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ABOUT THE PROCESS  
Transform Clark County 

Transform Clark County is a collaborative effort to establish a cohesive, countywide vision for the future and a 
defined strategy to achieve that vision. The Transform Clark County process includes a rewrite of both the 
Master Plan and Development Code—Clark County’s key policy and regulatory documents. The process is being 
led by Clark County’s Department of Comprehensive Planning. 

Project Timeline 

The Transform Clark County 
process kicked-off in early 2020 
and is expected to take 
approximately two-years to 
complete. Work on the Master 
Plan and Development Code 
will be carefully aligned. As 
such, the Master Plan is 
scheduled for adoption mid-
way through the process, at 
which time, work on the 
Development Code will become 
the focus.  

Why Update the 
Master Plan?  

Although individual elements of 
the Master Plan have been 
amended and revised over 
time, the Clark County Master 
Plan has not been 
comprehensively updated since 
1983. The current organization 
of the Master Plan is 
challenging for County staff to 
administer and implement in 
the context of rapid growth and 
the changing demographics of 
the County. It has also resulted 
in repetition and 
inconsistencies between Master 
Plan elements as revisions have 
been made over time. 

The updated Master Plan will serve as a policy guide for the growth and physical development of Clark County 
over the coming decades and will inform subsequent updates to the Development Code. 
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ABOUT THIS REPORT 
Purpose and Organization 

This State of the County Report is the first of several interim work products that will be prepared as part of the 
Master Plan Rewrite. In addition to this introductory section, this report contains two parts: 

• Part 1: Clark County at a Glance—provides an overview of the County’s jurisdiction, representation, 
services, distinct geographies, regional partners, and other factors that influence how Clark County 
provides services and plans for the future.  

• Part 2: Trends and Forces—provides contextual data and information associated with Clark County’s 
population, demographics, housing stock, growth, and economy. Each topical section includes a 
summary of trends and forces that will influence Clark County’s future policies and regulations over the 
coming decades.   

This report is intended to help build a shared understanding of where Clark County is today, and where it is 
headed in the future.  It will remain in “draft” form for the duration of the Master Plan rewrite process, and will 
ultimately be adopted as a standalone Appendix that can be updated by County staff annually, or as needed.  

NRS Requirements 

In compliance with Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) §278.150, Clark County is required to prepare, adopt and 
implement a Comprehensive Master Plan, in order to plan for the logical and orderly physical development of 
the region, and protect the general health and welfare of its citizens.  

In counties with a population greater than 700,000 residents, NRS §278.160 requires the Master Plan to include 
the following eight elements: conservation, historic preservation, housing, land use, public facilities and services 
(to include a population plan and an economic plan), recreation and open space, safety (to include natural and 
man-made hazards), and transportation. Where appropriate, Master Plans may also include an urban agriculture 
component.  

Data Sources and Timeframes 

A variety of data sources were used to develop this report and are noted as applicable. Both decennial census 
and ACS (American Community Survey) data from the U.S. Census Bureau are used to explore Clark County’s 
demographic trends and changes. Unlike the decennial census, the ACS estimates do not provide official counts 
of the population at a distinct point in time. Instead, the data is collected year-round and has a smaller sample 
size, which subjects itself to a larger sampling error than the decennial census. Although the ACS estimates have 
a larger sampling error, the 1-year ACS estimates are used in some instances to highlight more recent 
demographic trends and changes. 

Data prepared by Clark County in collaboration with the UNLV Center for Business and Economic Research 
(CBER), the Las Vegas Convention and Visitor’s Authority, and other regional partners are also used, where 
available.  

Every attempt has been made to provide consistent timeframes for demographic data—2000, 2010, and 2018—
for comparative purposes. However, in some instances, 2000 census data, was not available.   
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GOVERNANCE 
Clark County is a large, complex organization that represents a diverse set of interests. This section provides a 
brief overview of the County’s jurisdiction, representation, and other factors that impact the scope and scale of 
Clark County as an organization. 

Location and Size 

Clark County is located in southern Nevada and covers an area of over 8,000 square miles, making it the 14th 
largest county in the nation. 

Land Ownership 

Over 7,250 square miles of Clark County is owned and administered by the federal government through six 
federal agencies, representing approximately 88 percent of all land in the County. The Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) alone administers over 4,500 square miles (almost 57%) of Clark County. 

Residency 

Every person that lives within Clark County is considered a resident of the County, even if they also live within 
one of the County’s five incorporated cities (Las Vegas, Henderson, North Las Vegas, Boulder City, and Mesquite).  

Representation 

Clark County is governed by a seven-member County Commission, elected from geographic districts for 
staggered four-year terms. Other Clark County elected officials include the Assessor, Clerk, District Attorney, 
Public Administrator, Recorder, Sheriff, Treasurer, 11 different constables, numerous District Court and Family 
Court judges and the judges working for 11 different Justice Courts. 

Note: Air Quality Department is now Environment and Sustainabilty 
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Shared Services 

Clark County provides many services to residents of unincorporated areas that are traditionally provided by 
cities. Those include fire protection, roads and public works, parks and recreation, and law enforcement.  

DISTINCT GEOGRAPHIES 
Incorporated Cities 

Clark County is home to five incorporated cities: Las Vegas, the County seat, is the largest city in the County. 
Henderson, North Las Vegas, Mesquite, and Boulder City are the other incorporated cities within Clark County.  

 

Unincorporated Communities 

Clark County is also home to 19 unincorporated communities, some of which are towns (town advisory board 
areas), and others that are defined as citizen advisory council areas.  

Town Advisory Board (TAB) Areas 

An unincorporated town in Clark County generates area-specific taxes to provide additional "urban" services. 
Under State law, such services may include, but are not limited to, parks and recreation, streets, roads, fire 
protection, and utilities. Unincorporated towns in Clark County include: Bunkerville, Enterprise, Indian Springs, 
Laughlin, Mt. Charleston, Moapa, Moapa Valley, Paradise, Spring Valley, Searchlight, Sunrise Manor, Whitney, 
and Winchester.  

Citizen Advisory Council (CAC) Areas 

CAC areas include: Goodsprings, Lone Mountain, Lower Kyle Canyon, Mountain Springs, Red Rock, and Sandy 
Valley. CAC areas are not political subdivisions of the County. 

Incorporated Cities of Clark County Unincorporated Communities of Clark County 
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LAND USE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
Incorporated cities in Clark County are responsible for land use planning and development services within their 
boundaries and each maintain a Comprehensive Master Plan. Clark County is responsible for land use planning 
in all areas outside of the incorporated cities. The location and quality of development in unincorporated areas 
of the County is guided by the County’s Master Plan and Development Code. The County is divided into 11 
planning areas for land use planning purposes:  Enterprise, Laughlin, Lone Mountain, Northeast County, 
Northwest County, South County, Spring Valley, Summerlin South, Sunrise Manor, Whitney, and 
Winchester/Paradise.  

Clark County Planning Areas 

 

Note: Uncolored areas are tribal lands, military bases, and incorporated cities. 
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REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
A variety of regional organizations and special districts provide services in Clark County. Clark County’s role in 
these organizations and special districts varies. Clark County has sole authority over some organizations, is a 
member of others, and coordinates with others (but provides no direct funding or authority over others). These 
regional organizations and special districts are detailed below and are categorized by Clark County’s role. 

Clark County Authority 

The following districts are under the sole authority of Clark County (meaning the Board of County 
Commissioners also serves as the Board), but provide services throughout the region: 

Clark County Water Reclamation District (CCWRD) 

The Clark County Water Reclamation District (CCWRD) serves all unincorporated areas of Clark County with 
wastewater treatment, including Moapa Valley, Indian Springs, and Searchlight. CCWRD has the authority to levy 
taxes, sell bonds, create assessment districts, and the right of eminent domain to ensure the service area is 
provided with wastewater reclamation. 

Las Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD) 

The Las Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD) is a not-for-profit utility providing water delivery to the Las Vegas 
metropolitan area. Service areas of the LVVWD also include the Big Bend Water District, Blue Diamond Water 
System, Coyote Springs Water Resources District, Jean Water System, Kyle Canyon Water District, and 
Searchlight Water System in unincorporated Clark County. 

Clark County Membership 

The following regional organizations and agencies are partially funded by Clark County to serve an area that 
includes Clark County jurisdiction and other areas in the greater region: 

Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD) 

The Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD) was formed in 1985 to address severe flooding 
problems in Clark County. The CCRFCD serves a 1,637 square mile region and is responsible for developing a 
coordinated and comprehensive plan to solve flooding problems, regulating land use in flood hazard areas, 
funding and coordinating the construction of flood control facilities, and administering a maintenance program 
for flood control facilities. 

Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD) 

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD) was formed in 1973 with the consolidation of the Clark 
County Sheriff’s Department with the City of Las Vegas Police Department. LVMPD serves Las Vegas and all 
unincorporated areas of Clark County. The cities of Boulder City, Henderson, Mesquite, and North Las Vegas 
have independent police agencies that serve those jurisdictions. The LVMPD is headed by the Clark County 
Sheriff and financed by the City of Las Vegas and Clark County through funding generated by property tax, sales 
tax, and fees charged for special services. 
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Regional Organizations 

The following regional organizations and agencies are independent of the government of Clark County, but work 
closely with Clark County and other regional partners on planning and service provision issues. Membership for 
these organizations includes city council and commission members representative of the region.  

Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) 

The Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) is a regional entity that oversees public 
transportation, traffic management, roadway design and construction funding, transportation planning and 
regional planning efforts in the region. 

Southern Nevada Health District (SNHD) 

The Southern Nevada Health District (SNHD) protects and promotes the health, environment, and well-being of 
all residents in Clark County. The public health agency is responsible for preventing and controlling nuisances, 
regulating sanitation and sanitary practices, protecting the sanitation of water and food supplies, improving the 
quality of health care services for medically underserved populations, and generally protecting and promoting 
the public health of Clark County. 

Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority (SNRHA) 

The Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority (SNRHA) was formed in 2010 following the merger of separate 
housing authorities for Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and Clark County. SNRHA serves all jurisdictions in Clark 
County with public housing developments throughout the County and programs for purchasing and 
rehabilitating homes for low income families and providing vouchers to allow low income families to pay rent. 

Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition (SNRPC) 

To address the challenges of planning and development in a rapidly growing and interconnected region, SNRPC 
was formed through an interlocal agreement between Clark County, Las Vegas, Henderson, North Las Vegas, 
Boulder City, and Clark County School District. The regional agency focuses on coordinating planning between 
these jurisdictions in Southern Nevada.  

Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) 

The Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) is made up of seven local water and wastewater agencies in Clark 
County. The SNWA and member agencies serve more than 2.2 million residents of Southern Nevada with water 
treatment and water delivery. 

Other Independent Organizations and Districts 

The following organizations and agencies are fully independent of the government of Clark County, but work 
closely with Clark County and other partners on planning and service provision issues: 

Clark County School District (CCSD) 

The Clark County School District (CCSD) provides public pre-kindergarten through 12th grade education to all 
communities in Clark County. CCSD educates about 320,000 students (approximately 75% of all students in 
Nevada).  

Moapa Valley Water District 

The Moapa Valley Water District is located north and east of the Las Valley, between Warm Springs and Overton. 
The District’s service area contains approximately 79 square miles.  
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POPULATION 
Growth Trends  

Clark County was formed in 1909 and had a population of over 3,300 in 1910. While the fastest growth rate was 
during the 1940’s when the population nearly tripled the number of new residents (16,000), growth has been 
much higher in each decade since then. In the 1950’s the County’s population reached nearly 80,000 new 
residents, increasing population from 48,289 to 127,016 in 1960. By 1970, the population exceeded a quarter of a 

million people. Clark County’s average annual population growth rate between 1990 and 2007 was 5.63 
percent—making it one of the fastest growing counties in the nation. While the rate of population growth slowed 
since the Great Recession of 2007-2008, Clark County is still one of the fastest growing counties in the nation.  

Current Population  

2019 Estimate 

Between decennial census counts, estimates for the current population of Clark County are prepared by Clark 
County, in collaboration with the incorporated cities. Once completed, estimates are sent to the State 
Demographer, who calculates an independent estimate. Ultimately, the SNRPC adopts the numbers prepared by 
the County and the cities as the SNRPC Consensus Population Estimate. 

Where People Live 

Clark County had an estimated population of 2,325,798 residents in 2019. This represents an increase of more 
than 19 percent since 2010. Over half of the County’s residents live in incorporated cities (55%), with the other 45 
percent in unincorporated areas. Las Vegas is the largest incorporated city with over 660,000 residents – 28 
percent of the County’s population.  

Sources: US Decennial Census (1910-2010); SNRPC Consensus Population Estimate (2018) 
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Of the more than one million Clark County residents that live in unincorporated areas, most live in the urban 
communities of the Las Vegas Valley, rather than in more remote areas. The Las Vegas Valley accounts for about 
97 percent of the population of the County, and encompasses larger unincorporated communities, including 
Spring Valley, Sunrise Manor, Paradise, and Enterprise, all adjacent to Las Vegas. Larger communities in outlying 
areas include Laughlin and the Moapa Valley.  

  

Source: SNRPC Consensus Estimate, 2019. 

Source: SNRPC Consensus Estimate, 2019. 
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Unin corporated Clark Co unty Population by Location (2019) 

Region  Place Population  

Las Vegas Valley 
 

Enterprise 214,508 

Lone Mountain 18,711 

Nellis AFB 6,612 

Paradise 203,301 

Sloan 123 

Spring Valley 229,663 

Summerlin South 32,617 

Sunrise Manor 218,823 

Whitney 46,928 

Winchester 34,538 

Other Urban Areas 3,769 

Outlying Areas 

Blue Diamond 573 

Bunkerville 1,074 

Cal-Nev-Ari 174 

Corn Creek 56 

Fort Mojave Reservation 384 

Goodsprings 232 

Indian Springs 1,300 

Jean 125 

Laughlin 10,131 

Lower Kyle Canyon Road 225 

Moapa/Moapa Reservation 1,449 

Moapa Valley – Logandale 3,544 

Moapa Valley – Overton 3,842 

Moapa Valley – Remainder 80 

Mountain Springs 113 

Mt. Charleston 709 

Nelson 37 

Primm 710 

Red Rock 125 

Sandy Valley 1,896 

Searchlight 387 

Spring Mountains 139 

Other Outlying Areas 6,126 

Total All Unincorporated Areas 1,043,021 
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Population Forecast 

Forecasting Methodology 

Population forecasts for Clark County are prepared annually, in accordance with NRS 278.160(g). Since 2003, 
long-term forecasts have been prepared collaboratively to ensure they are consistent with the economic 
characteristics of the County. This effort is led by the UNLV Center for Business and Economic Research  (CBER), 
in partnership with the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC); the Southern Nevada 
Regional Planning Coalition (SNRPC); the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA); and a group of community 
demographers and analysts from Clark County and the incorporated cities. Forecasts are generated using a 
general-equilibrium demographic and economic model developed by Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI), 
specifically for Clark County. Each year, initial model results are reviewed and calibrated based on the most 
recent available information regarding local employment growth and local public and private investment 
projects.  

2019 Population Forecast 

The 2019 Clark County Population Forecast indicates Clark County will continue to see steady growth in the 
coming decades, although growth rates will be lower than in prior decades. By 2050, Clark County is anticipated 
to be home to approximately three million people. 

Clark County Population Change Forecast 

Year Total Po pulation 
Change in 

Decade 
Growth Rate in 

Decade 

2010 1,951,269 -- -- 

2020 2,382,000 + 430,731 + 22.1% 

2030 2,719,000 + 337,000 + 14.1% 

2040 1,888,000 + 169,000 + 6.2% 

2050 2,985,000 + 97,000 + 3.4% 
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The 2019 forecasts were developed with the assumption that the local economy would continue to expand in 
2019 and 2020. At the time of this draft, the full extent of the economic impacts of the 2020 COVID-19 outbreak 
have yet to be determined. This unprecedented event will no doubt impact near-term forecasts for Clark County; 
however, the CBER forecasts are intended primarily as a long-term planning tool that addresses populations 
trends independent of business cycle, seasonal, and irregular events. 

  

Source: UNLV Center for Business and Economic Research (CBER), June 2019. 
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Summary: Population Trends and Key Issues  

Trends Key Issues 

INCREASED DEMAND FOR SERVICES 

Although growth rates are expected to slow in the 
future, the population of Clark County is forecast to 
grow by more than 650,000 people by 2050.   

Continued population growth in the Las Vegas Valley 
will place increased demands on infrastructure, 
resources, and services in the County and its cities.  

LACK OF CLARITY ABOUT WHERE FORECAST GROWTH WILL OCCUR 

While adopted city master plans and future land use 
plans for the County’s planning areas provide some 
indication of what types of growth will ultimately 
occur, predicting the location, extent, and timing of 
forecast growth in unincorporated areas of Clark 
County is challenging due to the prevalence of R-E 
zoning. 

Continued coordination with planning efforts at the 
city, regional, and planning area level will be 
important to ensure transportation, recreational 
amenities, and other services are aligned with 
demand in areas that may develop at intensities not 
necessarily reflected by current zoning designations. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
Age 1 

Between 2010 and 2018, the average age of a Clark County resident increased from 35.1 years to 37.6 years. As a 
percentage, some age groups grew faster than others. As shown in the figure below, all age cohorts 55-years and 
older became a larger percentage of the County’s population, even as the 25 to 54-year-old age groups 
continued to make up the largest percent of Clark County residents. Between 2010 and 2018, the 85-years and 

 
1 Comparable data for 2000 is not available for population age groups.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,  American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2018 

Source: US Census, American Community Survey, Age and Sex, 5-year estimates, 2010 and 2018 
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over cohort was the fastest growing (66% increase) while the under 5-years was the slowest growing (0.7% 
increase). 

The higher than average growth of older age groups in Clark County has resulted in a higher median age overall. 
In 2000 the median age was 34.4 years, which increased to 35.1 years in 2010 and 37.1 years in 2018. The same 
trend is visible for both female and male residents of Clark County. Female residents of the County are generally 
older than their male counterparts due to a higher percentage of females in the older age cohorts. Although 
median age for both female and male residents has increased, females in Clark County have increased in median 
age by eight percent between 2000 and 2018 while the median age of males increased by about 7.7 percent. 

Diversity 

Racial and Ethnic Composition: Clark County as a Whole 

 

In 2018, Clark County was a majority-minority county with non-White residents making up about 56 percent of 
all those living in Clark County. Non-Hispanic, White residents still make up a plurality of Clark County residents 
at 44 percent, while those identifying as Hispanic or Latino – the second largest demographic group – 
accounting for about 31 percent of Clark County residents. Black or African American (11%), Asian (9%), and 
those identifying as two or more races (3.7%) make up the other significant racial and ethnic groups in the 
County.  

Since 2010, Clark County’s population has become less White (down 6%), while most other racial or ethnic 
groups are growing – Hispanic or Latino has grown four percent, Black or African American has grown one 
percent, Asian has grown one percent, those identifying as two or more races has grown one percent, and there 
has also been slight increases in the proportion of Clark County residents identifying as Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander or Some Other Race. The portion of Clark County that is Native American has gone down slightly over 
the eight-year period. 

Racial and Ethnic Composition: Clark County and is Cities 

Within Clark County’s incorporated cities, racial and ethnic diversity varies greatly. In Boulder City, almost 87 
percent of residents are White and less than eight percent identify as Hispanic or Latino. Mesquite is over 73 
percent White and almost 21 percent Hispanic or Latino. Henderson is 66 percent White, over 16 percent 
Hispanic or Latino, and almost eight percent Asian (the incorporated city with the largest proportion of Asian 
residents). Las Vegas is over 44 percent White, almost 33 percent Hispanic or Latino and almost 12 percent Black 

Source: US Census, American Community Survey Demographic 5-year estimates, 2010 and 2018 
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or African American. North Las Vegas is 41 percent Hispanic or Latino, over 27 percent White, and over 20 
percent Black or African American. North Las Vegas is the incorporated community with the highest proportion 
of both Hispanic or Latino and Black or African American residents. Finally, unincorporated Clark County is 
almost 39 percent White, over 32 percent Hispanic or Latino, almost 13 percent Asian, and over 10 percent Black 
or African American. 

Racial Composition Clark County Cities and Unin corporated Areas (2018) 

Group 
Boulder 

City  
Henderson 

Las 
Vegas 

Mesquite 
N. Las 
Vegas 

Unin corporated  

White alone 86.5% 66.0% 44.2% 73.3% 27.3% 38.9% 

Hispanic/Latino 7.5% 16.3% 32.8% 20.9% 41.0% 32.2% 

Black/African 
American alone 

0.3% 5.4% 11.6% 0.8% 20.2% 10.4% 

Asian alone 1.3% 7.7% 6.4% 2.7% 6.1% 12.9% 

Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander alone 

0.2% 0.4% 0.7% 0.2% 0.6% 0.8% 

Native American 
alone 0.9% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 

Two or More Races 3.3% 3.5% 3.4% 1.3% 4.2% 3.9% 

Some Other Race 0.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Between 2010 and 2018, there has been a decrease in the portion of all age cohorts in Clark County identifying as 
White when compared to all other race or ethnic groups (Non-White). Most prominently, residents under the age 
of 18 have seen a 13 percent increase in the portion of that age cohort identifying as Non-White (with a 
corresponding 13% decrease in those identifying as White). Despite these trends, the portion of Clark County 
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residents identifying as White continues to make up a majority of those age 65 and over. Among this age group 
there has still been an 11 percent shift towards those identifying as a race or ethnicity other than White alone.  

Income 

Household Income 2 

Median income in Clark County increased by almost three percent between 2010 and 2018, from over $55,700 to 
almost $57,600. This overall increase in household income over the period includes the changes experienced by 

 
2 Comparable Household Income and Poverty data not available for 2000.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Source: US Census, American Community Se4rvey 5-year estimates, 2010 and 2018 
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the five incorporated cities and all unincorporated Clark County. Of the five incorporated cities, Mesquite saw 
average household incomes increase by over 14 percent – although they remain the lowest of the incorporated 
communities at almost $50,600 in 2018. Henderson, already the community with the highest average household 
income, experienced a 2.8 percent increase over the eight-year period to almost $70,000 on average. Average 
household income in Las Vegas was stagnant ($360 increase) while average household income in North Las 
Vegas and Boulder City fell between 2010 and 2018 by over two percent. 

Between 2010 and 2018, the median income in Clark County has grown more slowly than Nevada or the nation. 
In 2010, the Clark County median income was higher than both the state and national median, with the County 
being $4,344 higher than the US median. By 2018, the reverse is true, and Clark County’s median income is 
below the state and national median.  

Poverty Rate 3 

Over the same period (2010 to 2018), the poverty rate in Clark County fell from just over 15 percent to less than 
14 percent. Mesquite witnessed the largest decrease in the percent of residents living in poverty (15.1% to 8.9%). 
Poverty rates also decreased in North Las Vegas (down 4.3%) and Henderson (down 1.7%). In Las Vegas and 
Boulder City, the percentage of residents living below the poverty line increased slightly between 2010 and 2018 
by 0.3 percent and 0.5 percent, respectively. 

In 2018, Las Vegas had the highest poverty rate in the County, at more than 16 percent. All other communities 
were below the countywide poverty rate of 13.9 percent in 2018. North Las Vegas is very close to the countywide 
poverty rate, with 13.7 percent of residents living in poverty. The lowest poverty rates in 2018 were in Henderson 
and Mesquite, with 8.9 and 8.3 percent, respectively.  

The poverty rate in each Clark County community is highest among non-White racial and ethnic groups. In Las 
Vegas, Blacks or African Americans and Native Americans experienced poverty rates of 26 percent in 2018. In 
Mesquite, the poverty rate for Blacks or African Americans is over 29 percent. The rate of poverty for 

 
3 Comparable Household Income and Poverty data not available for 2000.  

Source: Mesquite and Boulder City values are based on 2012 and 2018 5-year estimates. 2010 estimates, and 1-
year estimates are not available for these communities. 

Source: ACS 1-year estimates, 2010 and 2018 for other communities. 
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Hispanic/Latino residents is highest in North Las Vegas, at 17 percent in 2018. The only community with 
Hispanic/Latino poverty rates below 15 percent is Las Vegas, where the rate is 12.5 percent. 

In 2018, Las Vegas had the highest rate of residents over 65 living in poverty, at 10.1 percent. All other cities 
within the County have poverty rates among older adults below 10 percent. Las Vegas and North Las Vegas have 
the highest rate of children under 18 living in poverty at almost 23 percent and over 19 percent, respectively.  

Summary: Demographic Trends and Key Issues  

Trends Key Issues 

AN AGING POPULATION  

Clark County’s population is aging, with significant 
growth in age groups over 65.  

Demographic trends will influence the type and level 
of services needed in the future. Growth in the over 
65 age cohort suggests a need to plan for the housing 
and service needs of an aging population.  

The increase in residents 65 to 74 could indicate that 
the County is attracting retirees to settle in the area.  

The need to plan for and accommodate such groups 
could be increased if the trend of in-migration of 
retirees continues.  

AN INCREASINGLY DIVERSE POPULATION   

Clark County is increasingly diverse, with a “majority 
minority” population accounting for 56% of 
residents. Hispanic/Latino, Black or African 
American, Asian, and those identifying as Two or 
More Races have increased as a share of County 
population. 

It will be important to understand the barriers facing 
certain groups or areas of the County (whether they 
be related to poverty, health, employment, 
educational attainment, ages, etc.) to ensure all 
residents have access to the services, resources, 
infrastructure, and opportunities they need. 

There is an uneven distribution of minority 
population among incorporated cities. North Las 
Vegas, Las Vegas, and unincorporated Clark County 
are the most diverse communities. 

Outreach and programming efforts (e.g., translation 
services, community liaisons) should be responsive 
to the needs of different populations. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISPARITIES IN INCOME GROWTH AND POVERTY LEVELS 

Income growth is slow at 3% over eight years, and 
has not been evenly distributed across Clark County 
and its cities. 

Income growth may not be keeping pace with 
increases in housing costs, contributing to the cost 
burden issue. 

Poverty rates in incorporated cities in Clark County 
are highest among Non-White communities. 

As non-white groups are the fastest growing 
populations in the County, particularly among those 
under 18, this could mean more children growing up 
in poverty. 

Poverty rates are unevenly distributed among cities 
in Clark County and declined between 2010 and 2018 
in all cities except Las Vegas and Boulder City.  

Areas with higher rates of poverty, like Las Vegas, are 
at greater risk of resident displacement. Residents 
with lower incomes require access to transit and 
alternative modes of transportation, and would 
benefit most from economic development and 
affordable housing programs. 
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HOUSING 
In compliance with NRS 278.160 (1)(h), Clark County completed an update to the required Housing Element of 
the Comprehensive Plan in 2019. This Element recognizes three central goals with respect to housing, which are: 
the need to accommodate growth in the area through provision of housing; the importance of maintaining 
affordability and providing housing options for residents with diverse income levels; and the importance of 
constructing diverse housing types. The information contained in the Housing section of this report shows 
current indicators related to Housing Element goals, and points to implications for successfully planning how to 
meet those needs and goals into the future.  

Occupancy and Tenure 

Household Composition 

Since 2000 the composition of Clark County households has shifted to have more people living alone and fewer 
households with children. Households without children have increased slightly while those with multiple 
unrelated persons living together have moderately decreased over the 18-year period. 

In 2018, Clark County had 767,954 households. Of these, 488,867 or 64 percent were family households (those 
with residents related by marriage or blood), and 279,087 or 36 percent were non-family households (those 
where the householder lives alone or with a person to whom they are unrelated). In 2010, family households 
accounted for 66 percent of the almost 700,000 households in Clark County, while non-family households made 
up 34 percent of all households. The increased share of non-family households is primarily the result of an 
increase in the number of those living alone. 

Of the 28 percent of Clark County households with children in 2018, those headed by a single mother accounted 
for 26.5 percent (up from 24% in 2010), those headed by a single father comprised 11.2 percent (up from 10.4% 
in 2010), and the remaining 62.3 percent of households with children were married couples (down from 65.6% in 
2010). In 2000, 68.5 percent of households with children were headed by married couples, 22 percent were 
headed by a single mother, and nine percent were headed by a single father. 

Source: US Census, American Community Survey, Households and Families, 5-year estimates 2010 and 2018; 
Decennial Census, 2000 

3 
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Households in Clark County with at least one resident 60 years or older have increased from 30 percent in 2010 
to 36.5 percent in 2018. Households with at least one resident 65 years or older have grown from seven percent 
to more than nine percent over the same period. 

 

Renter and Owner Households 

Since 2000, the percent of homes in Clark County that are owner-occupied has decreased from 59 percent to 53 
percent, while renter-occupied units have increased from 41 percent to 47 percent. This trend has been most 
notable since 2010 with more than 12 percent increase in renter-occupied units. 

Meanwhile, the number of vacant housing units in Clark County increased from 8.5 percent in 2000 to 14.4 
percent in 2010, and then declined slightly to 13.6 percent in 2018. While the total number of vacant units has 
grown since 2000, the vacancy rate (percent of all units) decreased between 2010 and 2018 – homeowner 
vacancy rate declined from 4.8 percent to 2.3 percent and rental vacancy rate fell from 10.9 percent to almost 
8.9 percent. 

Although it is lower now than in 2010, by far the largest group of homeowners is married households. In 2010, 
72.5 percent of married households owned their home. By 2018 that number decreased to 68 percent.  

Source: Source: US Census, American Community Survey, 5-year estimates, 2010 and 2018; Decennial Census, 
2000 
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The lowest rate of home ownership was among single female householders. In 2010, 41.9 percent of single 
female householders were homeowners, that percentage fell to 38.5 in 2018. 
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Household Size 

The average number of residents per household in Clark County has slightly increased between 2000 and 2018. 
However, there has not been a significant increase. Overall, Nevada has a slightly smaller average household 
size than Clark County with 2.68 persons in 2018, up from 2.65 in 2010. 

Housing Diversity 

The most prevalent building type in the County is single family dwellings, at 60 percent of all units in 2019. This 
is followed by apartment in buildings of five or more units, at 21 percent.  

From 2000 to 2019, the County saw an 80 percent increase in the number of single-family dwellings. The 
magnitude of the increase reflects the building boom that took place in the area, particularly from 2000-2010. 

At the same time, there was a decline in single-family attached units, multi-family housing, and mobile homes. 
Multi-family housing units (townhomes, condominiums, and apartments) declined as a percentage of housing 
stock from 38 percent to 35 percent between 2000 and 2019. Apartments alone decreased from 27 percent of all 
units in 2000 to 21 percent in 2019. Alternatively, both townhomes and condos have increased as a percentage 
of all housing units since 2000. Townhomes account for five percent of housing stock in 2019, up from four 
percent in 2000, while condos have increased from seven to nine percent of all housing between 2000 and 2019.  

Source: US Census, 2000, 2010 and 2018 

Source: Southern Nevada Consensus Housing Unit Count, August - Roll Close 2019 
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There has also been a decline in two- to four-unit buildings and mobile homes. The trends in construction of 
attached units may be partially explained by construction defect laws in Nevada, which were changed in 2018 
and appears to be reducing the rate of decline in construction of attached residential units. Although neither 
category has accounted for more than 5.5 percent of total stock since 2000, the relative percent of both has 
dropped by more than 10 percent from 2000 to 2019, removing affordable units from the overall stock of 
housing in the County.  

Age of Housing Stock 

Age of Housing Sto ck by Location, 2018 

  
North Las 

Vegas Las Vegas Henderson Boulder* Mesquite 
Clark 

County 

Built 2014 or later 3.7% 2.9% 7.5% 0.8% 2.9% 5.0% 

Built 2010 to 2013 2.8% 3.3% 4.2% 0.3% 6.5% 3.7% 

Built 2000 to 2009 45.3% 21.6% 31.1% 11.3% 45.4% 29.2% 

Built 1990 to 1999 23.9% 32.3% 36.4% 18.8% 31.5% 28.2% 

Built 1980 to 1989 5.1% 16.9% 14.3% 18.0% 6.8% 14.5% 

Built 1970 to 1979 7.5% 9.5% 3.9% 28.3% 4.7% 11.1% 

Built 1960 to 1969 6.0% 7.7% 0.8% 6.1% 1.1% 4.8% 

Built 1950 to 1959 4.5% 4.0% 1.1% 2.9% 1.2% 2.3% 

Built 1940 to 1949 1.2% 1.3% 0.5% 6.6% 0.0% 0.8% 

Built 1939 or earlier 0.1% 0.7% 0.2% 6.9% 0.0% 0.4% 
Source: US Census, Selected Housing Characteristics, 2018 1-year estimates; Boulder City, 2018 5-year estimates 

 

In the incorporated cities, and across the County, housing is “young.” With the sole exception of Boulder City, 
where 28 percent of housing dates to the 1970s, over 50 percent of all the housing in every community has been 
built within the last 30 years. The County’s building boom is clear from these percentages, as is the severe 
slowdown in housing construction during the bust. Mesquite and North Las Vegas saw the greatest increases in 
housing over recent decades. In North Las Vegas, 70 percent of all housing was built in just two decades, 
between 1990 and 2009. Mesquite had fully 3/4 of its housing built during this time. In Henderson, these decades 
account for 2/3 of housing.  
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Values and Costs 

Home Values 

Since reaching their lowest points around 2008 during the Great Recession, median home values in most cities, 
and throughout the County, have been on the rise.  

Boulder City and Mesquite have not shared in the recovery. In these two cities, 2010 home values were greater 
than those in 2018. Between 2010 and 2018, median home value in Mesquite declined seven percent, while 
median home value in Boulder City declined 14 percent. By contrast, other cities and the County saw very 
significant indicators of recovery in the housing market. Median home value in North Las Vegas increased 84 
percent over eight years, while in Las Vegas itself that increase was 70 percent. These two communities saw the 
greatest level of price increase over the timeframe. Henderson median prices increased 50 percent, and 
Countywide, the increase was 68 percent. 

Henderson has the highest median home value in 2018, at $339,900, and Mesquite the lowest, at $216,000. 
Countywide, the median home value in 2018 is $286,000. Las Vegas is very close to the county median, at 
$285,000. The North Las Vegas median home value is $262,200, and Boulder City is $269,200. 

Housing Costs   

Homeowners’ Costs 

In 2018, the countywide median monthly cost for housing units with a mortgage was $1,468 per month. This was 
highest in Henderson, at $1,641 per month, and lowest in Mesquite, at $1,200 per month. Both Las Vegas and 
North Las Vegas are close to the County median, at $1,448 and $1,398, respectively.  

Monthly costs in every location were lower in 2018 than in 2010, sometimes significantly so. The greatest 
difference is in North Las Vegas, where 2010 median monthly cost for a housing unit with a mortgage was $1,833, 
which is a decrease of nearly 1/3, or $435 per month less. Monthly costs in Las Vegas were almost 25 percent 

Source: US Census, Selected Housing Characteristics, 1-year estimates 2010 and 2018; Boulder and Mesquite, 
5-year estimates, 2010 and 2018 
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lower, declining from $1,785 per month. The Countywide percentage is similar to Las Vegas, dropping nearly one 
quarter. Each of the other cities saw a decrease of 12 percent between 2010 and 2018 costs.  

Households that spend over 30 percent of their income on housing alone are considered to be cost-burdened. 
Though Mesquite has the lowest monthly cost in  2018, 34.5 percent of homeowners – the greatest percentage of 
any community – pay more than a third of their income for housing. Boulder City has the lowest percentage of 
cost-burdened owners, at 29.3 percent. Henderson, Las Vegas, and North Las Vegas all have 30-32 percent of 
their populations paying over 30 percent of their income on housing costs. 

In correlation with the decrease in monthly median mortgage costs between 2010 and 2018, the number of 
homeowners reporting cost burdens correspondingly declined in every location and Countywide. North Las 
Vegas saw the largest decrease in monthly costs and was the location with the biggest decline of owners 
reporting cost burdens, going from 52 percent in 2010 to about 32 percent in 2018. Las Vegas and Henderson 
both saw a decline in the number of cost-burdened households of about 17 percent over the period. Boulder 
City and Mesquite saw a smaller change in number of cost-burdened owners, but still were about 10 percent 
lower in 2010 than 2018.  

Renters’ Costs 

In 2018, the median monthly cost for renters in Clark County was $1,088. The highest monthly median was in 
Henderson at $1,226 per month, and the lowest was in Mesquite at $849 per month. Las Vegas was very close to 
the County median at $1,057 per month, and North Las Vegas was slightly higher at $1,168 per month. Monthly 
renter costs are similar, especially within the Valley. 

Monthly rental costs did rise between 2010 and 2018 (except in Mesquite) though generally not very steeply – 
less than $100 per month. The exception to that, and the highest increase, was in Boulder City where 2018 prices 
were 24 percent higher than in 2010. Despite the cost increase, Boulder City still has one of the lower median 
monthly costs for renters ($991 per month in 2018). Henderson saw a 12 percent increase in median rental costs 
over the period – increasing $135 per month. North Las Vegas saw only a two percent increase, a difference of 
$28 between 2010 and 2018. Las Vegas and Clark County overall increased by five percent, or about $50. 

Source: US Census, ACS, Selected Housing Characteristics, 5-year estimates 2010 and 2018 
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Mesquite, already the location with the lowest monthly costs, was the exception to the increases. The monthly 
median rents in Mesquite declined from $886 in 2010 to $849 in 2018.  

In 2018, over half of renters in Clark County overall spent more than 30 percent of their income on housing. The 
percentage of cost-burdened renters is highest in Las Vegas where 52 percent of renters paying more than a 
third of their income on rent. This is followed closely by North Las Vegas where 51 percent of renters pay more 
than a third of their income for housing. Henderson, despite having the highest monthly median cost, has one of 
the lower percentages of cost-burdened renter households at 46 percent. Mesquite has the lowest percent of 
cost-burdened renters – about 45 percent of renter households.  

The number of cost-burdened renters remained fairly constant between 2010 and 2018 in most locations. Only 
Boulder City saw a marked increase in monthly costs, increasing from 40 percent of renters being cost-burdened 
in 2010 to nearly 49 percent in 2018. Mesquite, where monthly costs declined, also saw the sharpest decline in 
cost-burdened renter households, dropping about nine percent from 53.7 percent of households to 44.8 percent 
during the same period. All other cities and the County saw a modest decline in cost burdens among renters 
between 2010 and 2018.  

Homelessness 

The Southern Nevada Homelessness Continuum of Care Board conducts an annual census of the homeless in 
the Southern Nevada region. Though not specific to Clark County, the reports do encompass the County. From 
2009 to present, the censuses have been showing a positive trend in the overall reduction of the homeless 
population in Southern Nevada. In 2009, the estimated number of homeless people in the region stood at 
52,458, dropping during the decade to 14,114 in 2019.  

As Clark County prepares to face the fallout from 2020’s public health crisis, it is worth noting that job loss is the 
primary reason homeless individuals in the annual surveys cited for becoming homeless. The second most 
common reason is an inability to afford rent. The widespread existence of both of these phenomena in 2020 and 
into the near future indicate a need to plan for an uptick in the area’s homeless population, the severity of which 
will be proportional to the duration and extent of the crisis.  

  

Source: US Census, ACS, Selected Housing Characteristics, 2010 and 2018 5-year estimates. 
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Summary: Housing Trends and Key Issues   

Trends Key Issues 

HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS ARE CHANGING 

Single person households and single-parent 
households increased between 2010 and 2018 by 
28% and 31%, respectively. Households with 
residents 60 years and older increased by 6.4% 
between 2010 and 2018. 

As the composition of households in Clark County 
changes a broader diversity of housing options will 
be needed to match lifestyle preferences, income 
levels, and demand. Single person households and 
older populations in particular seek central locations 
that provide access to jobs, healthcare, transit, and 
other services. 

Owner-occupied homes decreased from 59% in 2000 
to 53% in 2018, while renter-occupied units increased 
from 41% to 47% during the same period. Married 
households made up the largest group of 
homeowners in 2018, single female households made 
up the smallest. 

HOME PRICES ARE INCREASING FASTER THAN INCOMES 

Home prices have reached or exceeded pre-
Recession levels in most locations. With the 
exception of Boulder City and Mesquite, home prices 
in the region increased significantly between 2010 
and 2019. Increases during this period ranged from 
52% in Henderson to 84% in North Las Vegas.  

The affordability of housing in the future will impact 
housing demand. If gaps between median home 
prices and median incomes continue to widen, fewer 
households may be financially able to own homes. Between 2010 and 2018, the countywide increase in 

home prices rose 68%, while median income during 
that same period increased by only three percent. 
Approximately 31% of households in Clark County 
were cost-burdened in 2018, down from 49% in 2010.  

MORE RENTERS ARE COST-BURDENED  

Over half of renters were cost-burdened in 2018, 
down only slightly from 2010, in line with the national 
average. During the same period, rent prices held 
fairly steady, increasing between two and five 
percent, more in line with the modest rise in income. 

Housing access and affordability is a growing concern 
for renters. With fewer and fewer households able to 
own homes and household dynamics changing, 
demand for rental housing will likely increase. 

HOUSING STOCK IS BECOMING LESS, RATHER THAN MORE DIVERSE 

As a percentage of the County’s housing stock, single-
family detached homes increased from 53% in 2000 
to 60% in 2019.  

Single-family dwellings consume more land area and 
require greater expansion of costly infrastructure and 
municipal services. In addition, changing 
demographics and household dynamics demonstrate 
the need for more diverse housing options. 
Opportunities to incorporate higher-density and 
mixed-use development in areas that are served by 
transit should continue to be pursued. 
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Trends Key Issues 

The County’s inventory of duplexes, 3- and 4-plexes 
and mobile homes represents a small percentage of 
all housing stock (about 5%) and actual numbers are 
declining. Between 2000 and 2018 the number of 
mobile homes decreased from 30,610 to 23,691 and 
2-4plexes decreased from 19,791 to 17,646.  

Loss of moderate density housing eliminates some of 
the more affordable housing options available in the 
area and contributes to an increased number of 
residents who may seek less expensive housing but 
be unable to find it. Efforts to preserve such housing 
where it exists, and build more of it where it does not, 
are two ways to address the growing need for 
affordable housing. 

INCREASING RISK AND UNCERTAINTY FOR VULNERABLE POPULATIONS 

Between 2009 and 2019, the estimated number of 
homeless people in the region dropped by 73%, to 
14,114.  

The 2020 public health crisis is likely to have lasting 
implications for the third of the population already 
experiencing cost burdens in paying for their housing 
and may precipitate an increase in homelessness.  
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GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 
This section highlights major factors that influence growth and development in unincorporated Clark County. To 
help highlight relevant information in different parts of the County, some of the data and maps in this section 
are presented for two distinct geographies: Clark County as a whole and the Las Vegas Valley. For the purposes 
of this report, the Las Vegas Valley is defined by a congressionally-designated boundary (the disposal boundary) 
established in the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act of 1998 (SNPLMA). The disposal boundary 
defines an area roughly encompassing the Las Vegas Valley, within which the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized by the SNPLMA to sell land for private development, preservation as open space, or other uses 
outside of federal management. 

Federal Lands  

Ownership and Administration—Clark County as a Whole 

The federal government administers over 4.5 million acres of land in Clark County – accounting for over 88 
percent of all land in Clark County (approximately 5.14 million acres). Private land within incorporated cities or 
the unincorporated County totals about 11 percent of land and the State of Nevada manages about one percent 
of land in Clark County. 

Of all federal lands in Clark County, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the largest landowner with 
approximately 2.6 million acres of land (51 percent of all land and 58 percent of all federal land). The National 
Park Service (NPS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), and USDA Forest 
Service (USFS) are the other major landowning agencies in Clark County. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) are the federal agencies with the smallest 
area of land administered in Clark County. In some cases, multiple federal agencies jointly administer land in 
Clark County, including the 360,000 acre Nevada Test and Training Range, administered by both the U.S. Air 
Force (under the DOD) and FWS.  

Source: Clark County Assessor, 2020. 
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Clark County Federal Land Management by Agency 
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Ownership and Administration—Las Vegas Valley 

In the Las Vegas Valley only 14 percent of land is administered by the federal government. The other 86 percent 
is public or private land under the jurisdiction of Clark County or the cities of Henderson, Las Vegas, and North 
Las Vegas. Approximately 147,000 acres of the Las Vegas Valley is unincorporated (45%) while the incorporated 
areas (within city limits) account for about 133,000 acres (41%). 

Within the Las Vegas Valley, of the 14 percent of land administered by the federal government, the vast majority 
is managed by BLM (79 percent), followed by DOD (12 percent), BIA (9 percent), and USBR (1 percent). The NPS, 
USFS, and FWS each account for less than one percent of all land ownership. The DOE has no land holdings in 
the Las Vegas Valley.  

 

 

Source: Clark County Assessor, 2020. 
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Las Vegas Valley Federal Land Management by Agency 
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Existing Land Use 

Unincorporated Clark County as a Whole  

In total, privately owned land accounts for about 264,740 acres of the land in unincorporated Clark County 
(approximately 12 percent of the total acres). Approximately 100,650 acres (38 percent) of that privately owned 
land is considered vacant. The other 62 percent of the privately owned land in unincorporated Clark County is 
developed. A breakdown of all existing land uses is reflected on the chart below. 

  

Source: Clark County Assessor, 2020. 
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Las Vegas Valley  

About 56 percent of all privately-owned land in unincorporated Clark County is located within the Las Vegas 
Valley. A large portion of this land (about 62,000 acres or 42 percent) is dedicated to single-family residential 
development. An additional 22 percent or almost 32,000 acres is considered uncategorized land—which includes 
rights-of-way, bodies of water, flood control infrastructure, and pending designations. Commercial uses account 
for 14 percent of this land (almost 20,200 acres). Just 13 percent of the unincorporated land in Las Vegas Valley 
(over 18,600 acres) is considered vacant. A detailed breakdown of existing land uses in unincorporated portions 
of the Las Vegas Valley is provided on the chart below.  

 
Source: Clark County Assessor, 2020. 
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Unincorporated Las Vegas Valley Existing Land Use 
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Land Capacity  

Vacant, zoned land provides a high-level view of future growth potential in unincorporated areas of 
Clark County. This section provides a breakdown of current zoning for vacant, zoned land in the Las 
Vegas Valley by zoning district groupings. It does not account for sensitive lands, airport overlays, or 
other natural or man-made constraints. Additional land capacity may also be achieved in unincorporated 
areas of Clark County through the redevelopment of underutilized properties.  

Vacant Zoned Land within the Las Vegas Valley (Unincorporated) 

Within the Las Vegas Valley, 60 percent of unincorporated vacant land is zoned for residential 
development – the majority of which is zoned in a rural or estate district (R-A, R-D, R-E, and R-U). In 
total, these rural residential zoning districts account for over 11,600 acres (48 percent of unincorporated 
vacant land). However, in some areas the R-E district was originally intended as a “holding” zone that 
would ultimately be rezoned to a higher density or more intense zoning district. Single-family residential 
zoning (R-1, R-1a, R-2, R-T, and RUD) makes up over 2,400 acres (10%) and multi-family residential 
zoning (R-3, R-4, and R-5) accounts for about 421 acres (2%) of all unincorporated vacant land in the Las 
Vegas Valley. Of the remaining vacant land in unincorporated areas of the Las Vegas Valley, 18 percent is 
designated for commercial or mixed-use (C-1, C-2, C-P, CRT, H-1, H-2, R-V-P, and U-V) development 
(about 4,200 acres), 11 percent is in an industrial zoning (M-1, M-2, M-D, and MLZ) district (about 2,600 
acres), and another 11 percent (about 2,760 acres) is designated for other uses – including open space 
and public facilities (O-S, P-F, and municipal land in unincorporated areas).  

Source: Department of Comprehensive Planning, Clarion Associates, 2020. 
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Las Vegas Valley Vacant Land Use by Zoning Designation 
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Summary: Growth and Development Trends and Key Issues  

Trends  Key Issues 

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY  

Developable land in the unincorporated portions of 
the Las Vegas Valley are limited by adjoining federal 
lands, the Land Disposal Boundary, McCarran Airport, 
Nellis AFB operations, and other constraints. 

While efforts are underway to expand the Land 
Disposal Boundary, a stronger focus on shifting land 
use patterns within the boundary will be needed in 
the future to accommodate future growth and 
accommodate the needs of a changing population 
(e.g., more diverse housing types, transit-oriented 
development)  

Existing land use patterns in some areas with FAA 
constraints conflict with the planned non-residential 
land uses for these areas.  

Conversion of industrial land to residential has 
become more common in recent years 

If the supply of employment land continues to 
decline, it will be challenging to attract the types of 
employers needed to diversify the economy.  
This challenge will likely be exacerbated by the 
current public health emergency 

RTC and other regional partners have invested 
heavily in the expansion of Bus Rapid Transit in the 
Valley and plans for transit-oriented development, 
but low-density development remains in many areas 

Encouraging/incentivizing transit-oriented 
development adjacent to BRT stations through area 
specific planning and zoning updates is a priority for 
the County and other regional partners 

LAND USE COMPATIBLITY  

The approval of residential projects adjacent to 
industrial uses or industrially zoned land has become 
more common in recent years 

Land use conflicts create considerable uncertainty 
for property owners, residents, existing/future 
industrial users, and service providers.  

Requests for higher density infill development in 
rural areas are increasing, leading to concerns about 
compatibility with uses and activities 

The need for more sensitive transitions in density and 
intensity where more intensive uses abut 
neighborhoods, cities, and Rural Neighborhood 
Preservation Areas (RNPs)  

A clearer distinction is needed between areas that are 
intended to remain rural, and rural areas that 
intended to transition to higher intensity uses or 
densities over time 
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ECONOMY  
The temporary closure of the region’s economy due to the public health crisis (beginning in Mid-March 2020) 
shut down tourism and gaming completely for a period of time. All information presented in this section 
represents pre-pandemic conditions.  

Employment 

Top Employers in Clark County  

Of the fifteen largest employers in the County, five are in the public sector (either local or state government) and 
10 are private sector employers. Nine of the 10 largest private employers are in the hospitality and gaming 
industry, demonstrating the central importance of this trade to the County’s economy. According to UNLV’s 
CBER, 41.9 percent of all private employment in Southern Nevada depends on the tourism industry.  

Largest Em ployers in Clark County (2020) 

 Employer Number of Employees 

1 Clark County School District 30,000 - 39,999 

2 Clark County 8,500 - 8,999 

3 Wynn Las Vegas 8,000 - 8,499 

4 Bellagio LLC 7,500 - 7,999 

5 MGM Grand Hotel/Casino 7,500 - 7,999 

6 Aria Resort & Casino LLC 7,000 - 7,499 

7 Mandalay Bay Resort and Casino 7,000 - 7,499 

8 The Venetian/Palazzo Casino Resort 6,000 - 6,499 

9 University of Nevada Las Vegas 5,500 - 5,999 

10 Caesars Palace 5,000 - 5,499 

11 Las Vegas Metropolitan Police 5,000 - 5,499 

12 The Mirage Casino Hotel LLC 4,500 - 4,999 

13 The Cosmopolitan of Las Vegas 4,000 - 4,499 

14 University Medical Center of Southern NV 3,500 - 3,999 

15 Southwest Airlines Co 3,000 - 3,499 

Source: Nevada Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation and Applied 
Analysis 

 

Unemployment Rate 

As of January 2020, Clark County experienced its lowest rate of unemployment in 20 years, at 3.9 percent of the 
labor force. This rate was lower than at any time prior to the Great Recession, indicating a full economic 
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recovery in terms of employment. At the height of the crisis, in January 2011, the rate stood at 14 percent and it 
has been steadily dropping since that time. Under the circumstances of COVID-19, at the time this report is being 
written, it is likely that unemployment (along with other economic indicators) will experience a reversal of its 
on-going positive trend.  

 

Tourism 

Tourism is critical to the County’s economy. This is demonstrated by the 3.5 million visitors that visit Las Vegas 
on average each month – a number greater than the entire state’s year-round population. Convention attendees 
alone account for about 500,000 of those monthly visitors, with up to 700,000 in winter months. The total 
number of visitors to Las Vegas alone between January 2019 to January 2020 was 46,069,100. Adding visitors to 
Laughlin and Mesquite increases the annual number of annual visitors by another three million.  

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Clark County Nevada Unemployment, January 2000 – January 2020 
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Clark County Visitor Volume 

Clark County Gross Gaming Revenues  

Tourism’s contribution to County revenue from gaming is significant. In 2000, the annual contribution of gaming 
revenue was $7.6 billion. From that time, it rose 42 percent through 2007, reaching a high of $10.8 billion just 
prior to the onset of the Great Recession. Revenues dropped 19 percent through 2009 when gaming revenue hit 
its lowest annual point of $8.8, before beginning to recover through 2019. Year-end gaming revenue of $10.3 
billion in 2019 had almost equaled the 2007 high of $10.8 billion.  

Source: Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority 

Source: Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority 
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These revenues typically contribute between $800-900,000 per month to the County. Over the previous year, 
revenues were lowest in August 2019 at $791,560,000, and December 2019 showed the highest revenue at 
$917,553,000. Such seasonal fluctuations are typical.  

Room Tax  

The Las Vegas room tax has been another important contributor to County revenue, increasing 127 percent 
between 2000 and 2019. The room tax has been subject to the same recession-affected variations as another 
economic indicators, increasing until 2007, declining until 2009, and resuming its upward trend since then. The 
lowest annual collection for the tax in 2009 was $153 million. Since then, it has climbed to its most recent peak 
of $296 million in 2019 – an increase over the decade of 93 percent. The 2019 amount was the higher-ever 
amount collected from the tax.  

McCarran Total Passengers   

As with other economic indicators, McCarran International Airport traffic showed growth up until the Great 
Recession, followed by a brief period of decline, and then resumption of upward trends. In 2000, the airport saw 
about 38.6 million annual passengers, which rose to an annual 47.7 million in 2007. Annual air travel dropped to 
39.7 million in 2010, and has risen steadily since, reaching an all-time high of 51.5 million in 2019, and increase of 
33 percent from 2000 to 2019. McCarran International Airport typically sees between four and 4.5 million 

Source: Las Vegas Convention and Visitor Authority 
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passengers per month. For the period from January 2019 through February 2020, there were 59.5 million 
passengers transiting through the airport.  

Summary: Economic Trends and Key Issues 

Trends Key Issues 

HIGHLY CONCENTRATED ECONOMY 

While economic indicators over the past five years 
showed positive or stable trends and a steady 
number of visitors, County employment remains 
highly concentrated in industries related to tourism 
and gaming.  

The temporary closure of the region’s economy due 
to the public health crisis (beginning in Mid-March 
2020) shut down tourism and gaming completely, 
underscoring the need to continue to explore ways to 
diversify the economy moving forward.  

The availability of land for employment uses in other 
sectors will be increasingly important as residential 
growth leads to increased pressure to convert 
industrial land to residential use 

NEAR-TERM UNCERTAINTY  

Unemployment in Clark County reached the lowest 
rate in 20 years (3.9%) in January 2020, after peaking 
at 14% during the height of the Great Recession in 
2011.  

As a result of the public health crisis, an 
unprecedented number of workers—mainly in the 
service/hospitality industry—are currently 
furloughed or unemployed, and the future of those 
jobs in the near-term is unclear.  

 

Source: Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority 
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