Park Advisory Board Park Standards Subcommittee

Pros Plan takeaways

1.

Define and include pocket parks:

e Beginning draft shared on 10/29/2020

e Input from PAB received —seeking additional input today
e Review update on 11/19/20

Define and include linear parks:

e Beginning draft shared on 10/29/2020

e Input from PAB received —seeking additional input today
e Review update on 11/19/20

Add more inclusive languages to the plan in terms of what the county has to offer those with

disabilities and what we can do a better job of going forward:

e Clark County does not have a park assessment plan in place to determine the number of
playgrounds and amenities that are accessible for individuals of varying abilities.

e This is within the Goals and Objectives — specifically in Goal 6.

Define goals for our parks and trails that draw people of all ages, abilities, and cultures to
our park system:
e This is also included within the Goals and Objectives, Goal 2 and Goal 6 specifically.

Work to get more information regarding dog parks. Is there a national standard?
e Per Conservation Technix: We will include reference material and some best practices
as an appendix. This has not yet been compiled, but we have supporting documentation.

Potentially include schools as a % of park property during accessible times when they are

open to the public:

e We did concur to keep school parks’ acreages at the same level as 2015 PROS plan.

e That included specific parks that the county had been involved in- either as development
agreements or maintenance contributions.

e School park acreage would be very limited since many schools program their fields for
after-school use so the public could only have access to the actual envelop of
playground area.

Reduce PIFS for developers building affordable housing- define that metric: this is a tough
one.
e PIF related tasks are held for 2021

Allow for a credit system for developers - what do other jurisdictions do? Can we see 3
examples?
e PIF related tasks are held for 2021



