participating local governments where
substantial areas of unimproved land are located within areas that are
substantially improved.

2. Determine a standard relationship between the cost of furnishing local
government services including streets, water, sewer, and parks to areas
identified in (1) and to areas that are outside of the existing developed area. This
relationship is to be expressed as a percentage.

3. Provide that the fees charged for water and sewer hook-ups, and the amount of
the residential park construction tax which are regularly charged are to be
reduced by the percentage relationship as determined in (2).

4, The Regional Flood Control District if one is established and the Regional

Transportation district shall provide a special allocation equal to 15 percent of the

moneys allocated to the various local governments for flood or street projects

each year to those local governments which have had land as defined in (1)

developed during the year. These funds are those available after the payment of

any debt obligations but moneys allocated to local governments from moneys
available as a result of the issuance of debt shall be deemed as available for this
purpose. The moneys are to be allocated based upon the relative size of the
areas so developed within each of the various local governments during the
previous year.

If a school is built within an area as defined in (1) the regional transportation

comraission of the county in which the school is located shall aliocate moneys

equal to one-half of the cost normally paid by the school district for off-sit2
improvements to be used by the school district to offset its cost associated with
the construction of such improvements.

6. The various local governments which leby charges for connecting to water and
sewer systems or which levy the residential park construciton tax shall amend
their ordinances to accommodate the requirements of (3).
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Urban Land Institute Findings

Go To:
Overview: Summary Of Recommendations ot rowth
fotre
Growing from a small town to a major city in just a few ~SoTamunity
decades inevitably generates problems and issues Employment
about the value of growth and how to manage it. mggi:ﬁoml

Nevertheless, the panel was struck by how well public
and private leaders in the Valley have guided an
incredibly rapid rate of growth to the present time.

Las Vegans get things done. In a community of 1.2
miltion people, it is still possible to travel across the
metropolitan area in 40 minutes or so, and most
commuters get to work in less time than that. Economic expansion
and renewal have maintained Las Vegas's competitive edge in
gaming, hospitality, entertainment, and conventions. Most residents
came here to enjoy the quality of life and find it still desirable. About
half of all residential development is taking place within high-quality,
master-planned communities, and housing costs have been kept
affordable for most residents. Recreational resources such as Red
Rock Canyon and Lake Mead help make the area livable. Also, in
this desert environment where water is precious, local officials have
managed to keep the water supply in line with development.

The governance process in the Valley is widely believed to be part
of the growth problem, but Valley governments are also part of the
solution. The Valley has only five local governments, in contrast to
dozens and even hundreds in most metropolitan areas. These local
governments all have active planning programs that have done
good work. in addition, the business-sponsored program called
Vision 2020--Today adds value to the community development
process. The Valiey's political strength in state politics also can yield
important benefits.

Local leaders are righi {0 question, however, how growth might be
managed more equitably and more effectively throughout the
Valley. Certainly, the current controversies over growth issues need
to be addressed. The panel has noted tensions of several kinds: the
increasing alienation of suburban residents as members of the
regional community; the expanding conflict among local political
leaders, which is raising the possihility of state legislative intrusion
into local governance; and, perhaps most worrisome, an escalating
anxiety over the stability of the economy and public fiscal strength.
The panel's local sponsors are to be commended for raising their
focus from simple, day-to-day housekeeping matters to strategic
thought about the Valley's future livability and economic viability
over the long term.

http://www.cl.las-vegas.nv.us/urban_land_institute_

D The panel has made many recommendations in response to the
questions posed by the sponsors, discussions of which are to be
found in the next sect’ o
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represent the major findings of the panel's deliberations.

The panel strongly recommends that Valley leaders
move to form a regional organization to provide
leadership, strategic planning, and coordination of the
Valley's growth to strengthen the regional economy, to
assure community livability, and to meet current and
future demands for public facilities and services.

Management of the Valiey's assets and future growth should move
beyond individualism and independent action to thinking and acting
regionally as well as locally. The management of an expanding
community of 1.2 million people and multiple decision-making
entities will demand different approaches from the management of a
single small town or city. The Las Vegas Valley cannot continue to
thrive economically and to maintain a livable community without
also recognizing the interdependency of growth management

actions by local governments, special districts, and state and
regional agencies.

The panel believes that the Valley is fortunate in having just five
focal governments, but these jurisdictions need leadership,
guidance, and coordination to respond to tomorrow's growth
challenges. As will be seen in the body of this report, the panel does
not believe that it can arctate a specific political structure for the
Valley. The panel strongly suggests, however, that an approach that
moves toward regionwide authority for governance will offer the

m most effective response to the Valley's needs in the 2 1st century.

The panei recommends that local governments, along with civic and
business leaders, begin the process of establishing a regional
organization that unites the efforts of local governments and other
agencies to manage growth. This may require a staged approach in
which interlocal agreements define a basic level of regional
responsibilities, which can be expanded over time. The panel offers
specific recommendations for the roles and responsibilities of a
regional organization for the Valley in formulating-for example a
regional plan, "best practices” guidelines, and infrastructure policies
to guide the deveiopment decisions of individual local governments
and other agencies. Valleywide strategic planning and management
of the development process weuld provide an effective means of
achieving shared goals for the Las Vegas region.,

Building strategic leadership and a sense cf
community among Las Vegans should be a

high priority in the region's management of

growth.

The panel has been struck bv the relative weakness of civic

leadership and community identity in the Valley, especially with

regard to regionwide issues. Political leadership appears fractious

and unfocused on the major issues confronting the Valley. Business
leadership in civic affairs is aimost invisible. It is time to form a more
collaborative approach to regional development and to formulate a 2%
shared vision to guide future growth.
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The panel has also observed that citizens of the Las \/egas Valley
a appear apathetic toward the idea of participation in governmeital
and civic activities, perhaps because of the large numbers of new
residents and the extent of transiency in the population. Aithough
many residents are proud of the Valley's tremendous transformation
over the past few decades and do identify with their particular
communities, incorporated or not, citizens seem to have litile sense
of their role in, and interdependence with, the wider regionai
community. The panel believes that changing these attitudes will be

critical to addressing growth problems in the Valley effectively and
equitabi.

One of the highest-priority responsibilities of the proposed regional
organization should be the initiation of a program to encourage
greater citizen understanding of the interdependence of Valiey
areas and functions. In addition, the regional organization should
benefit from vigorous business and civic participation on its
governing board and in its activities.

Local business and political leaders appear
to be gambliing on the availability of adequate
land and water to support the Valley's
projected development-- a gamble that the
galr(rel believes will entail high stakes and high
risks.

The panel heard from a number of business and political leaders
that potential land and water constraints on future growth can be
overcome. These leaders asserted that BLM land will continue to be
made available for future private development and that adequate
water supplies will be assured by congressional amendment of the
Colorado River Compact. The panel also heard that neither of these
scenarios is certain, given their dependence on favorable federal
actions fraught with political uncertainties. Yet without these actions,
it seems certain that current growth patterns will consume the
available supplies of land and water within ten to 20 years,
potentially curbing the Valley's development.

The panel concludes that land and water shortages are likely to
raise development costs, including land prices, and thus to affect
the quality, cost, and pace of growth. Even if more land is cpened
up for development and additional supplies of water obtained,
interim constraints are more likely than not. The panel urges Valley
leaders to define and evaluate alternatives to "business as usual" in
the development of metropolitan Las Vegas, taking into account the
possibilities of future constraints on the conversion of BLM land to
urban uses and on obtaining additional supplies of water from the
Colorado River

The panel urges a quick resolution of the present differences of
opinion regarding land and water availability. A thorough,
independent determination of regional development capacity within
the BLM disposai-area boundary should be undertaken

immediately. Strategies such as more efficient use of existing 28
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developable land and water conservation measures should be
evaluated and implemented to avoid future crises in Valley
development.

The Valley should build on its strengths in
maintaining a vital econo my and a livable
community.

The panel points out that the Las Vegas Valiey has major
community assets that should be leveraged to strengthen both the
economy and the quality of life in the Valley. The Strip is an
economic powerhouse for the entire area that has developed
incrementally and with little attention to the integration of its various
elements. The Strip's development and enhancement as an
entertainment and hospitality center should be encouragad through
public/private actions to improve employee access, enhance the
streetscape, and make the Strip function more effectively as a
pedestrian-oriented entertainment environment. in addition, the
Valley has developed many high-quality residential areas (not
necessarily high-cost neighborhoods) that should be protected and
nurtured as desirable living environments, with improvements being
made to parks, schools, and other aspects of everyday life. An
important part of this quality of life are the several recreational and
open-space preserves in and near the Valley, which should be
carefully conserved, enlarged as appropriate, and improved as
recreational facilities and natural preserves. The panel believes that
all of these activities should be parts of a regional development
@ strategy formulated for the Valley.

Specific actions should be taken to add value
to the core components of the quality of life
and economy of the Valley.

The panel has identified several specific actions that would help to
achieve a stable economy and a desirable quality of life.
Transportation improvements should focus on making better use
of current highway and road systems and on improving transit
access between residential areas and major employment centers,
including the Strip, and within the Strip itself. A greenway network
should be developed as a muitifunctional system to connect
important open spaces, to incorporate flood protection and drainage
systems, to conserve water resources, and to provide biking and
hiking trails. infill and redevelopment programs should be
formulated to make better use of overlooked and underused
parcels, thereby reducing needs for developing natural lands, and to
aid in stabilizing or revitalizing residential, commercial, and
industrial areas within the urbanized portions of the Valley. The
Valley's economic deveiopment programs should be broadened
and strengthened to improve the economic diversity of the region.

In short, keepiing a "livable Las Vegas Valley"
will require a smart-growth approach. 29
o
The five recommendations above spell out a strategy for responding
to current growth-related problems and avoiding the perils of
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continued growth. They cali for developing a regional strategy for
growth that will respond to needs for curbing sprawl in favor of more
efficient development patterns; for conserving the desert
environment and water resources; for building on the strengths of
current development and targeting special areas of improvement;
and for establishing a Valleywide organization for managing growth.
This is a smart approach to growth that will meet the challenges of
continuing economic and population expansion.
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Aar, water, land
won't limit growth
in Las Vegas Valley

By Ken McCall
LAS VEGAS SUN

Two millior people in the Las Vegas
Vulley?

It'll never happen.

We'll run out of water first. And if we
dort, the air quality will get so bad that
the feds will shut us down. At the very
least, we'll run out of buildable land.

But city, county and utility officials
scrambling to plan for the valley’s growth
don't buy any of those assumptions.

Jeff Harris, manager of the county’s
Advanced Planning Division, points to »
1990 water quality management plan for
the Lus Vegus Valley that tried to find
physical mitations to growth.

“We went and evaluated limiting fac-

tors,” Hurris says, “und found that we dig-
n't have any”

With a huge river flowing by, he says,
even though we may only have rights to a
tiny fraction, it’s hard to say we can’t get
any more.

“Nobudy knows how much water we
can get,” Harris says. “There’s so much
uncertainty that it's impossible to say
water will be a limiting factor.”

That is backed up by the Las Vegas
Valley Water District. David Donnelly,
deputy general munuager for engineering
and operations, says the district aiready
has “hard contracts” for 535,000 acre-feet
of water, enough to serve 1.8 million peo-

ple.

“It’s the firmest water you’re probably
going to find in the West,” Donnelly suys.

The district, Donnelly says, needs only
another 60 acre-feet to take its service
capacity up to 2.2 million.

“That’s one-third of 1 percent of the
flow of the Colorado River. It’s such a
small umount, it's just not a limjter.”

While Donnelly admits the district
would have to work out the “legal and
political and historical restraints,” he’s
optimistic.

Who, after ull, is guing tw make people
go thirsty so they can grew cotton in
California?

OK, maybe we have enough water, but
what about air quality?

The Environmental Protection Agency
ig about to dassify Las Vegus in the “seri-
ous non-attainment® category for carbon
monoxide, aren’t they? Won't that siam on
the brakes?

First of all, says Harris, the air has
improved dramatically.

True, the dust problem, which is what
everybody sees, isn’t any betier, and true
the EPA is likely to reclassify the valley
because it had three bad air days last year.

But, Harris says, “we’re getting lower
levels of carbon monoxide today — in spite
of sll the growth — thun we had in the
early ‘803" And once the EPA moves, the
county will have more time to draw up a
plan to fix the problem.

Once again, those assertions are
backed up by air quality officials at the
county and federal level,

In 1978, says Michael Naylor, director
of the county’s Air Pollution Control

SEE RESOURCES, PAGE 7
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country.” Citizens Area Transit ridership
has grown 34 percent a year for the last
four years.

He likes to point out that last year more
people, 35 million, rode CAT buses than
the 30 million who cume through
McCarran International Airport,

That still onlv accounts tor 1.2 percent
of all the trips in the valley.

But as population density increases,
Gibson says mass transit will become more
ast-effective.

“We've reached critical mass,” he says.

Hart of the RTC’s $2.2 billion plan calls
for construction of a monorail system and
boosting the bus fleet from 192 today to
500. Such a system would handle 8 to 10
percent of the valley's trips, Gioson suys.

Gibson's optimism, however, goes
beyond the dutifui plugging of his agency's
system. He — and other valley planners —
believe there are solutions that will work.

It isn't the growth Gibson worries
ubront.

“The real threst is that the public sec-
tor, the business community and elected
officials will run out of innovations. ... [f we
dont innovate — ves — we'll break down,”

To Gibson, the future looks like a mon-
ruil through the resort corridor und reach-
ing into other major residential areas. [t
has lots more buses and bus swps and trat-
fic lanes dedicated to buses and car pools.

But the changes will have to run deep-
er, sav Gibson and other officials,

Peuple's tustes und habits will have to
change. They'll not only have to use transit
more, they'll have to live with closer mix-
tures of residential, commercial and office

or industrial development so they don'
have to travel as far to work and shop.

At the sume time, city and county plan-
ning will have to change to make that pos-
sible. They'll have to insist on mixed uses
and development of vacant land within the
urban area.

If, for example, some residential devel-
vpment were mixed into the Union Pucific
Railroad land surrounding the Clark
County Government Center, Gibson says,
you could add a lot more residents with
very little traffic impact.

The same is true for redeveloping the
downtown ares, Gibson says, *IUs just
using what you have more etficiently.”

|

Local planners aren't shy about admit-
ting that, historically, the valley’s planning
process hasn't done all it should.

Harris, the county’s advanced planning
manager, says planning was “mostly a
matter of accommodating development.”

John Schlegel, the city’s acting planning
director, characterizes the planning
department’s role as “trying to cope with
the results of growth.”

“We're betting on the come,” Schlegel
says. “We approve develonment und then
try to catch up.”

Too many people, he says, “don’t want to
recognize that we do have restrictions.
We've been really good at pushing off deal-
ing with sume of these problems. But at
sume point, you have to pay the piper.”

Nevertheless, Harris and Schlegel say
things are changing and both are opti-
mistic about the future.

Besides, growing to 2 million only takes
us to the size of metropolitan areas such as
Denver, Tumpa snd Portland — not exact-
ly the end of the Earth.

‘l don’t have the doom-and-gloom,”
Schlegel says. *I just think it'll be a bigger,
somewhat dirtier and moure expenpsive
place to live.

“But it1l continue to be a land of oppor-
tunity and one of the most exciting places
in the world.”

Harris agrees.

A decuying, Bladerunner metropolis?

“That’ll never happen,” he says without
a shred of doubt.

Even the sprawl of Orange County,
where Harris grew up, won't happen here,
be says.

“Purt of our jub is to find solutions, and
{ think there are solutions out there.”

Harris talks about mass transii and
telecommuting and putting employment
cen'=rs out in areas where all the new
housing is going up.

“If we're going to support that many
people,” Harris says, “we're going to have to
do things a little differently. We’re going to
have to view life a little differently.

“In 20 years, I'd bet the bank not e: =ry-
body is getting into their car at 7:30 and
driving into the downtown uren. That just
can’t happen.”

Even van Ee, the environmentalist,
hasn’t lost his enthusiasm for Las Vegas,

“It's a grand experiment here,” van Ee
says. “] see Las Vegas becoming increas-
ingly prominent in the world.

“But in the future, will we still be one of
the jewels of the desert? Wili we keep
bringing people here?

he quality of life can’t be neglected
much longer or our image will suffer.”

THIS STORY onginally appeaied in Sunday's ed-
tons.
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About NARC and Regional Councils
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MORE INFORMATION ABOUT NARC AND
REGIONAL COUNCILS

NARC, as stated in the homepage, is a nonprofit, membership organization
serving the interests and needs of "regional councils” nationwide. Regional
councils are known by a number of different names -- councils of government,
regional planning commissions, associations of governments, planning and
development commissions, etc. Almost all Americans live in an area served by a
regional council. NARC offers its member councils advocacy services, technical
assistance, conferences, frequent print and electronic communications, training,
research and a variety of other services. NARC supports all the activities and
interests of regional councils -- urban and rural, large and small -- located
throughout America. Full membership in NARC is restricted to regional councils,
but subscription services are available to other types of organizations through
NARC's Irstitute for The Regional Community).

Advocacy is the primary mission and activity of NARC. Member regional
councils have a wide diversity of programmatic interests, and this diversity is
reflected in the large number of issue areas with which NARC deals, including but
not limited to the following:

. * economic development * solid
transportation ¢ telecommunications waste

» water quality ¢ services for the aging * census

« water supply * land use/growth data

+ criminal management s air
Jjustice quality

* job
training

Regionalism is the central message that NARC and its member regional councils
send to leaders at all levels of government -- federai, state and local. Regionalism is
a simple concept. It means defining and dealing with issues at the geographic scale
at which the issues actually exist and not limiting our vision and problem-solving
capabiiities by arbitrary boundaries. Most of the problems facing America's local
communities today -- traffic congestion, substandard water and air quality,
unemployment, crime -- require regional approaches because the scurces and
magnitudes of these problems and their potential solutions transcend the
boundaries of local and, often, state governments. In fact, technology has expanded
our notion of "community." Unlike the not-too-distant past, our communities tocav
are regional communities -- we reside in one local government, work in another,
shop in another and seek recreation in yet another. This pattern of living has
created powerful new regional economies that have become the engines of the
nation's aggregate economy. The ability of our nation to compete successfully in
the international economy, therefore, is highly dependent upon the health of our
regional economies. Strong regional economies require strong regional

http://narc.org/narc/narc/about.html
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About NARC and Regional Councils Page 2 of 2
communities! Local governments, working together through their regional councils
and involving the private and civic sectors, can stem the tide toward new lavers of

government and keep citizens in control of their communities. Regional councils
g are the best alternative we have to big government!

Cooperation among existing local governments is the best and often the only
alternat’ve we have to "big government" below the state level. Regional councils
are the forums within which local cooperation is nurtured. NARC promotes
regional councils as the best organizational alternative the nation has to deal with
the complex metropolitan and rural issues facing us. Communities that share
common problems need to work together to solve them, and the collaborative

forum of a regional council is the most equitable, least expensive, least intrusive
place for this work to occur.

. 33
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PROVISIONS OF
OREGON REVISED STATUTES

In 1973, Oregon's Governor, Tom McCall, signed a law that required all cities and counties to
prepare land use plans to limit sprawl and protect farms, forests, and open space. Voters
upheld the law in the 1976, 1978, and 1982 elections. Befare the passage of the law, Oregon
was losing agricultural land at the rate of 30,000 acres per year. After the law took effect, the
rate dropped to about 2,000 acres per year.

The purpose of Oregon’s land use program was to keep cities out of farms and forests, but that
recent strategies are aimed at managing the nature of growth in urban areas to: (7} grow
without putting livability at risk, (2) contain growth within boundaries, rather than sprawling
out, (3) preserve existing single-family neighborhoods by increasing density in existing centers
and along transit corridors, and (4) serve new development with transit. Planning with transit
in mind is an important component of Oregon’s approach.

Land C . ! Devel Commissi

e
Under Oregon’s law, the state’s Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC)
shall: (1) adopt goals, (2) prepare statewide planning guidelines, (3) review local
comprehensive plans for compliance with the goals, (4) coordinate state, county, and city
planning, (5) ensure citizen involvement, and (6) review and recommend areas of critical state
concern. The Commission shall report its findings to the legislature.

All local comprehensive plans and land use regulations, and all plans, programs, regulations,
and rules of state agencies and special districts, shall comply with the goals established by the
Comirission. The Commission may order local governments, state agencies, and special

districts to bring their comprehensive plans, land use regulations, and land use decisions into

compliance with state goals and regulations or acknowledged provisions of local
comprehensive plans.

A joini legisiative commutiee on land use advises Oregon’s Department of Conservation and
Development and makes recommendations to the legisiature on designation of critical areas and
statewide goals and guidelines.

Local Planning

Oregon’s cities, counties, and regional areas must adopt comprehensive plans as the basis for
specific land use regulations. The comprehensive plans are coordinated land use maps and
policy siatements covering education, natural resources, recreation, sewers, transportation, and
water as well as air quality and water quality. Local plans must comply with the goals of the

LCDC. Local governments must enact and enforce land use regulations to implement their
plans.

34
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Urban Growth Boundaries

In Oregon. local or regional comprehensive plans must provide for a 20-year supply of
sufficient buildable land within the “urban growth boundary” (UGB) established pursuant to
statewide planning goals. This provision applies to cities of 25.000 or more. cities under
75,000 with a growth rate above the state average for three of the last five years, and areas

covered by functional plans of metropolitan service districts. [Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS)
197.296]

During their periodic plan reviews, local governments shall:
= Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the UGB;

»  Determine the actual densities and types of residential developmen: occurring with the
UGB in the last five years or since the last review (whichever is greater); and

«  Conduct, pursuant to state guidelines. an analysis of housing needs by density and type. to
determine the need for land for the upcoming 20 years.
[f this required analysis shows that the UGB does not contain sufficient buildable land to

accommodate the 20-year housing need at the actual density occurring since the last review, the
local government shall:

»  Amend the UGB to accommodate the need;

* Amend the comprehensive plan, functional plan. or land use regulations to increase
density without expanding the UGB; or

«  Combine the two approaches. [ORS 197.296]

To demonstrate that their actions will actually increase the density of development. a local
government must, at a mimmum, make sure that its residential zoning is appropriate. The
local government may also consider other strategies. including: (1) increases in permitted
densities. (2) financial incentives for higher densities, (3) density bonuses. (4) removing or
casing approval standards, (5) minimum densities, (6) redevelopment and infill strategies. (7)
new housing types. and (8) average residential density requirements. [ORS 197.296]

Oregon's law sets priorities for lands to be included within the UGB, if the decision is made to
expand it. The first priority is designated urban reserve land. The last priority is designated
agricultural or forestry land. [ORS 197.238]

Finally, local governments must provide reasonable opportunities to satisfy local and rural
needs for residential and industrial development outside UGBs, in a manner coasistent with
agriculturai and forest land.
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Related Laws

Oregon does not have a state environmental policy act with special planning functions. It does
authorize impact fees to help finance drainage, flood control. parks, roads, sewers. and water.

PROVISIONS OF YYASHINGTG.X’S GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT
Overview
Washington’s Growth Management Act (GMA) is much more recent than Oregon’s similar
laws. It was enacted in 1990. It requires counties, and the cities within them, to plan in
accordance with the Act if their population is more than 50,000 and increased by more than 10
percent in the last 10 years, or if their population increased by more than 20 percent in the last

10 years. Any county may voluntarily agree to plan under the Act, but it must remain under

the Act. Regional planning agencies may hold identical powers and functions as local planning
agencies.

The GMA establishes a Growth Strategies Commission to make sure that local comprek2nsiye
plans are consistent with the Act, to recommend action to the legislature, and to provide for
dispute resolution on urban growth areas, incorporations, and annexations.

If required by the GMA to do so, a County must:

»  Adopt a county-wide planning policy, including required compounents;

« Designate critical areas, agricultural lands, forest lands, and mineral resource lands, and
adopt regulations for them;

e  Designate urban growth areas (UGAs) and act upon them; and

»  Adopt a comprehensive plan by a certain date.

Washingron's governor may impose sanctions on a county or ity that fails to adopt required
policies. State agencies must adhere to adopted policies. Cities and counties may appeal
county-wide planning policies to a growth management hearing board.

Requirements for Urban Growth Areas (UGAs)

According to the APA summary, Washington's laws place various requirements on the
counties regarding the UGAs, including:

o FEach city in the county must be in a UGA; a UGA may contain more than one city;



* A UGA may include territory outside a city only if the area 1s “characterized by urban
growth” or aJjacent to such territory;

«  The county shall encourage urban growth within the UGAs and prohibit urban growth
outside the UGAs;

¢ Growth may occur outside of a UGA only if it is not urban in narure:

*  The county’s UGA must include areas and densities sufficient to permit rrojected urban
growth for the next 20 years; and

»  Each UGA shall permit urban densities and include greenbelt and open space areas.
Related Laws

Washington has a state environmental policy act. or “SEPA.” It is similar to the federal
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and requires, on major actions that would
significantly affect the environment, a report on environmental impacts; unavoidable adverse
environmental effects; aiternatives; short-term versus long-term impacts; and irreversible
commuitments of resources. Finally, Washington authorizes impact fees for fire protection,
parks, roads, and schools.

Source:

Ziegler, David S., 1997 “Growth Management Programs in Portland, Oregon, and Seattle,
Washington.” Research Memorandum, Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City.
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INFORMATION ON STATE PLANNING LAWS IN HAWAIL

Stare Role

Although Hawaii has counties. the state is the general purpose level of government. Much of
Hawaii's planning and zoning authority lies with the state government. Hawaii 1S unique among
the 50 states because it converted its general state plan into law.

The State’s Land Use Commission is responsible for grouping contiguous land areas for suitable
inclusion into one or four land use districts for Hawaii: urban, rural, agricultural and
conservation. Urban districts include lands that are now urban in use and a sufficient reserve for
forseeable urban growth,

The state’s Department of Land and Natural Resources controls zoning in conservation districts
within forest and water reserves. The Department restricts land use within each district

depending on soil types and physical use. The Department must ensure that its zoning rules are
not detrimental to the forest or water reserve.

The Office of State Planning assists the Governor in maintaining an overall framework to guide
development in Hawaii. The Office is within the Governor’s office. It articulates statewide
goals and policies and performs numerous other functios. It is rcspon51b1e for developing a
quality growth plan for Hawau. The plan must balance programs to mimimize adverse
environmental impacts against the economic development of the state. As a matter of policy, the
growth plan must seek to halt urban sprawi, halt the need for more infrastructure that is a result
of sprawl. minimize costly urban services, and conserve open areas.

Regarding conformity, any state agency that allocates funds must ensure that all expenditures are
in line with the Hawaii State Plan. Hawaii has no environmental policy act that deals with
zoning or ploanning.

Regional Role
Hawaii has no regional development control poiicies;

Local Role

Counties prepare general plans. Counties may provide iow income housing, and may issue
bonds. A county may enter into a deveiopment agresment with any property owner.

Counties are authorized to assess, impose. levy, and collect impact fees for any development
within their jurisdictions and to enact impact fee ordinances. A county council considering
impact fees should first approve a needs assessment s udy and identify the types of public
facilities for which fees shall be .mposed. The impact fee must be proportionally related to the
actual capital cost of public facility expansion incurred by the county for accommodating
development.
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State Summaryv--Hawaii
page 2

Zoning in all of Hawaii's counties shall be conducted in a manner reflecting a framework of a
long range comprehensive plan prepared to guide the overall future development of the county.
Each county also has its own special management duties for regulating coastal areas with regard
to public access, public recreation, and treatment of solid and liquid waste. Coastal development

must be consistent with county planning and zoning regulations, and must seek to preserve views
and beaches.

Source:

American Planning Assn., 1996. “Statutory Summary for the State of Hawaii.” [n Growing
Smarr, updated 5/96
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Testimony for the March 24, 1999 Meeting of the Assembly Committee on Government Affairs.

Mister Chairman and members of the Committcz. Good morning and thank you for the
opportunity to address the Assembly Committee on Government Affairs and share the Clark
County Department of Comprehensive Planning’s perspectives in regard to AB 493. My name is
Phil Rosenquist and 1 am the Assistant Planning Manager for Regional Planning with the
Dcpartment.

To :egin, the intent and planning goals contained within the bill are laudable and supported by
us. As planners, we are constantly seeking ways to improve the re!ationship between
Jevelopment and service provision. There are many ways to do this. For example, in Clark
County we have established the Community District Element that allows urban scale
development in Community District 2, where services are avzilapie or in proximity.
Development in Community District 3 is considered premature at this time because of a lack of
services. If a developer enters into an agreement to provide the services through the major
projects ordinance, development in Community District 3 1s possible.

When examining the scope of authority at regional planning entities across the country, we find
wide differences in both responsibilities and size. Regional planning or governance standardized
models are unavailable due to highly variable local conditions, circumstances and needs. We
would suggest that, at this time, a regional structure most appropriate for Soutihern Nevada is one
of a collaborative and coordinating nature.

An interesting comparison can be made between the Southern Nevada Strate zic Planning
Authority’s Strategic Plan (SNSPA) and AB 493. The Strategic Plan is intended to be a roadmap
for the future of Southern Nevada. We believe that AB 493 is intended and can be the next step
in taking the Strategic Plan vision and high level strategies to the implementation level. In our
opinion, a Southern Nevada regional planning entity can develop a policy pian to bridge the gap
between the Strategic Plan and local master plans and implementation ordinances. In this regard,
we suggest that Section 5 of AB 493 be amended to clarify an intent as a regional policy plan.

[ ocal government plans would then be reviewed against regional policies that are collaborativeiy
developed.

Our primary concern with AB 493 relates to the ability of the proposed regior 21 planning
coalition to carry out the provisions of the bill. When we find other examples of regional entities
with similar roles, we also find significant staff levels and resources to accomplish the tasks.
Given staff levels of the Southern Nevada governmental entities and the absence of resources for
professional service contracts, the unfunded mandate and the Section 13 deadlines appear
difficult to achieve. The same can be said of the incentives specified in Section 0. Ciark County
does not have an ability to adjust utility connection charges so the resources to provide this and
other incentives would need to be found.

Potential RPC tasks listed in Section 7 are aligned with the powers as specified in the interlocal

agreement for the current Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition (copies provided). Also,

the sphere of influence provisiuns of the bill are similar to the recently signed interlocal R
agreement between Clark County and the City of Henderson (copi-s provided). These +9

Exhibit [ 1545
Assembly Committee op Government Affairs
Oate: ::3 {é’i {ﬁ



similarities give rise to a belief that we are all try ing to accomplish the same goals.

We believe that several clarifications and cefinitior..l refinements to the bill can put us on the
same page. We would like to work with the author or a subcommittee, whichever the Coinmittee
feels most appropriate, to work out what may prove to be minor differences. Thank you for the
opportunity to address the Committee thi: morning.

LCB note: AB 493 and other bills include references to the Board of County Commissioners and
the City Councils of the four largest cities in Clark County. Consider that in several years
Mesquite can be expected to eclipse Boulder City as the fourth largest city in Clark County.



FORMS OF REGIONAL COLLABORATION AROUND THE COUNTRY

TABLE 1

METROPOLITAN REGIONAL SIZE OF AGENCY | SCOPE OF AUTHORITY GOVERNING FUNDING STAFFING
AREA AGENCY JURISDICTION BOARD
Denver, ({0 (DRCOG) Denver 5,000 sq. mi. region Transportation, regional Board of Directors Federal & Siate 85 FTEs
Regional Council and serves planning, the environment, consists of 48 grants, plus
of Governments, approximately 2.2 provisions of services to the | executive committee membership dues
established in 1955 | miilion people. region’s older population, members designated from participating
as a voluntary and analysis of economic by their jurisdictions, municipalities.
association. 8 county region and development trends. 3 non-voting
including 41 appointees appointed
municipal by the Governor, with
govemments. 5 officers elected by
the full Board.
Minneapolis/St. Metropotitan 3,000 sq. mi. arca Planning and overseeing Council Members-- 284 million (FY 3,700 FTEs
Paul, MN Council of the and serves 2.5 growth and development, Members appointed 96). Funding in fourteen
Twin Cities Area, million people. treatment of wastewater, by the governor, with | includes: departments.
mandated in 1967 manages affordable housing | 16 members property, siate,
by the legislature to | 7 counties with over | programs, operates ieginrnal | representing and federal taxes,
replace a largely 140 municipalities transit systen,, and planning | metropolitan districts sewer service
ineffective COG- divided into 16 and funding parks and of equal population. charges, and
type metropolitan districts. trails. The 17th member is transit fares.
planning the Chair. The Chair
commission. and members serve at
the wili of the
e govemor.
Portland, OR (METRO) 460 sq. mi. region METRO provides Exec. officer and an 297 million (FY 1,715 full
Metropolitan Srvs. and serves more than | transportation and land-use auditor, elected 97-98). Funding and part-
Dist., only elected 1.3 million people. planning services and region wide and a is mainly derived time
regional govt. with nversees regional garbage seven-member from user fees employees
home-rule charter, 24 cities, the urbar disposal and recycling council elected by the | from revenue in six
mandated by the portions of three waste reductions programs. districts. Plus six generating departments
legislature in 1977 counties, and 60 Establishes urban growth standing committees. activities. and the
and sabsequently special districts. boundary. It manages Property taxes commission.
approved Uv the regional parks and green levied at
voters, replaciiig spaces and the Mctro $28.00/yr. fora Also, aver
the Columbia Washington Park Zoo. It $100,000 single 138,000
Region Association also oversees operation of family home. hours of
of Governments. the Oregon Convention Bond measures community
Center. Civic Stadium, the passed for service has
Portiand Center for the particular been
Performing Arts and the projects. provided by
Expo Center. local
volunteers
in last year
alone.
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UNICIPALITY REGIONAL SIZE OF AGENCY | SCOPE OF AUTHORITY GOVERNING FUNDING STAFFING
b AGENCY BOARD
Reno, NV (TMRPA) Truckee { 6,600 sq. mi. region Provides a forum for Governing Board FY 27-98 budget 5 FTEs and
Meadows Regional | that serves nearly collaboration and with 9 members is approximately 4 PTEs
Planning Agency 300,000 people. communication on a variety | appointed by their $600,000. The individually
mandated by the of important topics, from respective governing budget is divided working on
1989 state Washoe County, two | fiscal structure to legisiative | bodies and an in proportions three main
legislature to cities, and Pyramid propasals. In addition to, Executive Director decided upon by jesue areas
encourage better Lake Paiute Tribe. supporting the deliberations | hired by the Board. the Board, not quality of
regionai planning. of the Regional Planning solely population life, ficral,
Commission and the based. and
2gional Planning planning.
Governing Bozrd.
Approval authority over
prujc ts of reglonal
significance.
Sacramento, CA (SACOG) 3,343 sq. mi, and Provides a forum for the Board of Directors FY 98-99 budget 40 people in
Sacramento Area serves over 1.5 study and resolution of consisting of eleven is approximately seven
Counci} of million people regional issues. Issues members. Voting is 4.9 million. Plus departments.
Governments, include: wansportation, air weighted, witlhi the another 2.7
established in 1965 | 4 counties and 15 quality, aviation, public County of million to operate
as a voluntary cities. information, and technical Sacramento having emergency call
association. services. three votes, the City boxes along the
of Sacramento having | freeways.
two votes, and all Federal, State and
other representatives local grants, plus
having one vote. all member
jurisdictions pay
annual dues based
on population.
Puget Sound 6,287 sq. mi. and Serves as a forum for General Assembly FY 97-98 budg.t 50 FTEs
Regional Council, serves 3 million developing policies and appointed by general is 6.4 million.
established through | people. making decisions about assembly voters and 80% from Federal
an interlocal regional planning and the Executive Board and State grants,
agreement in 1991 4 counties, 63 cities, | growth. transportation, and is chaired by the and the remaining
has been around 3 ports, 2 state €COonomic issues. Regional Council 20% from dues
under different agencies. president. paid by member
names and forms 124 members plus 4 agencies and
since the late associate member other local
1950s Itis agencies, aid 5 transit | sources.
designated as the agencies.
MPO and RTPO.
Tahoe, NV (TRPA) Tahoe 501 sq. mi. and Leads the cooperative effort | Chairman of the FY94-95 budget S0 FTEs in
Regional Planning SCr.§ to preserve, restore, and Board appointed by was five
Agency . Inthe approximately enhance the unique natural the Governor of approximately 3.8 | divisions.
late 1960's a 51.000 people. and human environment of Nevada. million. Most of
bi-state compact the Lake Tahoe Region. Governing Board the funding is
created a regional Tahoe Basin Land use authority over the | with I5 members, that | received from the
planning agency to includes Nevada and | Lake Tahoe Region. represent each of the States. It also

oversee
development at
Lake Tahoe. In
1969, the United
States Congress
ratified this
agreement and
created the TRPA.

California. First bi-
state regional
planning agency. It
includes 5 counties
and one city.

jurisdictions and
several members
appointed by
governors, one
member at large and
even one presidential
appointed member.

seeks special
project funding
from a variety of
sources.
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT
CLARK COUNTY AND THE CITY OF HENDERSON
FOR
ESTABLISHING A JOINT POSITION ON BOUNDARIES, PLANNING, PUBLIC
FACILITY/SERVICE PROVISION AND GOVERNMENTAL JURISDICTION

This agreement is made and entered into this 19th day of January, 1999 by and between the
County of Clark and the City of Henderson, political subdivisions of the State of Nevada. The
parties above named are hereinafter referred to as “County” and “City” respectively.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, The southwest portion of the Las Vegas Valley is one of the most dynamic
growth areas in Clark County; and

WHEREAS, lands within the southwest rortion of the Las Vegas Valley lie within both the
City and the County; and

WHEREAS, the City and the County have identified a ne- d to create a framework for
future growth in the southwest portion of the Las Vegas Valley by establishing mutually
acceptable growth strategies, and

WHEREAS, both the City and the County have undertaken long range plans and have made
long term financial commitments related to various urban services on the basis of the continued
existence of the revenue anticipated from each form of government, and

WHEREAS, the City and County have identified a need to undertake collaborative ard
compatible land use and transportation system planning in the area of joint jurisdiction, and

WHEREAS, increased coordination and recognition of long term jurisdictional boundaries
can result in better management of taxpayer dollars through avoidance of jurisdictional disputes
and provision of equitable services to residents of the City and County, and

WHEREAS, the in' “rests of the residents of the City and County are best served by
preserving the opportunities for future growth and financial stability of the City and County.

NOW THEREYORE, the following have been mutually agreed upon by both parties:

1. Corporate Boundaries: Both parties agree that lands described in this section and shown on
the attached map are appropriate for annexation to the City of Henderson, consistent with the
provisions of NRS 268.570 to 268.608, inclusive. For federal lands described in this section, the
County supports annexation to the City. For non-federal lands the County will not oppose

annexation to the City.
(a) Township 22 South, Range 61 East; Sections 26 and 34.
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Townchip 23 South, Range 61 East; Those portions of section 4 which lie south

of Lake Mead Drive, those portions of section 9 which lie south of Lake Mead Drive,
all of sections 10 through 16, the east 1/2 of the east 1/2 of section 20, and ail of
sections 21 through 24,

2.  Water and Sewer Service Provision: Water and sewer service provision for the lands listed
in section 1 of this agreement will be established through interlocal agreements, irrespective of
jurisdictional boundaries, in order to efficiently provide services and avoid duplication. The
interlocal agreements will also address areas where the Las Vegas Valley Water District and/or
the Clark County Sanitation District have made water and/or sewer f.cility investments,
determine the most appropriate service provider, and provide reimbursement for t, =ir investment
1o any jurisdiction that transfers facilities to another jurisdiction.

3. loint Land VUse Planning: The lands described in section 1 of this agreement shall constitute
a joint planning area. For this joint planning area, both parties agree to the following:

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)
H

(8)

The City will lead, with participation by the County, property ovnicrs, interested

parties, and service providers, the development of a seamless land use and

development plan.

Both parties will adopt the joint planning area land use and development plan as an

element of their Comprehensive Plan.

Until the joint planning area land use and developinent pian is adopted by both parties,

the applicable provisions of the Enterprise Land Use Plan adopted by the Board of

County Commissioners on January 20, 1999, and the South County Land Use and

[*evelopment Guide, adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on De~ember 6,

1994 will be recognized by both parties as the Comprehensive plan for the joint

planning area.

Unti! the joint planning area land use and development plan is adopted by both parties,

no dev:lopment outside of Clark County Community District 2 will be approved,

except as allowed by the zoning classification existing on the effective date of this

agreement.

Neither party will approve a zoning classification that conflicts with the adopted Jand

use plan.

Neither party will approve a land use plan amendment within the notification area

identificd in section 3(g) of this agreement without first considering the

recommendations and findings of the governing body (or designee) of the other party.

Both parties agree to notify the other of all development applications as follows:

(1) The County will notify the citv of all development applications within the joint
planning area and a surrounding distance of one mile.

(2) The City will notifs the County of all development applications within one mile
¢ "the jurisdictional boundary within the joint planning area.

4. Joint Transportation Planning: The City and County designate the area generally bounded
by Decatur Boulevard to the west, Cactus Road to the north, Eastern Avenue to the east, and one

mile south of the 1998 BLM Disposal Area Boundary to the south, as shcwn on the attached
map, as a joint transportation planning area of mutual interest. For this joint transportation

2



0 planning area, both parties agree to the following:

(a) The parties wil! develop an arterial street plan, inciuding interchanges and overpasses
at Interstate Highway 15, for the area that meets the needs of the traveling public in
both the City and the County.

(b) Both parties agree to require appropriate remote traffic mitigation measures
irrespective of jurisdictional boundarics. Where remote traffic mitigation measures are
indicated in the other jurisdiction, neither party will approve a traffic study without
first notifying the Director of Public Works of the other jurisdiction and considering
the recommendations and findings of the other party. Remote w2ffic mitization
measures include physical transportation improvements located on « street or highway
that are not within a development, or do not form a boundary to the development.
These improvements are needed to mitigate the impacts of traffic generated by the
development, and may be built by the developer, or wholly or partially funded by the
develoner,

5.  Water Reuse Plant: The City, County and the Clark County Sanitation District will work
together to determine the location of the proposed water reuse plant. The plant will be sited
outside of Section 26. Township 22 South, Range 61 East. The plant will be designed to be
compatible with nearby existing and planned land uses. The water reuse plant wiil be built and
operated by the City. Reclaimed water from the plant will be accessible to City and County
customers according to provisions developed through interlocal agreement between the City, the
Clark County Sanitation District and/or the Las Vegas Valley Water District.

6.  Future Annexations: The City agrees to limit future annexations to the City corporate
boundary in the south and west area as follows:

(a) The City will not initiate any annexations within the area depicted on the attached
Future Anncxaticn Areas map except in accordance with section 1 of this agreement
for the term hereof. When the City initiates an annexation, they will send notice to the
County prior to City Council action.

(b) The City may consider annexation petitions from property owners outside of
the lands described in section 1 of this agreement. If such petitions are received, the
City will notify the Countv Clerk, County Manager, and Director of Comprehensive
Planning when the petitions are received.

7. Interlocal Cooperatior during the 1999 lLegislative Session and Future Sessious: The City
and County agree that:

(a) No significant changes, including the provisions relating 1o unincorporated towns, are
necessary during the 1999 legislative session to the current annexation laws. Both
parties agree to neither introduce nor s upport changes to the annexation laws without
first giving consideration to the recominendations or findings of the other govemning
body or its designee. Both pait.ss agree to commit to estatlishing a joint position that
is mutuallv beneficial, or 1s 'east detrimental, to both parties with regard to any
proposed changes to the annexation laws.

(b) No introduction will be made or support given for legislation regarding regional
boards (except when those measures are sponsored or supported by the current

A
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governing board of the affected regional agency) that alters the jurisdiction, power,
function, and membership of existing regional boards, where the City and County have
annual representation, without first giving consideration to the recommendations or
findings of the other governing body or its designee. Both parties agrce to commit to
establishing a joint position that is mutually beneficial, or is least detrimental, to
both parties with regard to any proposed changes regarding regional governance.

(c) Clark County and the City of Henderson will work together and with the other cities in
Clark County to present to our legislators a unified legislative program to
address the needs of the people of Southern Nevada and their local governmental
entities for the 1999 legislative session and each subsequent czssion.

8. Term of the Agreement: This Agreement shall not be terminated for at Jeast twe years.
Thereafter, this agreement shall be effective for four years unless terminated earlier.

9. Termination: This Agreement may be terminated upon adoption of a resolution to that effect
by the governing bodies of both parties.

10. Amendments: This Agreement may be amended by approval of such amendment by the
governing bodies of both parties. Future modifications to the 1995 BLM Disposal Boundary, and
other unforeseen circumstances, provide causc for amendment. The amendment shall be effective
on the date stated in the amendment or, if no effective date is stated, on the date of approval of

the amendment by the iast party.

11. Effective Date: The effective date of this Agreement shall be the date on which the
governing body of the last party to approve this Agreement does approve this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by
their duly authorized representatives on the day and in the year first above written.

APPROVED AS TO FORM COUNTY OF CLARK

MC‘JA 0/

Mary»Axﬂe Miller, County Counsel
..

CITY OF HENDERSON

‘SZL(/"C {4t &K//( L %“——-‘

“Shauna Hughes, City Atterney



0 ATTEST: COUNTY OF CLARK

/ - ! : ;e
e Bor ekt
rk Bruce L. Woodbury, Chair, Board of
( County Conimissioners
Date: {/7; Y4 —
ATTEST CITY OF HENDERSON
COUNCIL ACTION )
s £ .
AN .
/ y . 3 eI 19 19 mw /e
Monica M Simmons, City Clerk ayorJames B. Gibson

Date: ///?/ 99
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT
FOR
THE FORMATION OF
w THE SOUTHERN NEVADA REGIONAL PLANNING COALITION

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this 20ttay of _October , 1998, by and
between the COUNTY OF CLARK, the CITY COF LAS VEGAS, the CITY OF HENDERSON, the CITY
OF NORTH LAS VEGAS, and the CITY OF BOULDER CITY, political subdivisions of the State of

Nevada. The parties above named are hereinafter referred to as "County" and "the Cities" respectively or
collectively as "Public Entities".
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, Southern Nevada continues to be one of the nation's fastest growing regions; and

WHEREAS, unprecedented growth creates tremendous chailenges for local government to maintain
an ongoing equilibrium between demands for public services generated by growth and the supply of
revenues io finance those demands; and

WHEREAS, failing to meet these challenges will adversely impact such basic quality of life
elements as economic prosperity, public safety, education, transportation, recreation and cu'ture, the natural

environment, and health care; and

WHEREAS, these challenges transcend governmental jurisdictional boundaries; and

WHEREAS, it is essential to preserve the unique qualities of individual communities as we continue
to grow and develop; and

WHEREAS, intergovernmental collaboration has proven to be an efficient and effective approach
to address many of these challenges; and

WHEREAS, it is of utmost importance to preserve and enhance the quality of life for the citizens
and the future generations of Southern Nevada; and

WHEREAS, the Public Entities desire to establish proactive Las Vegas Metropolitan Planning Area
planning policies for the compatibility of land uses, location of infrastructure and the provision of regional
public services; and

WHEREAS, there is a need for collaboration and regional recommendations to address the
challenges facing Southern Nevada, enumerated above; and

WHEREAS, the creation of an advisory committee is a necessary first step to interlocal cooperation

to address regional governance issues; and 54
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WHEREAS, N.RS, 9 180 provides that two or more political subdivisions of the Smte may enter
into interlocal agreements for the performance of any governmental function in the furtherance of that
function.

NOW, THEREFGRE, the following have been mutually agreed upon by all parties;

1 Name. The Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition, hereinafter referred to as the
"Coalition”, 1s hereby created.

2. Definitions.

(a) The Las Vegas Metropolitan Planning Area shall mean the incorporated areas of Las
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder City and the unincorporated urban
areas of Clark County.

(b) Super Majority of Public Entity Coalition Board members shall mean 66-,% of the
Public Entity Coalition Board Membeis.

-

3. Efficiency Committce Superseded. The Coalition shall supersede the Southern Nevada

Govermnment Efficiency Committee.

4, Membership of the Governing Board of the Coalition ("Coalition Board™).

(@) Public Entity Membership: The membership of the Coalition Board <hall consist of

two (2) elected officia!s appointed by the governing board of each of the Public
Entities with the excepﬁon of Boulder City which shall appoint one (1) mcmber, for
a total of nine (9) members representing the Public Entities. Not later than forty-five
(45) days after the effective date hereof, each Public Entity shall appoint its
membert(s) to the Coalition Board.

(b) Citizen Membership: Within 135 days after the Effective Date of this Agreement,

four (4) Citizen Members to represent the private sector and citizen interests shall be
appointed by a Super Majority of the Public Entity Coalition Board members. Non-
Public Entity members to the Coalition Board shall be limited to two (2) year terms,
staggered initialiv so that two (2) members serve four (4) year terms, and two (2)
members serve two (2) year terms.

(¢)  Each Coalition Board member shall have one (1) vote.

(d)  Inthe event a Coalition Board member representing a Public Entity ceases to be an
elected official from the Public Entity which appointed such person to tiic Coalition

Board, or in the event the governing board of a Public Entity revokes a member’s

w sl INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 2 October 6. 1993 S 2
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appointment to the Coalition Board. a vacancy shall exist on the Coalition Board

which the Public Entity shall fill within forty-five (45) days.

(e) In the event a Non-Public Entity member of the Coalition Board ceases to be able to
fulfill the responsibilities nf the Coalition Board as defined in the Rules f Practice
and Procedure, a vacancy shall exist which shall be filled by the Super Majority of
Public Entit; members within forty-five (45) days of such vacancy occurring. Such
appointment shall be for the remainder of the term for which the vacancy exists.

(H Only Public Entity Coalition Board members may vote on (i) budgetary matters or
matters which involve the expenditure of public :nds, or (ii) contracts or other
instruments that create binding legal obligations on the Public Entities; and 7*ii)
appointments, by Supér Majority, of Non-Public Entity Coalition Board members.

5. Meeting and Notice.

(a) First meeting shall be held within 45 days of the exccution of this Agreement.

(b) The time and place of regular meetings and sbecial meetings shall be noticed tc the
general public as required by the Open Meeting Law.

© Subject to the desired goal of taking action by consensus, if possible, and except as

@ provided in Sections 4(b), 4(e) and 4(f),action by the Cealition Board shall be

effective for all purposes, if approved by a majority of the members of the Coalition
Board at a meeting duly called and noticed. A quorum shall consist of a majority of
the members of the Coalition Board, except for those matters covered by Section
4(f), a quorum shall consist of 66-/,% of the Public Entity Board members.

6. Officers. The officers of the Coalition shall consist of a Chair and Vice-Chair selected from
the Public Entity Coalition Board members, elected, for a one-year term, at the first meeting of each calendar
year. The initial Chair and Vice-Chair shall be elected at the first meeting of the Coalition and shall serve
until the first meeting of 2000.

7. Staff. The Coalition shall employ such professional, necessary technical and support staff
with such duties as required by the Coalition Board.

8. Technical Committee. A Technical Committee, consisting of the Clark County Manager and

the City Managers of Las Vegas, Henderson, North Las Vegas, and Boulder City, or their designee(s), shall
support the work of the Coalition. In addition, the Technical Committee may invite participation on the

e Technical Committee of representatives of regional agencies or entities including, but not limited to (a) the
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Reyional Transportation Commission. (b) the Clark County School District. (c) the Regioﬁﬁl Flood Control
District, (d) the Clark County District Board of Health. (e) the Southern Nevada Water Authority, and ()
Public Utilities. The Technical Committee shall select a Chair from its membership. The Technical
Committee shall perform such duties as required by the Coalition Board. The Technical Committee chall
meet as often as necessary with the time and place and notice thereof as may be agreed on from time to time
by the Technical Comm . «. '
0. Powers. The Coalition may, without limitation and upon approval of a majority of its
members:
(a) Develop Las Vegas Metropolitan Planning Area Policies which shall address any or
all of the following:
(1) Futicies for profotion of orderly development, coordinated land use planning
and the efficient provision of urban services;
(2) Policies for better coordination of transportation networks among Iécal
jurisdictions; )
3) Policies for coordinated infrastruc'ure planning and the siting of capital
facilities among local and regional public service providers;
4) Policies that consider the need for housing for all economic segments of the
population and its distribution throughout the community;
(5) Policies for region-wide economic development and employment;
(6) Policies for protecting the environment;
@) Policies foir developing and coordinating a regional trail and cpen space
program; and
(8) Policies for maximizing cooperation among local governments and
optimizing public infrastructure rinancing.
The items listed in this sub-section (a) shall be developed as the Las Vegas
Metropolitan Planning Area Policies through an open.and participatory citizen
involvement process. The Las Vegas Metropolitan Planning Area Policies shall
define an implementation plan which recognizes achievable timeframes and
measurable benchmarks.
(b)  Manage and implement the strategic plan and infrastructure finance recommendations
adopted by the Southern Nevada Strategic Planning Authority.
5S4
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©) Coordinate a regional and local data base tor the Las Vegas Metropolitan Planning

Area. including GIS .

(d)  Establish standardized population projections with respect to regional planning
purposes.

(e) Identify and recommend to the appropriate Public Entities measures which, if
implemented, would increase the efficiency of furnishing governmental services and
reduce the cost thereof.

(f) Examine issues and problems with respect to Federal Land Disposal Policy and
Practice in the Las Vegas Valley; consult with the affected Public Entities and
representatives of the Federal Government; 2nd make recommendations with respect
thereto.

(2)  Consider issues between Public Entities concerning annexation, future land use,
zoning and development of land adjacent to the boundaries of two or more Public
Entities and establish methods for addressing such issues.

(h) Identify and recommend to the appropriate Public Entities measures to coordinate

development regulations and public improvement standards.

(1) Consider any issues of regional significance as determined appropriate by the
Coalition Board.

)] Review Master Plans and Capital Improvement Plans for consistency with the Las
Vegas Metropolitan Planning Area Policies on a biennial basis.

10.  Clearinghouse Responsibility. The Coalition shall assume the responsibilities of the Clark

County A-95 Clearinghouse Council. The Cooperative Agreement for the formation of the Clark County
Clearinghouse Council dated the 6™ day of July, 1993 by and among Clark County, City of Las Vegas, City
of North Las Vegas, City of Henderson, Boulder City and the City of Mesquite shall terminate on the
Effective Date hereof if approved by the governing boards of all signatory parties thereto within a three (3)
month period, otherwise on June 30, 1999. Itis understood and agreed by the parties hereto that there is no
6utstanding indebtedness nor are there outstanding contractual obligations of the Council established
pursuant to the July 6, 1993 Agreement.. The responsibilities assumed under this Section include the
responsibility to administer the efforts necessary for the review, comment, and recommendations required
for compliance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Governor’s Executive Order, State of Nevada,

D June 9, 1983, relative to applications for Project Notification and Review System, Direct Federal

55
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Development. State Plans, and Coordination of Planning in Multijurisdictional Areas. On termination of
the July 6, 1993 Agreement. the Coalition shall succeed to the staff and funds of the Clark County
’ Clearinghouse Council.
il.  Procedures.

(a) The Coalition Board may refer any matter before it to the regional organization ,
governmental agency or Public Entity having jurisdiction over such marer for review
and recommendation to the Coalition. The Coalition Board or the Coalition Staff
may consult with such regional organization, governmental agency or Public Entity
with respect to the matter under consideration by the Coalition Board. The Coalition
Board shall request a response within forty-five (45) days of the referral. If no
response 1s forthcomingwithin the forty-five (45) day period, the Coalition Board
may proceed to consider and take action on the matter before it without input from
the regional organization, governmental agency or Public Entity.

Examples of appropriate references are:

e Transportation - Regional Transportation Commission.
° Education and schools - Clark County School District
b ) Flood Control - Regional Flood Control District
o Air Quality - Clark County Planning Department and/or Clark County
District Board of Health
o Water Issues - Southern Nevada Water Authority
. QOther governmental agencies as may be appropriate

(b)  In the <vent a Coalition Recommendation or Policy involves one or more Public
Entities or other governmental agency, the governing boards of the Public Entity or
Entities or governmertal agency involved shall consider the recommendation of the
Coalition within forty-five (45) days of the Coalition recommendation. In the event
the govemning board of any Public Entity or governmental agency rejects the
Coalition recommendation, such Public Entity or governmental agency shall report
to the Coalition Board at its next regular meeting the reasons for such rejection.
(c)  The Coalition Board shall adopt Rules of Practice and Procedure to govemn the affairs
of the Coalition and the meetings of the Coalition Board as the Coalition Board
% deems necessary. Initial Rules of Practice and Procedure shall be adopted no later
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than 135 days from the execution of this Agreement. It is the deSired goal of the
Coalition to take action on matters be fore it by consensus wh :re possible. The Rules

D of Practice and procedure shall define consensus and shall identify the matters
concerning which the Coalition Board is to strive to achieve the desired goal of
consensus.

12. Standing Sub-Committees. There shall be the following Standing Sub-Commitiees of the

Coalition:

(a) Federal Lands Disposal Sub-Committee to address issues referenced in Section 9 (f)
above. This Sub-Committee shall work directly with the Bureau of Land
Management (“BLM”) and shall report its activities to the Coalition Board. The
membership of this Suf:-Committee shall be the Clark County Coalition Board
members and the Mayors of Henderson, Las Vegas and North Las Vegas. The Figld
Manager of the Las Vegas Field Office of the BLM and a represenrtative of the
United States Air Force shall be ex-officio non-voting inembers of this Sub-
Committee.

(b) Clark County Clearinghouse Council Sub-Committee to address the issues referenced

in Section 10 above. The membership of this Sub-Committee shall be one (1) elected
official from each of the Public Entities and one (1) elected official from the City of
Mesquite, each of whom shall be appointed by the governing board of the political
subdivision such member represents. The existing membership of the Clark County
Clearinghouse Council appointed pursuant to the July 6, 1993 Cooperative
Agreement shall serve as the first members of this Sub-Committee.

(c) The Coalition Board may appoint additional Sub-Committees from time to time with
such duties as may be designated by the Coalition Board.

(d)  Sub-Committees shall have such members as may be determined from time to time
by the Coalition Board.

13.  Budget Authority. The Coalition Board is authorized to prepare an annual budget. Unless -

otherwise agreed by the Coalition Board, the budget shall apportion costs among the Public Entities, based
on the percentage that each Public Entity’s vote(s) on the Coalition Board bear to the total number of Public
Entity Coalition Board votes provided however that no Public Entity’s share of an annual budget shall

Wexceed .15% of that entity’s general fund revenues for the preceding fiscal year without the consent of that

S'7
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entity’s governing board. The apportioned costs shall be submitted to the governing bodies of the Pub'ic

Entities for ratification. Upon approval by each Public Entity, funds to cover that entity's share of costs shall

be deposited into a special account to be maintained by the fiscal agent for the Coalition selected by the
Coalition Board. Each Public Entity ag'rees to pay its share of annual budget expenses during the term of
this Agreement. The fiscal agent shall furnish an independent audit on request of the Coalition Board but
not more often than one (1) each year. In furtherance of the management of its fiscal affairs, the Coalition
may accept donations from private sector donors and utilize such funds for the purposes of the Coalition.

14.  Professional Services. In the exercise of its powers, the Coalition may employ professional

services.

15.  Term of the Agreement. This Agreement shall continue until terminated.

16.  lermination. This Agreement may be terminated, and the Coalition disbanded, by the
adoption of a resolution to that effect by the governing bodies of four (4) of the five (5) Public Entities.
Such termination shall not take effect until ail outstanding debts or contractual obligations of the Coalition
have been fulfilled and one hundred and eighty (180) days shall have passed from the adoption of such
resolution by the fourth Public Entity.

17. Amendments. This Agreement may be amended by appioval of such amendment by the

o governing boards of all Public Entities. The Amendment shall be effective on the date stated in the
amendment or, if no effective date is stated, on the date of approval of the amendment by the last Public
Entity.

18.  Effective Date. The effective date of this Agreement shall be the date on which the governing
board eof the last Public Entity to approve this Agreement does approve this Agreement.
1
1
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THIS AGREEMENT may be executed in any number of counterparts, and when so executed, each

Q such counterpart shall be deemed to be an original hereof.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement tc be executed by their

duly authorized representatives on the day and in the year first above written.

ATTEST:

, County Clerk
PATRICIA HARRISON

AT:EST: ; \I\ ‘

Loretta Bowm

’}'Iliﬁf{-a{~L £ 4;(/' ! ;‘I l[',)'{ L'/"\"M____
Barbara Jo Ronemus, City Clerk

%p (46

"~ Monica M. Simmaens, City Clerk

ATTEST:

Eileefi Sevigny, City Clerk

. Mayes, City Cle

FINAL INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

Board of County Commissioners
Clark County, Nevada

B%Jé gt il [Zg%d?‘a/‘*’ / o’éf

vonne Atkinson Gates, Chair

//

City of. L.as Veoas, Nevada

b [INIENE 771“/

Mayqr Jan Laverty Jones /

./ ¥ APPROVED ASTO FORM:
I Bdeents nln)se
City of Henderson, Nev Eia Date
Mbr James B. G:bson
City of North Las Vegas, Nevadd)CT 21 1998
Mayor Mlchael L. Montandon
City of Boulder City, Nevada
By Q\ % X ANANAD
Mayor Robert S. Ferraro
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MINUTES OF THE
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Seventieth Session
April 9, 1999

The Committee on Government Affairs was called to order at 8:23 a.m., on
Friday, April 9, 1999. Chairman Douglas Bache presided in Room 3143 of the
Legislative Building, Carson City, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is
the Guest List. Ali Exhibits are available and on file at the Research Library of
the Legislative Counsel Bureau.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. Douglas Bache, Chairman
Mr. John Jay Lee, Vice Chairman
Ms. Merle Berman

Miz, Vivian Freeman

Ms. Dawn Gibbons

Mr. David Humke

Mr. Harry Mortenson

Mr. Roy Neighbors

Ms. Bonnie Parnell

Ms. Gene Segerblom

Mr. Kelly Thomas

Ms. Sandra Tiffany

Ms. Kathy Von Tobel

Mr. Wendell Williams

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Eileen O’'Grady, Committee Counsel
Dave Ziegler, Committee Policy Analyst
Virginia Letts, Committee Secretary

OTHERS PRESENT:

Bryon Slobe, State Fire Marchal

Stephanie Licht, representing Elko County

Ross de Lipkau, Attorney for Airport Authority of Washoe County
Janet Carson, representing Sierra Pacific Power Company
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THE MOTION CARRIED (ASSEMBLYWOMAN FREEMAN WAS ABSENT
FOR THE vOTE).

% % % %X KX ®

Assembil itl : Makes various changes concerning regional planning.
(BDR 22-282)

Chairman Bache indicated it was requested by the regional planning agencies
and Ms. Fretwell was very helpful in working with he and Ms. Giunchigliani.
There was a proposed amendment (Exhibit K) and he would let Ms. Fretwell and
Ms. Giunchigliani explain the amendment.

Betsy Fretwell, representing the city of Henderson stated on lines 2 to 38, page
3. of the amendment where it read “each of the four largest” should be replaced
with “at least three of the largest.” It would then be consistent with existing

interlocal agreements, but gave the flexibility to add more people when they
wanted to join the plan.

Ms. Giunchigliani interjected it represented what was currently occurring with
the regional coalition. She continued, on page 4 the language was reworked
indicating a “land use plan map for the region based on the adopted plans of
local entities.” That language more closely aligned with what was currently
done by the planning authority. They had tried to work with what Senator
Porter’s bill encompassed so there was no conflict but still took into account
what the strategic planning coalition had been designing. Also changes in
subsection 7 addressed another public purpose statement that the plan should
take into consideration. Section 6 was the original proposed incentive language
although when it was rewritten there was an error, so where it read “creating a
building permit fee,” “building” should read “development.”

Ms. Fretwell interjected in section 7 the language seemed to indicate the
entities if they were otherwise required to submit a plan to the public utilities
commission {(PUC) then they were required to submit those plans to the
coalition. She felt there should be an “or” added, to read “The following
entities shall, or if otherwise required...”

Ms. Giunchigliani pointed out section 8 was rewritten and referred back to what
the regional planning coalition wanted in section 5, subsections 2 and 3.
Section 9 dealt with the budget and lifted directly from the original bill, so plans
would be submitted to the local governments for recommendation for funding,
but it would determine what triggered the funding mechanism. In section 10
the original language was deleted in its entirety with the recommended language
allowing the coalition to enter into a contract for services necessary to
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implernent the provisions of the act. There was also a mandate starting July 1,
2002, the coalition must review the consistency with the adopted regional
policy plan not more than every 2 years. The last change provided 90 days for
plans to be submitted with the act becoming effective January 1, 2000, which
should provide adequate time to have the plan in place.

Ms. Fretweil added throughout the decument it went back and forth between
conference of “regional plan” and “comprehensive regional policy plan.” Since
everything was developed by poiicy, she felt the phrase should be
“comprehensive regional policy plan.” Also, in section 5 where it referred “from
federal agencies” that should be changed to “to federal agencies.”

Ms. Von Tobel questioned if the plan worked in conjunction with the plan
introduced in the senate. Ms. Giunchigliani replied in the affirmative and that

was on what Ms. Fretwell had been working and what the coalition was moving
toward.

ASSEMBLYMAN LEE MADE A MOTION TO AMEND AND DO PASS
A.B. 493.

ASSEMBLYMAN MORTENSEN SECONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION CARRIED (ASSEMBLYWOMAN FREEMAN WAS ABSENT
FOR THE VOTE).

LK B B K R X B R

Assembly Bill 349: Makes changes to previsions governing notice of certain
amendments to master plan or zoning regulation. (BDR 22-1339)

Kelly Thomas, District 16, testified he had passed out the proposed
amendments to the bill (Exhibit L} which addressed community notification of
nonconforming zone changes, other applications, and school districts. There
was concern about the fiscal impact, so he reduced the requirements. Currently
master plan notification in counties over 400,000 was 500 feet, and was being
changed to 1,000 so it reduced some of the impact. In the rural counties the
notification area went from 300 to 500 feet. He had also inciuded enabling
legislation so notification could be made by electronic means if there was a
request to do so. The noticing rejuirements were mirrored in the zoning portion
of statute to match that of the master plan. A requirement was added to notice
the superintendent of schools and his/her designee, which was the impetus of
the original bill. Mr. Lee's concerns had also been addressed regarding
commercial and residential use permits. Those were separated so commercial

62
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Assembly Bill No. 493-Assemblymen Giunchigliani, Arberry, Williams,
Parks, Collins, Manendo, Ohrenschall, Bache, Segerblom, Neighbors,
Buckley, Perkins, Thomas, Gibbons and Anderson

March 11, 1999

Referred to Committee on Government Affairs
SUMMARY—Makes various changes concerning regional planning. (BDR 22-282)
FISCAL NOTE: Fffect on Local Government: Yes.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

~CHANGES ARE SHADED~
4/8/99

EXPLANATION - Matter in bolded italics is new; matter between brackets [emitted-matedal] is material to be
omutted. Green numbers along left margin indicate location on the printed bill (e.g., 5-15 indicates page 5, line 15).

AN ACT relating to regional plannir.g; providing in skeleton form for various chianges to

the process of regional planning in certain counties; and providing other matters
property reiating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED iN SENATE AND
ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

-1 Section 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto
1.2 the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this act.
1-3Sec. 2. As used in sections 2, 4, 5 and 7 to 11, inclusive, of this act,
1.4 unless the context otherwise requires, "regional planning coaiition”

1-s means the regional planning coalition established pursuant to
section 4

1-6 OF this act.

1.7 Sec. 3. 1. The legislature recognizes the need for innovative
1-s strategies ¥ planning and development that:

1.2 (@) Address the anticipated needs and demands of continued

1.10 urbanization and the corresponding need to protect
environmentally

1.1: sensitive areas; and

.12 (b) Will allow the developmen! of less populous regions of this
state if

.11 Such regions:

.11 (1) Seek increased economic development; and

.15 (2} Have sufficient resources of land and water to accommodate
.15 development in a manner that is environmentally sound.

.1 2. The legislature further recognizes that innovative strategies of
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22 planning and development may be superior to conventional
strategies of

23 planning and development with respect to:

-4 (a) Protecting environmentally sensitive areas;

-5 (b} Maintaining the economic viability of agricultural and other
:-s predominantly rural land uses; and

2.7 (¢} Providing cost-effective public facilities and services.

23 3. It is the intent of the legislature that each comprehensive
regional

29 plan adopted or amended pursuant to this chapter should set forth
a

2-10 process of planning which:

2-11 (@) Allows for:

212 (1) The efficient use of land within existing urban areas; and
2-13(2) The conversion of rural lands to other uses, if such other uses

12 are appropriate and consistent with the provisions of this chapter
and the

z-15 master plan of each affected city and county.

2-16 (b} Uses innovative and flexible strategies of planning and

2-17 development and creative techniques of land use planning which
218 promote sustainable growth, including, without limitation,
establishment

219 of new towns, the maintenance of open space and mixed-use

2-20 development.

=21 4. It is the further intent of the legislature that when the governing
222 body of a local government adopts a master plan or zoning
regulation,

z-23 the plan or reguiation should promote a strategy of maximizing the
use

=24 Of existing faciiities and services through redevelopment,
interspersion of

225 new housing and businesses in established neighborhoods and
other

.z mechanisms for urban revitalization.
227 5. It is the further intent of the legislature that the construction of
2.23 public facilities and the provision of services necessary to support

..2s development should be coordinated with activities of development
to
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230 ensure that demand for such facilities and services can be met at
the time

=31 the demand is created. In carrying out this intent, local and
regional

2-32 governmental entities are encouraged to construct public facilities,
2.33 provide services or carry out development in phases. Public
facilities

223 constructed and services prcvided to accommodate new
development

2-35 should be consistent with plans for capital improvements prepared
2-36 pursuant to NRS 278.0226.

to
hhe further intent @

Heiii 2O 1} gt (¢ - QULITON )

2-37 Sec. 4. In a courity whose population is 400,000 or more, the board
238 of county commissioners and the city council of each of the four
largest

2-39 cities in the county shall establish a regional planning coalition by
2-40 cooperative agreement pursuant to chapter 277 of NRS.

c.41 Sec. 5. 1. The regional planning coalition shail develop a

2.a2 comprehensive regional pian for the balanced economic, scocial,
physical,

2-13 environmental and fiscal development and orderly management of
the

3.1 growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years. The
comprehensive

1.2 regional plan must contain recommendations of policy to carry out
each

;-3 part of the plan.

;-4 2. In developing the pian, the ccalition:

.5 (a) May consuit with other entities that are interested or invoived in
1.5 regional planning within the county.




-+ (1) Conservation, including, without limitation, policies relating to
.5 the use and protection of natural resources.
5 (2) Population, including, without limitation, a projection of
7 populat:on growth in the reglon

?49(4} Transportation.
20 (8) Public facilities and services.
21 (6) Air quality.

(7) Strategies to promote and encourage infill development or
development in areas where public services are available.
222 3. In addition to the requirements set forth in subsectiorn. 2, th
regional planning coalition may
(1) Coordinate sources of information;
(2) Recommend measures to increase the efficiency of
governmental entities and services;

(3) Make recommendations regarding the disposal of federal
land;

(4) Establish methods for resolving boundary planning issues
and other matters that arise between jurisdictions;
(5)Review:

(a) Master plans adopted by the governing body of the county
and each participating city; and

(b} The annual plan for capital improvements prepared by the
governing body of each participating local government in the county
pursuant to NKS 278.0226;

{6) Develop and recommend standardization to the extent
practicable of land use plan classifications for the region.

(7) Consider any issues of regional sionificance as determined
appropriate by the coalition;

(8) Designate allowable future land uses for each part of the
county, including, without limitation the identification of each
category of land use in which the construction and operation of a
public school is permissible. The :dentification of a caiegory of land
use in which the construction and operation of a public school is
permissible must be carried out in consultation with the county
schoo! district and include a determination whether there is sufficient
iand proximate to a residential development to meet projected needs
for public schools; and
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-5 4. The regional planning coal:tton shall not adopt or amiend the

.o comprehensive regional plan unless the adoption or amendment is
by

-+t resolution of the regional planning coalition: carried by the
affirmative

.12 votes of not less than twce-thirds of its total membership ang upon
the ratification by Countvy Commission and each participating city
coun:. i

nsider the im istoric, archaeol

WM@MWM
services.

Sec. 6. The regional planning coaliti :
recommended methods of provi entiv he in j
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~-23 Sec. 11 Each govermng body, regnonal agency, state agency or public

6-28 utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, on or

s-29 before May 1, 2001, submit to the regional planning coalition for its

s-30 review all existing master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans

of

s-3t the governing body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

2> See. 12. The regional planning coaliticn shall:

33 1. On or before March 1, 2001:

s-3a (2) Adopt a comprehensive regional plan in accordanca with section 5

s-35 of this act. Before approving the plan, the regional pianning coalition

shall

s-36 hold public hearings on the proposed plan in the cities and

unincorporated

s.37 areas within the county.

s-38 (b) In cooperation with local governmental entities within the county,

530 develop guidelines to determine whether master plans established by

those

s-40 entities would conform wnth the comprehenswe regional plan.
- I ' to the Iegnslature
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Mz.amenémems—er—admhens—te Iegnslattve measures or provrsxons of NRS
that

7-3 the regional planning coalition determines are necessary to amend must:
7-4 (1) Ensure the adequacy and consistency of regional planning efforts

7-5 within the region;

7.6 (2) Enable local governmental entities within the region to carry out

7.7 their authonty to govern in a more eff'c:ent manner.

7-9 (a) Examme master plans facxlmes plans and other similar plans

7-10 submitted to the regional planning coalition pursuant {o section 5.3.6 or
8 of

7-11 this act to determine whether the plans:
7-12 (1) For conform with the comprehensive regional policy plan.

7- 13(2}-Paapesa—a—pmjsst4hapweuld—eensa%ute-aamjeetehegena*

ef

=16 {b} (2) Review, consider and make recommendations regarding

717 applications from agencies of the Federal Government and applications
for

7.18 federal assistance for federally- assusted programs or prOJects

7-21 pa;agFa-ph—(a}ei-subseet{en-Q— If the regional planning coalition

determines

-2z that a plan is not ir ~onformance with the comprehensive regional plan,
the

7-23 regional planning cnalition shall return the plan to the submitting entity
724 with guidance regarding the manner in which the submitting entity may
7.25 bring the plan into conformance with the comprehensive regional pian
and




7-30 Sec. 13. This act becomes effective on [Juh
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MINUTES OF THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Seventieth Session
May 13, 1999

The Senate Committee on Government Affairs was called to order hy Chairman
Ann O'Connell, at 2:50 p.m., on Thursday, May 13, 1999, in Room 2149 of the
Legislative Building, Carson City, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is
the Attendance Roster. All exhibits are available and on file at the Research
Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:

Senator Ann O'Connell, Chairman
Senator William J. Raggio, Vice Chairman
Senator William R. O'Donnell

Senator Jon C. Porter

Senator Joseph M. Neal, Jr.

Senator Dina Titus

Senator Terry Care

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT:

Assemblyman Keily Thomas, Clark County Assembly District No. 16

Assemblywoman Christina R. Giunchigliani, Clark County Assembly District
No. 9

Assemblywoman Vivian L. Freeman, Washoe County Assembly District No. 24

Assemblywoman Sandra J. Tiffany, Clark County Assembly District No. 21

Assemblywoman Gene Wines Segerblom, Clark County Assembly District
No. 22

Assemblyman Harry Mortenson, Clark County Assembly District No. 42

STAFF MEMBERS FPRESENT:

Kim Marsh Guinasso, Committee Counsel
Juliann Jenson, Committee Policy Analyst
David Ziegler, Committee Policy Analyst
Angela Culbert, Committee Secretary

OTHERS PRESENT:
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traditional development projects. She supported the provision which would not
require the local governments to accept all proposals of this nature.

Mr. Hillerby stated the bill, with the amendment, would be permissive, noting

although it is not necessary, it may encourage pecple to use innovation in
development,

With no further testimony on the measure, the chairman closed the hearing on
A.B. 566. She directed the committee to address A.B. 493.

ASSEMBLY BILL 493: Makes various changes concerning regional planning.
{(BDR 22-282)

Assemblywoman Christina R. Giunchigliani, Clark County Assembly District No.
9, explained A.B. 493 is a rewrite of previously proposed regional planning
legislation, and she cited the Urban Land Institute findings regarding a study of
the Las Vegas Valley to illustrate the necessity of the measure. She read:

Growing from a small town to major city in just a few decades
inevitably generates problems and issues about the value of
growth and how to manage it. The governance process in the
valley is widely believed unfortunately by the public to be part of
the growth problem, but valley governments are also part of the
solution. The valley has only five local governments in contrast
to dozens or even hundreds in most metropolitan areas, and
those local governments all have active pianning programs that
have done good work.

Assemblywoman Giunchigliani read from the recommendations made by the
panel in response to questions from individuals in the community, stating “The
panel strongly recommends the valley leaders move to a form or regional
organization to provide leadership, strategic planning and coordination of the
valley’s growth to strengtnen the regional economy, to assure the community’s
livability and to meet current and future demands for public facilities and
services.” She pointed out the panel believed the valley to be fortunate to have
five local governments, but that those jurisdictions needed the “leadership,
guidance and coordination to respond to tomorrow’'s growth challenges.” She
noted tne recommendation was made of “building strategic leadership and a
sense of community among Las Vegans should be a high priority for the region’s

72

3261



Senate Committee on Government Affairs
May 13, 1998
Page 17

management of growth.” She acknowiedged tiie panel’s observation regarding
“the relative weakness of civic leadership and community identity in the valley
especially with regard to region-wide issues. Political leadership appears
fractious and unfocused on the major issues conironting the valley. Business
leadership and civic affairs in some cases was invisible. [t is time to form a
more collaborative approach to the regional development and to formulate a
shared vision to guide the future growth.”

Assemblywoman Giunchigliani suggested, based on the leadership of Senator
Porter and the work completed by the Southern Nevada Strategic Planning
Authority (SNSPA) over the last 2 years, it is necessary to utilize A.B. 493 as
“the next step.” She stated the bill parallels and complements legislation
proposed by Senator Porter in setting up the format for the next 2 years.

The assemblywoman indicated the proposal had been amended from the
previous sgssion to remove the majority of the mandates, though noted the
mandate to create the plan remains. She pointed out the regional planning
coalition is the body designated to create the plan, noting the determination of a
regional significant project would be the purview cof the coalition. In addition,
she noted, the coalition would have the opportunity, through A.B. 493, to
present the Legislature with three bill draft requests next session in the case it
is found their ability to properly plan and manage growth is impeded. The bill,
she explained, would allow the coalition a 2-year additional time line in which to
complete the plan. She noted the public purpose section had been rewritten
from the previous session to provide more of a statement within statute as to
what the plan would be about

Chairrman O'Connell clarified the SNSPA has endorsed the bill. Ms. Giunchigliani
concurred,

Phit Rosenquist, Assistant Director, Comprehensive Planning, Clark County, read
from a prepared statement {Exhibit Fj, explained the SNSPA has produced a
strategic plan which provides a vision of the future for southern Nevada and
contains numerous strategies. He suggested A.B. 493 is "the next step.”
Reminding the committee that the SNSPA will sunset in June 1999, Mr.
Rosenquist indicated the bill will assist in implementing the plan by requiring the
regional planning coalition to prepare a regional policy plan whereby all local
jurisdiction plans would be reviewed for conformance with those policies.
Original testimony, he noted, expressed support for the intent of the measure,
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but raised concern with several aspects of the bill. He indicated they had
worked with the assemblywoman to address the future planning needs of
southern Nevada and expressed suppo:t for A.B. 423 in its amended form.

Steve G. Holloway, Lobbyist, Associated General Contractors, Las Vegas
Chapter, voiced his concern regarding the amount of planning measures before
the Legisiature. He requested a thorough attempt on behalf of the committee to
review the bills’ impact on growth in southern Nevada. He indicated there has
not been discussion as to the cumulative impact on growth and the economy.
He expressed ccncern regarding the redundancy in the proposals, noting a land-
use coordinating entity, a Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition, and
regional planning coalitions are all established in different measures this session.

Chairman O’Connell commented three bills regarding planning issues had been
passed out of the Senate Committee on Government Affairs.

Assemblywoman Giunchigliani indicated she had coordinated her planning
proposal along with those by Senator Porter and Senator Titus so as to aveid
duplication and conflict. She expressed the importance of addressing
construction and development needs.

Further discussion ensued regarding the numbers and the status of proposed
planning bills. Chairman O'Connell questioned whether Senator Porter was
familiar with all of the various planning bilis. Senator Porter indicated
Assembiyweman Giunchigliani has attempted to work her proposed bills in with
those originating in the Senate, noting meetings on the bills had recently been
conducted to "compare notes” on the subject.

Prompted by Chairman O'Cennell to give a comparison of planning proposals,
Ms. Fretwell indicated she had been working with Mr. Rosenquist to ensure the
measures did not duplicate one another or create two levels of government.
She explained that aithough bills proposed by Senator Titus and
Assemblywoman Giunchigliani both reference an interlocal bedy, the entity will
be the regional planning coalition. She pointed out Assemblywoman
Giunchigiiani’s bill represents much work, but it allows 3 years in which to
complete the rasks set forth. Senator Porter’'s measure, she noted, mandates
the coalition to exist upon passage while Senator Titus’s proposal requires
policies be coordinated. Ms. Fretwell contended the biils wili work together.
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Chairman O’Connell indicated the committee has attempted to oversee the
coordination of efforts regarding planning legislation. Mr. Holloway thanked the
body for their effort, noting the construction community has not been vocal in
testifying against the various measures because there are positive aspects to
the proposals. He restated the concern regarding coordination of bills.

Senator Porter stated there has been cooperation between the Legislature and
local government to coordinate efforts while not “over-regulating” planning
issues.

Ms. Giunchigliani expressed her appreciation of Bruce Woodbury, Board of
Commissioners, Clark County, noting his active participation in ensuring
coordination of the proposals. She indicated the intent is to create workable
legislation which assists rather than impedes the process.

Chairman O’'Connell suggested Mr. Holloway review the various proposals
presented for legislative review. Senator Porter recommended Mr. Hoiloway
and the committee review charts created by staff in the scuthern communities
as to the coordination of the planning measures.

With no further testimony on A.B. 493, Chairman O'Connell closed the hearing.
She cpened the hearing on A.B. 424.

ASSEMBLY BILL 424: Makes various changes to process of regional planning in
certain counties. (BDR 22-1362)

Assembiywoman Vivian L. Freeman, Washoe County Assembiy District No. 24,
drew attention to a prepared amendment (Exhibit G), noting the mock bill was
an unofficial bill draft created by her staff. She indicated this proposed
amended form of the bill was greatly changed from the original bill.

Chairman O’Connell clarified the changes made in Exhibit G have not been acted
upon by an Assembly committee. Assemblywoman Freeman confirmed the
changes made were new.

Assemblywoman Freeman pointed out northern Nevada passed regional planning
legislation in 1989, and told the committee of its genesis. She explained the
regional planning originally focused on growth within the McCarran Boulevard
ring, which, she noted, has worked well. Assemblywoman Freeman indicated

’?S
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AB 493
Testimony for the May 13, 1999 Meeting of the Senate Committee on Government Affairs.

Good afternoon Madam Chairman and members of the Committee. Phil Rosenquist, Clark
County Department of Comprehensive Planning. Thank you for the opportunity testify in support
of AB 493.

We believe that AB 493 is the next step in taking the Southern Nevada Strategic Planning
Authority’s Strategic Plan vision and high level strategies to the implementation level. The
Authority has viewed the Strategic Plan as an initial stage with a lot of work remaining to be
accomplished. This bill will continue our collaborative planning efforts in Southern Nevada by
requiring the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition (SNRPC) to prepare a regional
policy plan. Local maste- _ans and plan amendments would then be reviewed for consistency
with the regional policy plan.

Our initial testimony on the assembly side supported the intent of AB 493 and raised points of
concern with several aspects of the bill. Since that time, we have worked with the author to
resolve concerns and we sincerely appreciate Assemblywoman Giunchigliani’s ideas and
willingness to work together to address the future planning needs of Southern Nevada.

This bill will require extensive efforts by the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition and
the coalition is willing to undertake these efforts. On April 22, 1999 SNRPC took a position of
support on AB 493 as amended.

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Committee. I will try to answer any questions you
may have.
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Senate Committee on Government Affairs
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THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR O’'DONNELL VOTED NO.)

¥ W W W
Next, the committee addressed A.B. 423.

BLY BILL 493: Makes various changes concerning regional planning.
(BDR 22-282)

SENATOR PORTER MOVED TO DO PASS A.B, 493.
SENATOR NEAL SECONDED THE MOTION.

Senator Raggio clarified the measure wou.. apply only to Clark County.
Assemblywoman Giunchigliani concurred.
Reserdn Libra Y hol «.

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. seeadsw Exhihit D

LR R A R

Chairman QO'Connell directed attention to A.B. 349.

ASSEMBLY BILL 349: Makes changes to provisions governing notice of certain
amendments to master plan or zoning regulation and applications for
granting of variances, special and conditional use permits and other
special exceptions. (BDR 22-1339)

SENATOR TITUS MOVED TO DO PASS A.B. 349.
Reseuwrun Library
SENATOR NEAL SECONDED THE MOTION. notes sec alsw
Exhiba D,
Senator Porter requested the comrnittee review the amendments. Senator
O’'Donnell expressed concern regarding the 1,000-foot notice provision, stating
it will cost the county $120,000 to provide this notification. He expressed
concern regarding the expense, effectiveness, and necessity of the notification.

Senator Raggio stated it was his impression that adequate notice was currently
provided. He questioned the necessity of providing additional notice.

178
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refiected that most entities were already meeting the requirements of the
proposal.

SENATOR CARE SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION FAILED. (SENATORS O‘CONNELL, RAGGIO, O’'DONNELL

AND PORTER VOTED NO. SENATOR NEAL WAS ABSENT FOR THE
VOTE.)

* 3% % % %

Chairman O’Connell directed the committee’s attention to A.B. 388. An
amendment suggested by Assemblywoman Giunchigliani was submitted for the
record (Exhibit E).

ASSEMBLY BILL 388: Makes various changes to process of land use planning in

certain counties. (BDR 22-507)  Res«arch lemrq note. Secalgp ExhubirD.

Senator Porter indicated he had a question regarding the school districts.

Questioned by Senator Porter, Chairman O’Connell indicated the planning
coalition opposed the measure.

Ms. Wilson-Papa recognized the regional planning coalition held a meeting on
May 13, 1999, noting they did not change their original position on the
measure. She pointed out the coalition had stated that if the bill passed and
additional amendments were made, they would reconsider their position on the
bill.

Senator Porter questicned the changes preferred by the coalition. Ms. Wilson-
Papa indicated the concern had been expressed regarding the limitation of
amending the land-use element of a master plan to four times per year. She
pointed out there had been additional debate on the master plan element
provisions within the bill, even with the proposed amendments which would
allow the regional planning coalition to address this issue. She indicated
discussion had been had regarding the necessity of the bill.

Ms. Fretwell stated the regional planing coalition was opposed to additional
zoning, recognizing their concern regarding limiting flexibility in the master plan.

79
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She further indicated concern had been expressed regarding costs to businesses
and residents having to wait 90 days prior to changes being made. She pointed
out the sponsor’s attempt to make adjustments, though noted there were
philosophical differences on the measure.

Marta Golding Brown, Lobbyist, City of North Las Vegas, expressed
concurrence with Ms. Wilson-Papa’'s and Ms. Fretwell's understanding of the
regional planning coalition’s position on the measure. She pointed out members
of the coalition were concerned about voting on a bill which may contain other
amendments they had not yet seen. She confirmed their desire to see the final
bill prior to supporting the measure.

Senator Titus expressed her concern regarding the number of meetings held for
changing the master plan. This issue, she noted, was addressed in A.B. 388.
She stated her support for consistency between master pians and zoning, and
recognized the local governments had agreed to work on this issue in the
Senate government affairs committee meeting on April 8, 1999. She suggested
language be added into A.B. 388 to address this issue, as set forth in Exhibit F,
stating, “A zoning regulation, restriction, or boundary, must be adopted in
conformance with the master plan as required in NRS 278.150.”

Chairman O’Connell suggested the amendment could be added into A.B. 493;

the planning measure previously passed by the committee.
SENATOR O'DONNELL MOVED TO INDEFINITELY POSTPONE A.B. 388.
SENATOR PORTER SECONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR TITUS VOTED NO. SENATOR NEAL
WAS ABSENT FOR THE VOTE.}

¥* % ¥ ¥ ¥

Chairman O'Connell drew attention to A.B. 424.

ASSEMBLY BILL 424: Makes various changes to process of regional planning in
certain counties. (BDR 22-1362)
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Senator Raggio siated testimony had been given to indicate the bill was
unnecessary in its current form. He requested the sponsor of the bill speak to
its necessity. Restardn Librang note . s<e also Exhubid D .

Assemblywoman Vivian L. Freeman, Washoe County Assembly District No. 24,
stressed the importance of focusing on the older parts of town in terms of infill
development. She stated Washoe County representatives assured her of their
willingness to work together, and had expressed their support of including the
University and Community College System of Nevada and the school board in
planning issues. She suggested these policy changes make a difference. The
assemblywoman drew attention to the amendment (Exhibit G) which wouid
include a representative from the local school district to the advisory committee.
After the session, she explained, she plans to hold public forums around the
area to listen to public concern. Constituents, she noted, want to be a larger
part of the process.

Sen' or Raggio expressed concern regarding testimony from county
repre sentatives which had indicated the bill to be unnecessary. He requested
time to review the proposed amendment (Exhibit G).

Assemblywoman Freeman stressed the measure would be a great help to the
cities, reiterating the intent of changing “the thinking” with regards to regional
planning and to include the public in the process.

Chairman O'Connell recommended the committee finish their business on A.B.
493.

SENATOR TITUS MOVED TO RESCIND THE MOTION TO DO PASS ON
A.B. 493 AND TO AMEND AND DO PASS A.B. 493 WITH THE
AMENDMENT SET FORTH IN EXHIBIT F.

SENATOR PORTER SECONDED THE MGTION.

THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR NEAL WAS ABSENT FOR THE
VOTE.)

* K ¥ ¥ X

Chairman O’'Connell called attention to A.B. 563.

84
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WORK SESSION

SENATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

FRIDAY, MAY 14

Assembly Bill 130 repeals the provision in Nevada’s Campaign Practices Act that prohibits a
person from making a false statement of fact concerning a candidate or a question on a ballot. The
measure also repeals the provision prohibiting certain persons from willfully impeding the success
of the campaign of a candidate or the campaign for the passage or defeat of a question on a ballot.
Finally, A.B. 130 repeals provisions that give Nevada’s Commission on Ethics jurisdiction over
complaints of negative campaigning.

The repealed provisions of Assembly Bill 130 were added to the Nevada Revised Statutes during
the 1997 Legislative Session by Senate Bill 215. Testimony noted that the intent of S.B. 215 was,
D in part, to address negative campaigning. The actual implementation and scope of the law,

however, appeared questionable following numerous campaign-related complaints filed with
Nevada’s Commission on Ethics during the 1998 election cycle. Further testimony indicated that
repealing these provisions in Nevada’s Campaign Practices Act ensures the protection of freedom
of speech in campaigns. No testimony was offered in opposition to A.B. 130.

Proposed Amendments

o Senator Care has requested that the comrmittee consider an amendment proposed
by Allen Lichtenstein, which limits the Ethics Commission to make a determination of

whether an allegation of fact is false. (TAB A)

o Another amendment has been proposed to address constitutional concerns with the
provisions that A.B. 130 proposes to repeal. (TAB B)

9 Assemblyman Williams testified that certain, pertinent personnel information of executive
department employees should be open to the public. Specifically, A.B. 213 requires that 82
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Witnesses testified that Nevada’s existing statutes applicable to financing by housing authorities
were adopted in 1943, and that there have been substantial changes in their needs and programs
since that time. Witnesses said that participation by housing authorities in cerisin projects has
been delayed or precluded by uncertainty regarding their statutory authority.

In response, A.B. 484 updates existing statutes to clarify the conditions under which housing
authorities may participate in low and moderate income housing, as well as their authority to carry
out programs in partnership with nonprofit corporations and private persons. The measure
provides specific, objective standards for financing by housing authorities; prohibits a housing
authority from financing owner-occupied single family housing with privaie activity bonds; and
assures adequate credit quality for any instruments that are offered by a housing authority.

The State Chief Financial Officer of the Housing Division spoke in support of the bill.
There was no opposing testimony, but Senator O’Connell raised concerns about its applications.

No amendments were proposed at the hearing.

ASSEMBLY BILL 493 f- Makes varioiis changes ¢
(Requested by Assemblywoman Gm chlgham ) He

Assemblywoman Ciunchigliani testified that A.B. 493 requires the board of county commissioners
and the city council of each of at least the three largest cities in the county to establish
a Regional Planning Coalition by interlocal agreement.

The Coalition must develop, by March 1, 2001, a comprehensive regional policy plan for the
balanced development and orderly growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years.

The bill requires the Coalition to study and develop methods to encourage in-fill housing and
business development, and authorizes the Coalition to coordinate sources of information, establish
methods for resolving issues related to inter-jurisdictional boundaries, and perform various other

regional planning tasks.
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The Southern Nevada Strategic Planning Authority and Clark County spoke in favor of the
measure.

There was no opposition to the measure.

No amendments were proposed at the hearing.

;i' 'growth nes(Requcstedb A'semblyman: Thomas.)

Assemblyman Thomas explained that A.B. 563 requires, in a county whose population is 100,000
or more, by January 1, 2001, the governing body of each county and city therein to designate as
a smart growth zone each area within its jurisdiction that is likely to benefit from infili
development. This provision is permissive in smaller counties. Further, land use plans must show
each designated smart growth zone and identify policies that would assist in promoting infill
development in such zones.

A representative from the Sierra Club and the American Institute of Architects spoke in favor of
the bill.

Representatives from Clark County, the City of Henderson, and the Southern Nevada
Homebuilder’s Association stated that local governments are currently promoting infill
development.

Proposed Amendment

The sponsor of the measure submitted an amendment that deletes requirements for a state plan o
include infill developments. The amendment also encourages the use of revenue bonds to promote

infill development. (TAB N)

ASSEMBLY BILL 566 — Makes various changes
(Reguested by Assemblyman Thomas.), Heard on May 13

Assemblyman Thomas testified that A.B. 566 defines a type of development known as “traditional
neighborhood development.” The bill allows counties whose population is 100,000 or more, to
adopt a land use plan that may include a provision that allows for a mixture of residential,
commercial, and service uses, such as one would find in a traditional neighborhood development.

10 84
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NRS 278.260 is hereby amended to read as follows:

2. A zoning regulation, restriction or boundary must be adopted in conformance
with the master plan as required by NRS 278.150 through NRS 278.240 and
must not become effective until after a public hearing at which parties in interest
and other persons have an opportunity to be heard. The goveming body shali
cause notice of the time and place of the hearing to be:

(2) Published in an official newspaper, or a newspaper of general circulation, |
the city, county or region; and

(b) Mailed to each tenant of a mobile home park if that park is located within 300
feet of the property in question, at least 10 days before the hearing.

33
3507



MINUTES OF THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Seventieth Session
May 21, 1999

The Senate Committee on Government Affairs was called to order by Chairman
Ann O'Connell, at 12:16 p.m., on Friday, May 21, 1999, on the Senate Floor in
the Legislative Building, Carson City, Nevada. There was no Agenda. There
was no Attendance Roster.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:

Senator Ann O'Connell, Chairman
Senator William J. Raggio, Vice Chairman
Senator Jon C. Porter

Senator Joseph M. Neal, Jr.

Senator Dina Titus

Senator Terry Care

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT:

Senator William R. O’'Donnell
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Juliann Jenson, Committee Policy Analyst
Patricia Di Domenico, Committee Secretary

Chairman O’Connell opened discussion on Assembly Bill {A.B.) 493.

ASSENMBLY BILL 493: Makes various changes concerning regional planning.

(BDR 22-282)

SENATOR PORTER MOVED TO RESCIND THE COMMITTEE'S PREVIOUS
ACTION TO AMEND AND DO PASS A.B. 493. HE FURTHER MOVED TO
DO PASS A.B. 493.

SENATOR TITUS SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATORS NEAL AND O’'DONNELL WERE
ABSENT FOR THE VOTE.) 36
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Senate Committee on Government Affairs
May 21, 1999
Page 2

THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATORS NEAL AND O'DONNELL WERE
ABSENT FOR THE VOTE.)

LE A R X ]

SENATOR RAGGIO MOVED TO INDEFINITELY POSTPONE ASSEMBLY

JOINT RESOLUTION {A.J.R.) 7, ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION (A.J.R.}
18, AND ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION (A.C.R.) 55.

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 7: Propcses to amend Nevada Constitution to
exempt state contracts for improvement, acquisition and construction of
facilities for schools from state debt limit. (BDR C-1402)

EMBL OLUTION 18: Proposes to amend Mevada Constitution to
requnre Ieglslature to provide by law for staggered terms of office for
district judges. (BDR C-1623)

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 55: Urges public bodies to allot equal
time for certain testimony at public meetings. (BDR R-1721)

SENATOR CARE SECONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR TITUS VOTED NO. SENATOR
O’DONNELL WAS ABSENT FOR THE VOTE.)

* % ¥ KX

SENATOR PORTER MOVED TO DO PASS A.J.R. 26.

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESCLUTION 26: Proposes to amend Nevada Constitution to

exempt state contracts for improvement, acquisition and construction of
facilities for schools from state debt limit. (BDR C-1753)

SENATOR TITUS SECONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR O'DONNELL WAS ABSENT FOR THE
VOTE.)

¥* % % ¥ ¥
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5. All terms of the bonds other than:

(a) The rate of interest and the dates for the payment of interest on the
bonds;

(b) The dates and prices for the redemption of the bonds;

(c) The price for the sale of the bonds; and

(d) The principal amount of the bonds, the amount of principal maturing
in any year and the dates for the payment of principal on the bonds,
must be approved by the commissioners of the authority before the bonds are
delivered.

6. The final rate of interest, dates for the payment of interest, dates and
prices of redemption, price for the sale of bonds, principal amount, dates for
the payment of principal and requirements for the principal amount maturing
in particular years are not required to be approved by the commissioners of
the authority if each of those terms complies with the requirements specified
by the commissioners before the contract for the purchase of the bonds is
signed or the bid for the bonds is accepted.”.

Amend sec. 46, page 15, lines 38 and 39, by deleting:

“to 26, inclusive,” and inserting “and 25”.

Amend sec. 49, page 16, line 31, by deleting “trustees,” and inserting

“obligees,”.

Amend sec. 49, page 16, by deleting lines 34 and 35 and inserting:

“2.  Vest in an obligee or obligees {-heldmg—a—speerﬁed—ameuﬂt—m—beﬂds}
the right, in the event of a default by the authority, to”.

Amend sec. 49, page 16, by deleting lines 40 and 41 and inserting:
“authority with fsueh} the obligees.

3. Provide for the powers and duties of {sueh} the obligees and”.

Amend sec. 49, page 17, by deleting lines 1 and 2 and inserting:

“4. Provide the terms and conditions upon which fsaeh} the obligees or
the holders of a specified proportion of its bonds may enforce”.

Amend sec. 52, page 18, by deleting line 21 and inserting:

“315.450, 315.460 and 315.470 and section 16 of this act in connection”.
Amend sec. 52, page 18, line 24, by deleting “26,” and inserting “235,”.
Amend sec. 54, page 18, line 41, by deleting “315.460,”.

Amend the leadlines of repealed sections by deleting the leadline of NRS
315.460.

Assemblyman Bache moved the adoption of the amendment.

Remarks by Assemblyman Bache.

Amendment adopted.

Bill ordered reprinted, engrossed and to third reading.

Assembly Bill No. 493.

Bill read second time.

The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on
Government Affairs:

Amendment No. 550.
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Amend section 1, page 1, line 2, by deleting “11,” and inserting “12,”.
Amend sec. 2, page 1, line 3, by deleting:

“2,4, 5and 7 to 11,” and inserting;:

“2and 4 to 12,”.

Amend sec. 3, page 2, line 9, before “plan” by inserting “policy”.

Amend sec. 4, page 2, line 38, by deleting “the four” and inserting:
“at least the three’.

Amend the bill as a whole by deleting sections 5 through 15 and adding
new sections designated sections 5 through 16, following sec. 4, to read as
follows:

“Sec. 5. 1. The regional planning coalition shall develop a
comprehensive regional policy plan for the balanced economic, social,
physical, environmental and fiscal development and orderly management of
the growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years. The comprehensive
regional policy plan must contain recommendations of policy to carry out
each part of the plan.

2. In developing the plan, the coalition:

(a) May consult with other entities that are interested or involved in
regional planning within the county.

(b) Shall ensure that the comprehensive regional policy plan includes
goals, policies, maps and other documents relating to:

(1) Conservation, including, without limitation, policies relating to the
use and protection of natural resources.

(2) Population, including, without limitation, a projection of population
growth in the region.

(3) Land use and development, including, without limitation, a map of
land use plans that have been adopted by local governmental entities within
the region.

(4) Transportation.

(5) Public facilities and services.

(6) Air quality.

(7) Strategies to promote and encourage:

(I) The interspersion of new housing and businesses in established
neighborhoods; and
(II) Development in areas in which public services are available.

3. The regional planning coalition shall not adopt or amend the
comprehensive regional policy plan unless the adoption or amendment is by
resolution of the regional planning coalition: (a) Carried by the
affirmative votes of not less than two-thirds of its total membership, and

(b) Ratified by the board of county commissioners of the county and the
city council of each city that jointly established the regional planning
coalition pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 6. 1. The regional planning coalition shall study and develop
methods to provide incentives for the interspersion of new housing and
businesses in established neighborhoods, including, without limitation, the:

j
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(a) Creation of an expedited process for granting necessary permits for a
development that features such interspersion, and

(b) Imposition of a fee for the extension of infrastructure to encourage
such interspersion.

2. As used in this section, “infrastructure’” means publicly owned or
publicly supported facilities that are necessary or desirable to support
intense habitation within a region, including, without limitation, parks,
roads, schools, community centers, sanitary sewers, facilities for mass transit
and facilities for the conveyance of water and the treatment of wastewater.

Sec. 7. 1. The regional planning coalition may:

(a) Coordinate sources of information;

(b) Recommend measures to increase the efficiency of governmental
entities and services;

(c) Make recommendations regarding the disposal of federal land;

(d) Establish methods for resolving issues related to boundaries and other
matters that arise between jurisdictions;

(e) Review:

(1) Master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans, and
amendments thereto, adopted by a governing body, regional agency, state
agency or public utility that is located in whole or in part within the region;
and

(2) The annual plan for capital improvements that is prepared by each
local government in the region pursuant to NRS 278.0226,

(f) Develop and recommend, to the extent practicable, standardized
classifications for land use for the region;

(g) Consider and take necessary action with respect to any issue that the
regional planning coalition determines will have a significant impact on the
region, including, without limitation, projects of regional significance;

(h) Review, consider and make recommendations regarding applications
submitted to agencies of the Federal Government and applications for
federal assistance for federally-assisted programs or projects; and

(i) Designate allowable future land uses for each part of the county,
including, without limitation, the identification of each category of land use
in which the construction and operation of a public school is permissible.
The identification of a category of land use in which the construction and
operation of a public school is permissible must be carried out in
consultation with the county school district and include a determination of
whether there is sufficient land in the proximity of a residential development
to meet projected needs for public schools.

2. The regional planning coalition shall establish a definition for the
term “project of regional significance.” In establishing the definition, the
regional planning coalition shall consider:

(a) Existing definitions of the term within the Nevada Revised Statutes,
and

94
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(b) That a project may have regional significance for several reasons,
including, without limitation, the potential impact that the project may have
on historic, archaeological, cultural, scenic and natural resources, public
facilities and public services within the region.

Sec. 8. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, not more
than once every 2 years, submit to the regional planning coalition for its
review all master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans of the
governing body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

Sec. 9. Except as otherwise provided in this section, a governing body,
regional agency, state agency or public utility that is located in whole or in
part within the region shall not adopt a master plan, facilities plan or other
similar plan, or an amendment thereto, after March 1, 2001, unless the
regional planning coalition has been afforded an opportunity to make
recommendations regarding the plan or amendment. A governing body,
regional agency, state agency or public utility may adopt an amendment to a
land use plan described in paragraph (f) of subsection 1 of NRS 278.160
without affording the regional planning coalition the opportunity to make
recommendations regarding the amendment.

Sec. 10. The regional planning coalition shall, on or before July 1 of
each year, prepare and adopt a budget for the immediately succeeding fiscal
year and shall submit that budget to each of the local governments within the
region as a recommendation for funding.

Sec. 11. The regional planning coalition may employ persons or
contract for services necessary to carry out:

1. The provisions of sections 2 and 4 to 12, inclusive, of this act; and

2. Other responsibilities set forth in the cooperative agreement pursuant
to which the regional planning coalition was established pursuant to section
4 of this act.

Sec. 12. 1. Not more than once every 2 years, the regional planning
coalition shall review the master plans, facilities plans and other similar
plans that it receives pursuant to section 8 of this act, and determine whether
those plans are in substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional
policy plan.

2. If the regional planning coalition determines that a plan reviewed
pursuant to subsection 1 is not in substantial conformance with the
comprehensive regional policy plan, the regional planning coalition shall
return the plan to the submitting entity accompanied by recommendations
regarding the manner in which the submitting entity may bring the plan into
substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan.

3. Within 90 days after the date on which a submitting entity receives the
plan and recommendations from the regional planning coalition pursuant to
subsection 2, the submitting entity shall provide to the regional planning
coalition a written response setting forth the:
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(a) Manner in which the submitting entity changed the plan to be in
substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan; or

(b) Reasons of the submitting entity for not bringing the plan into
substantial conformance.

4. If the regional planning coalition determines that all the plans that a
city or county is required to submit pursuant to section 8 of this act are in
substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan, the
regional planning coalition shall issue to the city or county a certificate or
other indicia of that determination. Upon receipt of such a certificate or
other indicia, the city or county, until the next time the regional planning
coalition reviews the plans of the city or county pursuant to subsection I, is
entitled to establish its own policies and procedures with respect to regional
planning, to the extent that those policies and procedures do not conflict with
federal or state law.

Sec. 13. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, on or before
May 1, 2000, submit to the regional planning coalition for its review all
existing master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans of the governing
body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

Sec. 14. The regional planning coalition:

1. Shall:

(a) On or before March 1, 2001:

(1) Adopt a comprehensive regional policy plan in accordance with
section 5 of this act. Before approving the plan, the regional planning
coalition shall hold public hearings on the proposed plan in the cities and
unincorporated areas within the county.

(2) In cooperation with local governmental entities within the county,
develop guidelines to determine whether master plans, facilities plans and
other similar plans established by those entities would conform with the
comprehensive regional policy plan.

(b) On or before July 1, 2001, establish a preliminary definition for the
term “project of regional significance.” In establishing the definition, the
regional planning commission shall consider the factors set forth in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of subsection 2 of section 7 of this act.

(c) On or before July 1, 2002, review the master plans, facilities plans and
other similar plans that it receives pursuant to section 8 of this act, and
determine whether those plans are in conformance with the comprehensive
regional policy plan.

2. May, on or before February 1, 2001, submit three requests for
proposed legislation to the legislature if the regional planning coalition
determines that the proposed legislation is necessary to:

(a) Ensure the adequacy and consistency of activities within the region
that are related to regional planning; or

(b) Enable local governmental entities within the region to carry out their
authority to govern in a more efficient manner.
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Sec. 15. The provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 354.599 do not apply to
any additional expenses of a local government that are related to the
provisions of this act.

Sec. 16. This act becomes effective on January 1, 2000.”.

Amend the title of the bill to read as follows:

“AN ACT relating to regional planning; providing for the establishment of a
regional planning coalition in certain counties; setting forth the powers and
duties of the regional planning coalition; requiring certain entities to submit
certain plans to the regional planning coalition for review and
recommendations; authorizing a city or county to establish its own policies
and procedures with respect to regional planning in certain circumstances;
and providing other matters properly relating thereto.”.

Assemblyman Bache moved the adoption of the amendment.

Remarks by Assemblyman Bache.

Amendment adopted.

Bill ordered reprinted, engrossed and to third reading.

Assembly Bill No. 506.

Bill read second time.

The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on Taxation:

Amendment No. 620.

Amend section 1, page 1, line 10, by deleting “45” and inserting “30”.

Amend sec. 4, page 3, line 21, after “for” by inserting “one-half of”.

Amend sec. 4, page 3, by deleting lines 22 and 23 and inserting:
“through June 30 of that year; and”.

Amend sec. 4, page 3, by deleting lines 26 through 29 and inserting;:

“¢e}-On-or-before February—] February 16 for the remaining one-half of
the net proceeds extracted from January 1 through June 30 and for the net
proceeds extracted from f{Oeteber] July 1 through December 31 of the
preceding year.”.

Amend sec. 4, page 4, line 5, by deleting:
“before} February 17 and inserting:
“before-FebruaryH February 16”.

Amend sec. 4, page 4, line 14, by deleting “March” and inserting “PMarch]
April”.

Amend sec. 5, page 4, line 33, by deleting “February 20,” and inserting:
“Heebruary-205} March 5,”.

Amend sec. 5, page 5, line 13, after “on” by inserting “or before”.

Amend the title of the bill to read as follows:
“AN ACT relating to taxation; revising the schedule for payment and refunds
of the tax on the net proceeds of minerals; and providing other matters
properly relating thereto.”.

Amend the summary of the bill to read as follows:
“SUMMARY-—Makes various changes regarding tax on net proceeds of
minerals. (BDR 32-953)”.
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Assembly Bill No. 493.

Bill read third time.
Remarks by Assemblymen Bache, Carpenter and Giunchigliani.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 493:
YEAS—42.
NAYS—None.

Assembly Bill No. 493 having received a constitutional majority, Mr.
Speaker declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate.

Assembly Bill No. 506.

Bill read third time.

Remarks by Assemblymen Marvel and de Braga.

Potential conflict of interest declared by Assemblyman de Braga.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 506:
YEAS—42.
NAYS—None.

Assembly Bill No. 506 having received a constitutional majority, Mr.
Speaker declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate.

Assembly Bill No. 509.
Bill read third time.
Remarks by Assemblymen Carpenter, Bache, Hettrick and Collins.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 509:

YEAS—34.
NAYSs—Bache, Evans, Giunchigliani, Humke, Leslie, Parnell—6.
NOT VOTING—Angle, Gibbons—2.

Assembly Bill No. 509 having received a constitutional majority, Mr.
Speaker declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate.

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES

Assemblywoman Buckley moved that Assembly Bill No. 515 be taken
from the General File and placed on the Chief Clerk's desk.

Remarks by Assemblywoman Buckley.

Motion carried.

GENERAL FILE AND THIRD READING

Assembly Bill No. 533.
Bill read third time.
Remarks by Assemblywoman Berman.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 533:
YEAS—42.
NAYS—None.

Assembly Bill No. 533 having received a constitutional majority, Mr.
Speaker declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate.
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Assembly Bill No. 429 having received a constitutional majority, Madam
President declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Assembly.

Assembly Bill No. 431.
Bill read third time.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 431:
YEAS—21.
NAYS—None.

Assembly Bill No. 431 having received a constitutional majority, Madam
President declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Assembly.

Assembly Bill No. 470.
Bill read third time.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 470:
YEAS—17.

NAYs—Carlton.

NoTt VOTING—Coffin, Porter, Raggio—3.

Assembly Bill No. 470 having received a constitutional majority, Madam
President declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Assembly.

Assembly Bill No. 486.
Bill read third time.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 486:
YEAS—21.
NAYs—None.

Assembly Bill No. 486 having received a constitutional majority, Madam
President declared it passed, as amended.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Assembly.

Assembly Bill No. 493.

Bill read third time.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 493:
YEAS—21.
NAYs—None.

Assembly Bill No. 493 having received a constitutional majority, Madam
President declared it passed.
Bill ordered transmitted to the Assembly.

Assembly Bill No. 504.
Bill read third time.

Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 504:
YEAS—21.
NAYS—None.
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A.B. 493

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 493-ASSEMBLYMEN GIUNCHIGLIANI, ARBERRY,
WILLIAMS, PARKS, COLLINS, MANENDO, OHRENSCHALL, BACHE,
SEGERBLOM, NEIGHBORS, BUCKLEY, PERKINS, THOMAS, GIBBONS
AND ANDERSON

MARCH 11, 1999

Referred to Committee on Government Affairs

SUMMARY--Makes various changes concerning regional planning. (BDR 22-282)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: Yes.
Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

EXPLANATION ~ Matter in bolded italics is new; matter between brackets fomitted-ratertel} is material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to regional planning; providing in skeleton form for various changes to the
process of regional planning in certain counties; and providing other matters
properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto
the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 2. As used in sections 2, 4, 5 and 7 to 11, inclusive, of this act,
unless the context otherwise requires, “regional planning coalition”
means the regional planning coalition established pursuant to section 4
of this act.

Sec. 3. 1. The legislature recognizes the need for innovative
strategies of planning and development that:

(a) Address the anticipated needs and demands of continued
urbanization and the corresponding need to protect environmentally
sensitive areas; and

(b) Will allow the development of less populous regions of this state if
such regions:

(1) Seek increased economic development; and
(2) Have sufficient resources of land and water to accommodate
development in a manner that is environmentally sound.

INHATNE
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2. The legislature further recognizes that innovative strategies of
planning and development may be superior to conventional strategies of
planning and development with respect to:

(a) Protecting environmentally sensitive areas;

(b) Maintaining the economic viability of agricultural and other (
predominantly rural land uses; and

(¢) Providing cost-effective public facilities and services.

3. Itis the intent of the legislature that each comprehensive regional
plan adopted or amended pursuant to this chapter should set forth a
10  process of planning which:

11 (a) Allows for:

12 (1) The efficient use of land within existing urban areas; and

13 (2) The conversion of rural lands to other uses, if such other uses
14 are appropriate and consistent with the provisions of this chapter and the
15 master plan of each affected city and county.

16 (b) Uses innovative and flexible strategies of planning and
17 development and creative techniques of land use planning which
18 promote sustainable growth, including, without limitation, establishment
19 of new towns, the maintenance of open space and mixed-use
20 development.

21 4. It is the further intent of the legislature that when the governing
22 body of a local government adopts a master plan or zoning regulation,
23 the plan or regulation should promote a strategy of maximizing the use '
24  of existing facilities and services through redevelopment, interspersion of
25 new housing and businesses in established neighborhoods and other
26 mechanisms for urban revitalization.

27 5. It is the further intent of the legislature that the construction of
28 public facilities and the provision of services necessary to support
29 development should be coordinated with activities of development to
30 ensure that demand for such facilities and services can be met at the time
31 the demand is created. In carrying out this intent, local and regional
32 governmental entities are encouraged to construct public facilities,
33 provide services or carry out development in phases. Public facilities
34 constructed and services provided to accommodate new development
35 should be consistent with plans for capital improvements prepared
36 pursuantto NRS 278.0226.

37 Sec. 4. In a county whose population is 400,000 or more, the board
38 of county commissioners and the city council of each of the four largest
39 cities in the county shall establish a regional planning coalition by
40 cooperative agreement pursuant to chapter 277 of NRS.

41 Sec. 5. 1. The regional planning coalition shall develop a @
42 comprehensive regional plan for the balanced economic, social, physical, '
43  environmental and fiscal development and orderly management of the
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growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years. The comprehensive
regional plan must contain recommendations of policy to carry out each
part of the plan.

2. In developing the plan, the coalition:

(a) May consult with other entities that are interested or involved in
regional planning within the county.

(b) Shall establish criteria to determine:

(1) Projects of regional significance that may be constructed within
the region.

(2) The areas within the region that may be designated as spheres
of influence.

(c) Shall ensure that the comprehensive regional plan includes goals,
policies, maps and other documents relating to:

(1) Conservation, including, without limitation, policies relating to
the use and protection of natural resources.

(2) Population, including, without limitation, a projection of
population growth in the region.

(3) Land use and development.

(4) Transportation.

(5) Public facilities and services.

(6) Air quality.

3. In addition to the requirements set forth in subsection 2, the
comprehensive regional plan must include the following elements:

(a) A land use map or series of maps that identify and depict the
boundaries of each historic district within the county and designate each
significant historical property within the county that the regional
planning coalition determines to merit historical preservation.

(b) The designation of allowable future land uses for each part of the
county, including, without limitation, the identification of each category
of land use in which the construction and operation of a public school is
permissible. The identification of a category of land use in which the
construction and operation of a public school is permissible must be
carried out in consultation with the county school district and include a
determination whether there is sufficient land proximate to a residential
development to meet projected needs for public schools.

(c) A plan to provide incentives for the interspersion of new
development with established development, including, without limitation,
an expedited process of permitting for such new development.

4. The regional planning coalition shall not adopt or amend the
comprehensive regional plan unless the adoption or amendment is by
resolution of the regional planning coalition carried by the affirmative
votes of not less than two-thirds of its total membership.

|
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5. As used in this section:

(a) “Project of regional significance,” with respect to a project
proposed by any person other than a public utility, means a project
which:

(1) Has been identified in the guidelines of the regional planning
coalition as a project which will result in the loss or significant
degradation of a designated historic, archaeological, cultural or scenic
resource;

(2) Has been identified in the guidelines of the regional planning
coalition as a project which will result in the creation of significant new
geothermal or mining operations;

(3) Has been identified in the guidelines of the regional planning
coalition as a project which will have a significant effect on the natural
resources, public services, public facilities or the adopted regional form
of the region; or

(4) Will require a change in zoning, a special use permit, an
amendment to a master plan, a tentative map or other approval for the
use of land which, if approved, will have an effect on the region of
increasing:

(I) Employment by not less than 938 employees;

(II) Housing by not less than 625 units;

(11I) Hotel accommodations by not less than 625 rooms;

(IV) Sewage by not less than 187,500 gallons per day;

(V) Water usage by not less than 625 acre-feet per year; or

(VI) Traffic by not less than an average of 6,250 trips daily.
The term does not include any project for which a request for an
amendment to a master plan, a change in zoning, a tentative map or a
special use permit was approved by the local planning commission before
July 1, 1999.

(b) “Project of regional significance,” with respect to a project
proposed by a public utility, includes:

(1) An electric substation;

(2) A transmission line that carries 60 kilovolts or more;

(3) A facility that generates electricity greater than 5 megawatts;

(4) Natural gas storage and peak shaving facilities; and

(5) Gas regulator stations and mains that operate over 100 pounds
per square inch.

(c) “Sphere of influence” means an area into which a city plans to
expand as designated in the regional plan within the time designated in
the regional plan.

Sec. 6. 1. In a county whose population is 100,000 or more, the
regional planning coalition or regional planning commission, as
appropriate, shall, in cooperation with appropriate state agencies and

HRRTIRN
* A B 4|9 3 x

104,



—
OO 00 O\ BN

BB DWW W LW WWWRNRENNINDNAMINDRIDRNDR — — o e s e s
= O VWO NAUNMEBWN—OWVWOO~ITAWUHWN— OO~ WL D LR

—5_

local governmental entities, develop programs to provide incentives to
pay for the construction and maintenance of infrastructure within the
region, including, without limitation, programs to:

(a) Adjust the cost to a developer of connecting a development to
utility services, such that a new development constructed in an existing
urban area would cost less to connect to utility services than a new
development constructed outside of an existing urban area.

(b) Allocate additional money for the construction and maintenance
of flood control and transportation projects to a local governmental
entity that encourages and approves the interspersion of new
development with existing development.

(c) Allocate additional money for the construction and maintenance
of transportation projects in undeveloped areas that are surrounded by
developed areas.

(d) Subsidize the cost of constructing and maintaining schools in
areas of existing urban development.

2. As used in this section:

(a) “Infrastructure” means publicly owned or publicly supported
facilities that are necessary or desirable to support intense habitation
within a region, including, without limitation, parks, roads, schools,
community centers, sanitary sewers, facilities for mass transit and
facilities for the conveyance of water and the treatment of wastewater.

(b) “Regional planning coalition” means the regional planning
coalition established pursuant to section 4 of this act.

(c) “Regional planning commission” means the regional planning
commission created pursuant to NRS 278.0262.

Sec. 7. The regional planning coalition may:

1. Develop policies for the region, including, without limitation, the
promotion of orderly development, coordinated land use planning and
the efficient provision of services to urban areas, including, without
limitation, roads, water and sewer service, police and fire protection,
mass transit, libraries and parks;

2. Coordinate sources of information;

3. Establish standardized projections for population;

4. Recommend measures to increase the efficiency of governmental
entities and services;

5. Make recommendations regarding the disposal of federal land;

6. Establish methods for resolving disputes regarding annexation
and other matters that arise between jurisdictions; and

7. Review:

(a) Master plans adopted by the governing body of the county and
each city; and

IR
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(b) The annual plan for capital improvements prepared by the
governing body of each local government in the county pursuant to NRS
278.0226.

Sec. 8. The following entities shall, if otherwise required to submit
plans to the public utilities commission of Nevada for approval, submit
those plans to the regional planning coalition for review and
recommendations:

1. Regional agencies that are located in whole or in part within the
county.

2. Governmental entities that are located in whole or in part within
the region, including, without limitation, the county school district and
the department of prisons.

Sec. 9. A governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall not adopt
a master plan, facilities plan or other similar plan, or an amendment
thereto, after July 1, 1999, unless the regional planning coalition has
been afforded an opportunity to make recommendations regarding the
plan or amendment.

Sec. 10. The regional planning coalition shall, on or before July 1
of each year, prepare and adopt a budget for the immediately succeeding
fiscal year and shall submit that budget to each of the local governments
within the region as a recommendation for funding.

Sec. 11. The regional planning coalition may contract with
planners, engineers, architects and other consultants to carry out the
provisions of this section and sections 2, 4, 5 and 7 to 10, inclusive, of
this act.

Sec. 12. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, on or
before May 1, 2001, submit to the regional planning coalition for its review
all existing master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans of the
governing body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

Sec. 13. The regional planning coalition shall:

1. On or before March 1, 2001:

(a) Adopt a comprehensive regional plan in accordance with section 5 of
this act. Before approving the plan, the regional planning coalition shall
hold public hearings on the proposed plan in the cities and unincorporated
areas within the county.

(b) In cooperation with local governmental entities within the county,
develop guidelines to determine whether master plans established by those
entities would conform with the comprehensive regional plan.

(c) Report to the legislature regarding the progress made in developing
and adopting the comprehensive regional plan and any other
recommendations the regional planning coalition may have for regional
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planning within the county. The recommendations must include
amendments or additions to legislative measures or provisions of NRS that
the regional planning coalition determines are necessary to:

(1) Ensure the adequacy and consistency of regional planning efforts
within the region.

(2) Enable local governmental entities within the region to carry out
their authority to govern in a more efficient manner.

2. On or before July 1, 2001:

(a) Examine master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans
submitted to the regional planning coalition pursuant to section 8 or 9 of
this act to determine whether the plans:

(1) Conform with the comprehensive regional plan.

(2) Propose a project that would constitute a project of regional
significance pursuant to criteria developed in accordance with section 5 of
this act.

(b) Review, consider and make recommendations regarding applications
from agencies of the Federal Government and applications for federal
assistance for federally-assisted programs or projects.

3. On or before September 1, 2001, make final recommendations
regarding plans examined by the regional planning coalition pursuant to
paragraph (a) of subsection 2. If the regional planning coalition determines
that a plan is not in conformance with the comprehensive regional plan, the
regional planning coalition shall return the plan to the submitting entity
with guidance regarding the manner in which the submitting entity may
bring the plan into conformance with the comprehensive regional plan and
with instructions to resubmit the plan within 45 days.

Sec. 14. The provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 354.599 do not apply
to any additional expenses of a local government that are related to the
provisions of this act.

Sec. 15. This act becomes effective on July 1, 1999.

®

*

I

1434



)

(REPRINTED WITH ADOPTED AMENDMENTS)
FIRST REPRINT A.B. 493

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 493-ASSEMBLYMEN GIUNCHIGLIANI, ARBERRY,
WILLIAMS, PARKS, COLLINS, MANENDO, OHRENSCHALL, BACHE,
SEGERBLOM, NEIGHBORS, BUCKLEY, PERKINS, THOMAS, GIBBONS
AND ANDERSON

MARCH 11, 1999

Referred to Committee on Government Affairs

SUMMARY—Makes various changes concerning regional planning. (BDR 22-282)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: Yes.
Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

EXPLANATION — Matter in bolded italics is new; matter between brackets fomitted-raterial} is matenial to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to regional planning; providing for the establishment of a regional planning
coalition in certain counties; setting forth the powers and duties of the regional
planning coalition; requiring certain entities to submit certain plans to the
regional planning coalition for review and recommendations; authorizing a city
or county to establish its own policies and procedures with respect to regional
planning in certain circumstances; and providing other matters properly relating
thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto
the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 2. As used in sections 2 and 4 to 12, inclusive, of this act, unless
the context otherwise requires, “regional planning coalition” means the
regional planning coalition established pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 3. 1. The legislature recognizes the need for innovative
strategies of planning and development that:

(a) Address the anticipated needs and demands of continued
urbanization and the corresponding need to protect environmentally
10 sensitive areas; and
11 (b) Will allow the development of less populous regions of this state if
12 such regions:
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(1) Seek increased economic development; and
(2) Have sufficient resources of land and water to accommodate
development in a manner that is environmentally sound.

2. The legislature further recognizes that innovative strategies of
planning and development may be superior to conventional strategies of
planning and development with respect to:

(a) Protecting environmentally sensitive areas;

(b) Maintaining the economic viability of agricultural and other
predominantly rural land uses; and

(c) Providing cost-effective public facilities and services.

3. 1Itis the intent of the legislature that each comprehensive regional
policy plan adopted or amended pursuant to this chapter should set forth
a process of planning which:

(a) Allows for:

(1) The efficient use of land within existing urban areas; and

(2) The conversion of rural lands to other uses, if such other uses
are appropriate and consistent with the provisions of this chapter and the
master plan of each affected city and county.

(b) Uses innovative and flexible strategies of planning and
development and creative techniques of land use planning which
promote sustainable growth, including, without limitation, establishment
of new towns, the maintenance of open space and mixed-use
development.

4. It is the further intent of the legislature that when the governing
body of a local government adopts a master plan or zoning regulation,
the plan or regulation should promote a strategy of maximizing the use
of existing facilities and services through redevelopment, interspersion of
new housing and businesses in established neighborhoods and other
mechanisms for urban revitalization.

5. It is the further intent of the legislature that the construction of
public facilities and the provision of services necessary to support
development should be coordinated with activities of development to
ensure that demand for such facilities and services can be met at the time
the demand is created. In carrying out this intent, local and regional
governmental entities are encouraged to construct public facilities,
provide services or carry out development in phases. Public facilities
constructed and services provided to accommodate new development
should be consistent with plans for capital improvements prepared
pursuant to NRS 278.0226.

Sec. 4. In a county whose population is 400,000 or more, the board
of county commissioners and the city council of each of at least the three
largest cities in the county shall establish a regional planning coalition
by cooperative agreement pursuant to chapter 277 of NRS.
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Sec. 5. 1. The regional planning coalition shall develop a
comprehensive regional policy plan for the balanced economic, social,
physical, environmental and fiscal development and orderly management
of the growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years. The
comprehensive regional policy plan must contain recommendations of
policy to carry out each part of the plan.

2. In developing the plan, the coalition:

(a) May consult with other entities that are interested or involved in
regional planning within the county.

(b) Shall ensure that the comprehensive regional policy plan includes
goals, policies, maps and other documents relating to:

(1) Conservation, including, without limitation, policies relating to
the use and protection of natural resources.

(2) Population, including, without limitation, a projection of
population growth in the region.

(3) Land use and development, including, without limitation, a map
of land use plans that have been adopted by local governmental entities
within the region.

(4) Transportation.

(5) Public facilities and services.

(6) Air quality.

(7) Strategies to promote and encourage:

() The interspersion of new housing and businesses in
established neighborhoods; and
(11) Development in areas in which public services are available.

3. The regional planning coalition shall not adopt or amend the
comprehensive regional policy plan unless the adoption or amendment is
by resolution of the regional planning coalition:

(a) Carried by the affirmative votes of not less than two-thirds of its
total membership; and

(b) Ratified by the board of county commissioners of the county and
the city council of each city that jointly established the regional planning
coalition pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 6. 1. The regional planning coalition shall study and develop
methods to provide incentives for the interspersion of new housing and
businesses in established neighborhoods, including, without limitation,
the:

(a) Creation of an expedited process for granting necessary permits
Sfor a development that features such interspersion; and

(b) Imposition of a fee for the extension of infrastructure to
encourage such interspersion.

2. As used in this section, “infrastructure” means publicly owned or
publicly supported facilities that are necessary or desirable to support
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intense habitation within a region, including, without limitation, parks,
roads, schools, community centers, sanitary sewers, facilities for mass
transit and facilities for the conveyance of water and the treatment of
wastewater.

Sec. 7. 1. The regional planning coalition may:

(a) Coordinate sources of information;

(b) Recommend measures to increase the efficiency of governmental
entities and services;

(c) Make recommendations regarding the disposal of federal land;

(d) Establish methods for resolving issues related to boundaries and
other matters that arise between jurisdictions;

(e) Review:

(1) Master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans, and
amendments thereto, adopted by a governing body, regional agency, state
agency or public utility that is located in whole or in part within the
region; and

(2) The annual plan for capital improvements that is prepared by
each local government in the region pursuant to NRS 278.0226;

() Develop and recommend, to the extent practicable, standardized
classifications for land use for the region;

(g) Consider and take necessary action with respect to any issue that
the regional planning coalition determines will have a significant impact
on the region, including, without limitation, projects of regional
significance;

(h) Review, consider and make recommendations regarding
applications submitted to agencies of the Federal Government and
applications for federal assistance for federally-assisted programs or
projects; and

(i) Designate allowable future land uses for each part of the county,
including, without limitation, the identification of each category of land
use in which the construction and operation of a public school is
permissible. The identification of a category of land use in which the
construction and operation of a public school is permissible must be
carried out in consultation with the county school district and include a
determination of whether there is sufficient land in the proximity of a
residential development to meet projected needs for public schools.

2. The regional planning coalition shall establish a definition for the
term “project of regional significance.” In establishing the definition, the
regional planning coalition shall consider:

(a) Existing definitions of the term within the Nevada Revised
Statutes; and

(b) That a project may have regional significance for several reasons,
including, without limitation, the potential impact that the project may
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have on historic, archaeological, cultural, scenic and natural resources,
public facilities and public services within the region.

Sec. 8. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or
public utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall,
not more than once every 2 years, submit to the regional planning
coalition for its review all master plans, facilities plans and other similar
plans of the governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility.

Sec. 9. Except as otherwise provided in this section, a governing
body, regional agency, state agency or public utility that is located in
whole or in part within the region shall not adopt a master plan, facilities
plan or other similar plan, or an amendment thereto, after March 1,
2001, unless the regional planning coalition has been afforded an
opportunity to make recommendations regarding the plan or
amendment. A governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility may adopt an amendment to a land use plan described in
paragraph (f) of subsection 1 of NRS 278.160 without affording the
regional planning coalition the opportunity to make recommendations
regarding the amendment. ‘

Sec. 10. The regional planning coalition shall, on or before July 1
of each year, prepare and adopt a budget for the immediately succeeding
fiscal year and shall submit that budget to each of the local governments
within the region as a recommendation for funding.

Sec. 11. The regional planning coalition may employ persons or
contract for services necessary to carry out:

1. The provisions of sections 2 and 4 to 12, inclusive, of this act; and

2. Other responsibilities set forth in the cooperative agreement
pursuant to which the regional planning coalition was established
pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 12. 1. Not more than once every 2 years, the regional
planning coalition shall review the master plans, facilities plans and
other similar plans that it receives pursuant to section 8 of this act, and
determine whether those plans are in substantial conformance with the
comprehensive regional policy plan.

2. If the regional planning coalition determines that a plan reviewed
pursuant to subsection 1 is not in substantial conformance with the
comprehensive regional policy plan, the regional planning coalition shall
return the plan to the submitting entity accompanied by
recommendations regarding the manner in which the submitting entity
may bring the plan into substantial conformance with the comprehensive
regional policy plan.

3. Within 90 days after the date on which a submitting entity receives
the plan and recommendations from the regional planning coalition
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pursuant to subsection 2, the submitting entity shall provide to the
regional planning coalition a written response setting forth the:

(a) Manner in which the submitting entity changed the plan to be in
substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan; or

(b) Reasons of the submitting entity for not bringing the plan into
substantial conformance.

4. 1If the regional planning coalition determines that all the plans
that a city or county is required to submit pursuant to section 8 of this act
are in substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy
plan, the regional planning coalition shall issue to the city or county a
certificate or other indicia of that determination. Upon receipt of such a
certificate or other indicia, the city or county, until the next time the
regional planning coalition reviews the plans of the city or county
pursuant to subsection 1, is entitled to establish its own policies and
procedures with respect to regional planning, to the extent that those
policies and procedures do not conflict with federal or state law.

Sec. 13. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, on or
before May 1, 2000, submit to the regional planning coalition for its review
all existing master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans of the
governing body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

Sec. 14. The regional planning coalition:

1. Shall

(a) On or before March 1, 2001:

(1) Adopt a comprehensive regional policy plan in accordance with
section 5 of this act. Before approving the plan, the regional planning
coalition shall hold public hearings on the proposed plan in the cities and
unincorporated areas within the county.

(2) In cooperation with local governmental entities within the county,
develop guidelines to determine whether master plans, facilities plans and
other similar plans established by those entities would conform with the
comprehensive regional policy plan.

(b) On or before July 1, 2001, establish a preliminary definition for the
term “project of regional significance.” In establishing the definition, the
regional planning commission shall consider the factors set forth in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of subsection 2 of section 7 of this act.

(c) On or before July 1, 2002, review the master plans, facilities plans
and other similar plans that it receives pursuant to section 8 of this act, and
determine whether those plans are in conformance with the comprehensive
regional policy plan.

2. May, on or before February 1, 2001, submit three requests for
proposed legislation to the legislature if the regional planning coalition
determines that the proposed legislation is necessary to:
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(a) Ensure the adequacy and consistency of activities within the region
that are related to regional planning; or

(b) Enable local governmental entities within the region to carry out
their authority to govern in a more efficient manner.

Sec. 15. The provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 354.599 do not apply
to any additional expenses of a local government that are related to the

provisions of this act.
Sec. 16. This act becomes effective on January 1, 2000.
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4. In determining whether an instructor has complied with the
provisions of subsection 3, the department shall award one credit of
continuing education for the completion of each 15 hours of:

(a) Classroom instruction in a course specified in paragraph (a) of
subsection 3; or

(b) Attendance at a conference specified in paragraph (b) of subsection
3.

Sec. 4. NRS 483.740 is hereby amended to read as follows:

483.740 1. A person operating a school for training drivers shall
maintain liability insurance on motor vehicles used in driving instruction,
insuring the liability of the driving school, the driving instructor §} and any
person taking instruction, in at least the following amounts:

(a) For bodily injury to or death of one person in any one accident,
{$26,000:} $100,000;

(b) For bodily injury to or death of two or more persons in any one
accident, {$40,000:} $300,000; and

(c) For damage to property of others in any one accident, {$10;006-}
$50,000.

2. Evidence of the insurance coverage in the form of a certificate from
the insurance carrier must be filed with the department . {and—the} The
certificate must stipulate that the insurance may not be canceled except upon
10 days’ written notice to the department.

Sec. 5. The requirements for continuing education set forth in NRS
483.730 do not apply to the renewal of a license of an instructor for a school
for training drivers before October 1, 2001.

Assembly Bill No. 493-Assemblymen Giunchigliani, Arberry, Williams,

Parks, Collins, Manendo, Ohrenschall, Bache, Segerblom,
Neighbors, Buckley, Perkins, Thomas, Gibbons and Anderson

CHAPTER 408

AN ACT relating to regional planning; providing for the establishment of a regional planning
coalition in certain counties; setting forth the powers and duties of the regional
planning coalition; requiring certain entities to submit certain plans to the regional
planning coalition for review and recommendations; authorizing a city or county to
establish its own policies and procedures with respect to regional planning in certain
circumstances; and providing other matters properly relating thereto.

[Approved May 29, 1999]

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto
the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 2. As used in sections 2 and 4 to 12, inclusive, of this act, unless
the context otherwise requires, “regional planning coalition” means the
regional planning coalition established pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 3. 1. The legislature recognizes the need for innovative
strategies of planning and development that: )
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(a) Address the anticipated needs and demands of continued
urbanization and the corresponding need to protect environmentally
sensitive areas; and

(b) Will allow the development of less populous regions of this state if
such regions:

(1) Seek increased economic development; and
(2) Have sufficient resources of land and water to accommodate
development in a manner that is environmentally sound.

2. The legislature further recognizes that innovative strategies of
planning and development may be superior to conventional strategies of
planning and development with respect to:

(a) Protecting environmentally sensitive areas;

(b) Maintaining the economic viability of agricultural and other
predominantly rural land uses; and

(c) Providing cost-effective public facilities and services.

3. It is the intent of the legislature that each comprehensive regional
policy plan adopted or amended pursuant to this chapter should set forth a
process of planning which:

(a) Allows for:

(1) The efficient use of land within existing urban areas; and

(2) The conversion of rural lands to other uses, if such other uses are
appropriate and consistent with the provisions of this chapter and the
master plan of each affected city and county.

(b) Uses innovative and flexible strategies of planning and development
and creative techniques of land use planning which promote sustainable
growth, including, without limitation, establishment of new towns, the
maintenance of open space and mixed-use development.

4. It is the further intent of the legislature that when the governing
body of a local government adopts a master plan or zoning regulation, the
plan or regulation should promote a strategy of maximizing the use of
existing facilities and services through redevelopment, interspersion of new
housing and businesses in established neighborhoods and other
mechanisms for urban revitalization.

5. It is the further intent of the legislature that the construction of
public facilities and the provision of services necessary to support
development should be coordinated with activities of development to ensure
that demand for such facilities and services can be met at the time the
demand is created. In carrying out this intent, local and regional
governmental entities are encouraged to construct public facilities, provide
services or carry out development in phases. Public facilities constructed
and services provided to accommodate new development should be
consistent with plans for capital improvements prepared pursuant to NRS
278.0226.

Sec. 4. In a county whose population is 400,000 or more, the board of
county commissioners and the city council of each of at least the three
largest cities in the county shall establish a regional planning coalition by
cooperative agreement pursuant to chapter 277 of NRS.
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Sec. 5. 1. The regional planning coalition shall develop a
comprehensive regional policy plan for the balanced economic, social,
physical, environmental and fiscal development and orderly management
of the growth of the region for a period of at least 20 years. The
comprehensive regional policy plan must contain recommendations of
policy to carry out each part of the plan.

2. In developing the plan, the coalition:

(a) May consult with other entities that are interested or involved in
regional planning within the county.

(b) Shall ensure that the comprehensive regional policy plan includes
goals, policies, maps and other documents relating to:

(1) Conservation, including, without limitation, policies relating to
the use and protection of natural resources.

(2) Population, including, without limitation, a projection of
population growth in the region.

(3) Land use and development, including, without limitation, a map
of land use plans that have been adopted by local governmental entities
within the region.

(4) Transportation.

(5) Public facilities and services.

(6) Air quality.

(7) Strategies to promote and encourage:

(I) The interspersion of new housing and businesses in established
neighborhoods; and
(II) Development in areas in which public services are available.

3. The regional planning coalition shall not adopt or amend the
comprehensive regional policy plan unless the adoption or amendment is
by resolution of the regional planning coalition:

(a) Carried by the affirmative votes of not less than two-thirds of its total
membership; and

(b) Ratified by the board of county commissioners of the county and the
city council of each city that jointly established the regional planning
coalition pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 6. 1. The regional planning coalition shall study and develop
methods to provide incentives for the interspersion of new housing and
businesses in established neighborhoods, including, without limitation, the:

(a) Creation of an expedited process for granting necessary permits for
a development that features such interspersion; and

(b) Imposition of a fee for the extension of infrastructure to encourage
such interspersion.

2. As used in this section, “infrastructure” means publicly owned or
publicly supported facilities that are necessary or desirable to support
intense habitation within a region, including, without limitation, parks,
roads, schools, community centers, sanitary sewers, facilities for mass
transit and facilities for the conveyance of water and the treatment of
wastewater.
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Sec. 7. 1. The regional planning coalition may:

(a) Coordinate sources of information;

(b) Recommend measures to increase the efficiency of governmental
entities and services;

(c) Make recommendations regarding the disposal of federal land;

(d) Establish methods for resolving issues related to boundaries and
other matters that arise between jurisdictions;

(e) Review:

(1) Master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans, and
amendments thereto, adopted by a governing body, regional agency, state
agency or public utility that is located in whole or in part within the region;
and

(2) The annual plan for capital improvements that is prepared by
each local government in the region pursuant to NRS 278.0226;

() Develop and recommend, to the extent practicable, standardized
classifications for land use for the region;

(g) Consider and take necessary action with respect to any issue that the
regional planning coalition determines will have a significant impact on
the region, including, without limitation, projects of regional significance;

(h) Review, consider and make recommendations regarding
applications submitted to agencies of the Federal Government and
applications for federal assistance for federally-assisted programs or
projects; and

(i) Designate allowable future land uses for each part of the county,
including, without limitation, the identification of each category of land
use in which the construction and operation of a public school is
permissible. The identification of a category of land use in which the
construction and operation of a public school is permissible must be
carried out in consultation with the county school district and include a
determination of whether there is sufficient land in the proximity of a
residential development to meet projected needs for public schools.

2. The regional planning coalition shall establish a definition for the
term “project of regional significance.” In establishing the definition, the
regional planning coalition shall consider:

(a) Existing definitions of the term within the Nevada Revised Statutes;
and

(b) That a project may have regional significance for several reasons,
including, without limitation, the potential impact that the project may
have on historic, archaeological, cultural, scenic and natural resources,
public facilities and public services within the region.

Sec. 8. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, not more
than once every 2 years, submit to the regional planning coalition for its
review all master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans of the
governing body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

Sec. 9. Except as otherwise provided in this section, a governing body,
regional agency, state agency or public utility that is located in whole or in
part within the region shall not adopt a master plan, facilities plan or other
similar plan, or an amendment thereto, after March 1, 2001, unless the
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regional planning coalition has been afforded an opportunity to make
recommendations regarding the plan or amendment. A governing body,
regional agency, state agency or public utility may adopt an amendment to
a land use plan described in paragraph (f) of subsection 1 of NRS 278.160
without affording the regional planning coalition the opportunity to make
recommendations regarding the amendment.

Sec. 10. The regional planning coalition shall, on or before July 1 of
each year, prepare and adopt a budget for the immediately succeeding
fiscal year and shall submit that budget to each of the local governments
within the region as a recommendation for funding.

Sec. 11. The regional planning coalition may employ persons or
contract for services necessary to carry out:

1. The provisions of sections 2 and 4 to 12, inclusive, of this act; and

2. Other responsibilities set forth in the cooperative agreement
pursuant to which the regional planning coalition was established
pursuant to section 4 of this act.

Sec. 12. 1. Not more than once every 2 years, the regional planning
coalition shall review the master plans, facilities plans and other similar
plans that it receives pursuant to section 8 of this act, and determine
whether those plans are in substantial conformance with the
comprehensive regional policy plan.

2. If the regional planning coalition determines that a plan reviewed
pursuant to subsection 1 is not in substantial conformance with the
comprehensive regional policy plan, the regional planning coalition shall
return the plan to the submitting entity accompanied by recommendations
regarding the manner in which the submitting entity may bring the plan
into substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan.

3. Within 90 days after the date on which a submitting entity receives
the plan and recommendations from the regional planning coalition
pursuant to subsection 2, the submitting entity shall provide to the regional
planning coalition a written response setting forth the:

(a) Manner in which the submitting entity changed the plan to be in
substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan; or

(b) Reasons of the submitting entity for not bringing the plan into
substantial conformance.

4. If the regional planning coalition determines that all the plans that
a city or county is required to submit pursuant to section 8 of this act are in
substantial conformance with the comprehensive regional policy plan, the
regional planning coalition shall issue to the city or county a certificate or
other indicia of that determination. Upon receipt of such a certificate or
other indicia, the city or county, until the next time the regional planning
coalition reviews the plans of the city or county pursuant to subsection 1, is
entitled to establish its own policies and procedures with respect to regional
planning, to the extent that those policies and procedures do not conflict
with federal or state law.
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Sec. 13. Each governing body, regional agency, state agency or public
utility that is located in whole or in part within the region shall, on or before
May 1, 2000, submit to the regional planning coalition for its review all
existing master plans, facilities plans and other similar plans of the governing
body, regional agency, state agency or public utility.

Sec. 14. The regional planning coalition:

1. Shall:

(a) On or before March 1, 2001:

(1) Adopt a comprehensive regional policy plan in accordance with
section 5 of this act. Before approving the plan, the regional planning
coalition shall hold public hearings on the proposed plan in the cities and
unincorporated areas within the county.

(2) In cooperation with local governmental entities within the county,
develop guidelines to determine whether master plans, facilities plans and
other similar plans established by those entities would conform with the
comprehensive regional policy plan.

(b) On or before July 1, 2001, establish a preliminary definition for the
term “project of regional significance.” In establishing the definition, the
regional planning commission shall consider the factors set forth in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of subsection 2 of section 7 of this act.

(c) On or before July 1, 2002, review the master plans, facilities plans and
other similar plans that it receives pursuant to section 8 of this act, and
determine whether those plans are in conformance with the comprehensive
regional policy plan.

2. May, on or before February 1, 2001, submit three requests for
proposed legislation to the legislature if the regional planning coalition
determines that the proposed legislation is necessary to:

(a) Ensure the adequacy and consistency of activities within the region
that are related to regional planning; or _

(b) Enable local governmental entities within the region to carry out their
authority to govern in a more efficient manner.

Sec. 15. The provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 354.599 do not apply to
any additional expenses of a local government that are related to the
provisions of this act.

Sec. 16. This act becomes effective on January 1, 2000.



