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General Overview

• The Monitoring Program
– Yucca Mountain Project impacts
– Early-warning system
– Assessment baseline

• Began in 2004

• Significant revisions during 2005

• Lessons learned
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Integration Diagram
The Process

Step 1: 
Identification of 
Key Issues and 

Trends
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Integration

Visioning 
Monitoring data used to 

establish key relationships and 
measure key trends

Implementing 
Monitoring program used to 

establish and track benchmarks, 
track changes, and identify 

causalities

Assessment 
Program used to determine 

strategy effectiveness, affects of 
outside influence, unanticipated 

consequences
and resulting impact

Planning
Monitoring data used to 

establish goal, determine 
outcome objectives, 

evaluate alternatives, and 
assess alternative strategies 
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Key Program Enhancements

• Indictors expansion: +32%

• Qualitative Indicators
– Public opinion survey
– Relative considerations: Yucca Mtn.
– Service importance/performance
– Economic conditions
– Quality of life

• Community-wide integration

• Improved data dissemination
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The Tool
www.monitoringprogram.com
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Financial situation change
last 12-months  (n=600)

Better 
32%

Worse
18%

About the 
Same
50%

Financial situation expections
12-months from now (n=600)

Better 
45%

Worse
11%

About the 
Same
44%
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Relative Importance
“What is the most important change that could 

improve the quality of life in Clark County?”

0 5 10 15 20

Stop illegal immigration
Greater tax relief

Improve air quality
Improve water quality

DK/No answer
Better services for the homeless

No change
Better jobs/training

Increased access to health care
Improve higher education

Stop growth
More efficient government

More affordable housing
Stop Yucca Mountain

Slow growth
Improve K-12 education

Lower crime rates
Less traffic congestion

Share of Respondents (%)

N=600

                                      March 2006



Cl
ar

k 
Co

un
ty

M
on

ito
rin

g 
Pr

og
ra

m
M

on
ito

rin
g 

Pr
og

ra
m

Relative Importance
“What is the most important change that could 

improve the quality of life in Clark County?”

0 5 10 15 20

Stop illegal immigration
Greater tax relief

Improve air quality
Improve water quality

DK/No answer
Better services for the homeless

No change
Better jobs/training

Increased access to health care
Improve higher education

Stop growth
More efficient government

More affordable housing
Stop Yucca Mountain

Slow growth
Improve K-12 education

Lower crime rates
Less traffic congestion

Share of Respondents (%)

N=600

                                      March 2006



Cl
ar

k 
Co

un
ty

M
on

ito
rin

g 
Pr

og
ra

m
M

on
ito

rin
g 

Pr
og

ra
m

Trend Analyses
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“I’m going to read you a list of things that may or 
may not affect the value of residential (homes) 

property in Clark County. For each item please tell 
me whether you believe it would decrease, have 

no affect or increase the property value of 
nearby, privately owned homes.”

?
High-level 

nuclear  waste 
transportation 

route
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Trend Analyses
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“I’m going to read you a list of things that may or 
may not affect the value of residential (homes) 
property in Clark County. For each item please 
tell me whether you believe it would decrease, 

have no affect or increase the property value of 
nearby, privately owned homes.”

?

High-level 
nuclear  waste 

trans. route

Landfill

Freeway
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Community-wide Integration 
Office Market - Q4 2005 Performance

3,452,442Planned Construction (SF)

4,754,929Under Construction (SF)

1,137,416Net Absorption (SF)

1,327,905New Inventory (SF)

8.4%Vacancy (%)

3,136,177Vacancy (SF)

37,494,594Inventory (SF)

1,349No. of Buildings

Valley
Las Vegas
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Community-wide Integration 
Office Market - Q4 2005 Performance

3,452,442266,306782,545720,9081,682,683Planned Construction (SF)

4,754,929328,086838,024946,5502,642,269Under Construction (SF)

1,137,41616,581487,322250,029383,484Net Absorption (SF)

1,327,90562,900473,077322,152469,776New Inventory (SF)

8.4%15.8%11.5%6.7%8.7%Vacancy (%)

3,136,177106,126562,1741,039,5431,428,334Vacancy (SF)

37,494,594672,1784,879,90415,591,79116,350,721Inventory (SF)

1,34942205479623No. of Buildings

ValleyNorth LVHendersonLas VegasClark County
Las VegasCity ofCity ofCity ofUnincorp.
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Community-wide Integration
Office Market Inventory Composition, Q4 2005

City of Henderson
13%

Unicorporated
Clark County

43%

City of Las Vegas
42%

City of 
North Las Vegas

2%
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Community-wide Integration
Office Under Construction Space, Q4 2004

City of Henderson
22%

City of 
North Las Vegas

2%

City of Las Vegas
37%

Unicorporated
Clark County

38%
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Community-wide Integration
Office Under Construction Space, Q4 2005

City of Henderson
18%

City of 
North Las Vegas

2%

City of Las Vegas
20%

Unicorporated
Clark County

55%
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Community-wide Integration
Vacancy Rates, 2004 vs. 2005

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

Unicorporated
Clark County

City of Las Vegas City of Henderson City of North Las
Vegas

Valley-wide Total

2004 2005
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Improved Data Dissemination
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Improved Data Dissemination
Email Distributions
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Lessons Learned

• Communication is vital

• Flexibility key

• Cannot be everything to everyone

• Qualitative variables are necessary

• Independence is important

• Significant commitment
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