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3 1 Dastrict Attorne i
VL DIV isﬂ(}\ CLERK OF THE COURT
34 State Bar Mo, 001585
By ROBERTT. W ARHOLA
4 i Depaty Pistricl Altofhey
. \Lﬁik }}&il Nb ﬁ@‘}"iiﬁ
511300 South Grand Central Pkwy,
2* ¢1 Box 3532213
& Hhas \tiiid\ Nevada BRIS3.2218
iilla SN L T
7 oHbax (Y }8\“31 78
i E-Mail: Robert Warhala SCarkCotuty DA com
R imnmi & fe:n Plegrad f{_,_._;_a.;_ County
10 DISTRICT COURTY
1t CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
17 CLARK CO i WTY, a political subdivision}
of the State of Nevads, }
13 } CasseNot A-16-747882-C
| Plantitd, i Dept Noo
i:.}‘i : AR \1 XXX
o V. i E xenipt From Arbitration: NAR ‘%{ u.,.v
)
2 SAVE REDROCK « YP’i}t Mo ) Action for Declaratory Relief; f; and
5 hfﬁ“‘k}k( ES, LLC; DOES T X: DOE ) ‘Action Presenting Significant Issue
" P \RT\E ii"wiii?S { K Rﬁ} } of Public Policy,
7 4
.‘ 3 j:‘,_, . . }
13 Defendants 3
{E‘} 77777 S S SO i \}
2y COMPLAINT
2 | COMES NOW, the Plaintiff, CLARK COUNTY., a political subdivision of the State
2% of Nevada, by xmd ﬁuma} }m AHOTNEYS, STEVEN B, WOLFSON, District Attorney, by,
2y ROBERT T, WARHOLA, Chiel Deputy District Altorney, and states the Tollowing as its
24 Leomplaint against the sbove-numed defendan(s
35 {J {‘ N}‘ R ‘&L J‘XLLE‘ {J Ai FE{}NER
36 1. Plaintiff CLARK COUNTY is a political subdivision of the State of Nevada.,
3,., 2. Drefendant SAVE REDR ROCK, ("SRR} is & Nevada nea~protit corpoTation,
. I (34- E%. :
HHEARTW MERUGA Sp\\"ﬁl“ & 1. ‘{_.\.id_.mil‘*" Isdgz mu Deciaratay d gy nent et AN




e

Vo

12010 Settloment Agreement, and thus a necessary party o this action,

53:.(. ORPORATIONS | {hmunh X are fictitious names. Plaintil s goorant of 1he frue names

t‘*i‘ﬁmiﬂdlwduh a,or;mrmmw}‘:mﬁtf\mpa and asseciations so desigosted by said

Happroximately 2,010 acres generally focated on the north side of State Route 189
Happroximately 1.3 milex novthwestol the intersection of Sate Route 160 {B im D ¥ammond
| Roud) sud Siate Route 139, on property generally koown as the James Hardie Gypsum Mine fé

Lor Blue Dismond Hil in Clark Cownty, Nevada,

Conservation Areg _{”‘RR{“\EK A },. nor is § intendod o serve a5 8 butter to the RROUNCA

Tunder Tederal law,

rezonmg of fand in coriain arsas ;:hi aeent to Red Rock € Canyon National Conservation Area,

zm.iudmv mpzmmuwi y 2,300 acres awned by Defendant Gypsum Resowees, LLU,

Vel Case N OV-S-05-0383-ROLLRL i thie United States District Court for the District of

| SumImary judgment in the Pederal Laswsuil, On or abowt November 24, 2009, :ih;: Federal

thereby voiding the Slate f;i'*?}i’i;z Federal District Court also gran Eét{i-i-n_paﬁ@t"h.ﬁi Couniy s

| motion o sabstaptive due process grounds, bul denied in part the {os nmimﬂ o egual

A RTWMBE MO hypiaa 2T Rchrstory hadgmeniiloukatony ‘i.hl st ,si. Ao

3. Defendant GYPSUM RESOURCES, LLC, ("Gypsum™) a Nevada Limited-

4. Defendams DOES [ through X, DOE PARTNERSHIPS [ through X, ROE

thiz C mzzpimm and ;m_u:s:uin % herein to substitate the true mames of 3aid De _itj‘ﬂﬂﬁm%
3. The mh;cu property is ewned by Defendant € a‘s}’wum and s.mm\aix ol

G

R

;

6. The subject propenty is not locsted within the Red Reek Canyon National

7. Iy 2003, the Stgte of Nevadi and Clark County adopted laws that prohibited

bt b P S OT e

R 12003, Gypsum filed an action entitled Ghpsum Resources, LLC v Masta, ot

Nevada (“Federal Lawsuit™} seeking fo invalidaie the State and Cognty laws on numerous
grounds,

G, Sobseguent thereto, Gypsum, the County and the State filed mmmn& for

2of il
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e
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| profection vrmﬁ‘;dx The Federal l‘}ﬁimt Court also domed the State’s muiu‘m on equal

protection and constitutional grounds and granie ithe State’s nmotion as o -S’ﬁ.bﬁiﬁ'nim“sﬁit‘ff-'-i:ii.! &

PIrOCOss,

10, Asarosuli of the Federal District Court’s arder, Gypsum's x.;f:;’iug?;i* of action, fov -

.......

viclation of equal protection remained to be tried. The Comnty and Liypsum were ordered 1

| randatory settloment conferences by the Federal District -(Zfs;:'smig.wthi{:fif‘-i;.-;zj‘.s;f-is:;ﬁii.té':iii .:1"'.21'{}?%"353’%;1.}3.

_'i{}nis,n,d Seitfernert Conference in 2010 {"*"?‘Oii} Setttement Agreemeni™)

e

1. Asarexoress termy of the 2010 Settfement Agreement, Gypsum and Clark
- GRS ¥ . L : et : R :

b County goknow] ledged that Civpsun pitended to submit @ Major Project ap f}'iié}&_i.is{m far the

Code. Clark County agreed that i would process the Major Project ',;*’f'!;.‘sff%‘gﬁftﬁ?i%ifi{’;ﬁi‘i “in gmﬁ

3 faith” sublest to Gypsem™s amdersianding that Clark County could net and du niet cormmi o
approval of any particulir Major Project andfor any particudar densities mmu Anvther

term of the 2010 Seitlement Agreement allowed Gypsum to only take prinary, permanent

coess 1o the Major Project from the cast, most probably State Route 160, a;rfas»:ri. gxpressly

w

prohibited primary access to the Major Project from connecting fo State §im¢.w AN

12, The State did not settle with Gypsum, but instead appealed the EL{SMQR faistrict

RS

| Court’s decision to the Ninth Cirenlt Count of ,prmii In torn, the Ninth mei certifted
guestions to the Nevada Supreme Cogrt segarding the constitutionality af the %mu Jaw

Vs;"smia;h;im@ sezoning of Gypsum’s property. Masfo v Gypeum Rex, LLC 7‘%’?4 P.3d404

imx prohibiting rezoning on b‘si‘hiﬂl‘i property viekated Article 4, Sections ﬁ’“ Eﬂfl*ﬁiii and

Articled, Section 25, of the Nevada Constitution. o

13 In 2011, Gypsum submiticd ar application to Clark County for a Concept Plas |

[ RN

{21 C mmgﬂ Plan” ‘f*\li?pi‘%ﬂ“}ﬁ 7,269 residential dwelling units along with \,ummummi

S of il

FARTRM %UJ Wy, ’i‘ »*; Dieniessrs L«S«rmrswi euhrafory demen § s doe
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| approximately 992 acres of Bureau (xi Land Munagement {(“BLM™Y land iimt mmtrm hoped

toexchange for environmernally ﬂr“xg"iﬁgax:';}_igs- sensitive Lmd it awned.

14, The purpose of'a :mnggﬁpi plan is o analyze a plan and identity putmimi
Hﬂpﬁ(ﬁi‘;ii‘} gi'n Q.%Lt Miiﬁlf‘f dﬂﬂh ’51‘\ K‘a Liﬁfﬂt L}‘%i }ﬁd‘"} ;;-, hbi&i“‘i’a}i and v d”‘i& hy d 8% gﬁ.'ﬂiﬂﬂi‘*

the Major Projocts provess, matters Ma_nuin_d for further analysis B a oo ‘ﬂpi pfan ae o by

studied in more detail ata later stage of the e process, manely during the ‘s;‘sa.uiu. Plan and
Public Facifities Needs Assessment “\i{iﬁ‘,h of the Major Projects process, whe e issues and

| concorns will be identified and an unpim ter be resalved.

18, Approval of the 2011 { oncept Plan did not grant Chypsian an cmziic:‘ﬁ'imﬂ*?i;s;}
£ ¥p

| develop the property. The dpp!‘ﬂ‘;ﬁf un y aflowed Lypsum o move o the m\i siep of the

Mutor Project Process that § i mhmmm of a specific plan and Public Facilities de\j
analysis, where issues and concens abmﬂ the proposed prajeet conld be sty uhé: in detail,

16, Defondant Save Red iﬁ?‘;f;}ﬂ{ appeared with many othees in pfu?ui o Gypsum’s

12011 Concept Plan.

17, In Augest of 2011, (iada County approved the 2011 Co qﬁE“im application

v 1 stibieet fo multiple conditions, but dgm;e} the portion of the 2011 Concept Pl m ihdi ncinded

A fanads.
18, The 2611 Concept P au ,.,mpmw P also reguired the removal of tin, totrist

§;‘.§J}}-‘i‘i.i"lf'}fﬁm-gﬁi and i'ﬂ\hhi!idi land pses .f.i‘{;?ﬁ-"{'i. E}f‘ﬁéi‘-rpiéii‘} ‘

24, Anuther condition m Lip;};m al limited the maxinnun average ds:r;am af the

2011 Concept Pl to 2.5 dwe Hing units per acre, effectively reduging {*‘;u--ovgrnii reaidential

|| density of the total number of siwz:ii‘:iﬁss; ity on the -agpp.r{wed Convept Plan f’ﬁ*}m’} 7,269 units

duhm 1o b oot per 2 acres on the dudupsmm cdges,

4ot13
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21, The Notice it}fi}?‘ﬁiﬁmﬂ_A-étﬁi{}iffz_ for the 2011 approval provided that 1}1“ approval

Hevould expire Iy one yoar unless (sprmn "‘"*'nstn;f;ja.mmg:[';jf] the next step inthe ?ﬁl{-{;{}:r’ Prajects

Review Provess.”™

230 Dafendant Save Red l{mi\ and other individuals and oy \ii}iﬁiiis"ih appeating

RESIRF

nprotest o the 2011 Concept Plan d | not seek judicial review ot the 2011 (un copt Plan

- Happroy al arvd the 2011 Concept ) ‘*‘Lm approy al bevamoe Hnal,

23 In September of 2011 Gypsum commenoed the next step in ihs: Ma}u, Projedis

{ Review Process by pre ;mmm and s :hmzium fos © i:ﬁyk.'{.,_;fc};.:zﬁi:ﬁf-j*if;_i'mfils’?&f';mgrm"x ix;iifﬁ-ié}{ff?sfif}i;}f}

HSpecific Plan and the Gypsum Rﬁi’:—(ﬁi’iiil“tiﬂiﬁiif&i‘? Public Favilities Needs Awaw\!izmi

24, Subsequently, {“ﬂpmm s Major Pm}e\,d FOVIOW PEOCESS Was pi ed on hold in

25 indappary 2013, the © iﬂri\ County Commission vated 1o d‘"‘pi@%ﬁ A resolution

supporting the exploration of a pmml {ial land exch g between Gypsum ;;g;;;;j he RLM.

26, In Qotober 2014, the Lmd exchangs praposal was denied by the Hi A and the
TBLM informed Gypstm that any pniu‘nmi tor g land transtur oy land x.\dhmmg between the

I BLM and Gypsam was not g S:hm.t::ﬁ.-@ei:ﬁ;:eai:}-v_ﬁ: by the BLM and that it was not iushic_,

-

A7 In 2006, Gypsum amiﬂ‘ﬁﬂkd another application for a Concept E‘?*m o Chark
P (3

28, The 2010 Concept Pim substantially conformed w the 2011 {jiﬁ}}:i‘iﬁ&?}:}’i Plan

W approval 3‘*‘ gicorporating the wmii?wm wttached to the 2811 Coneept Plan ;xm}; aval inte the

i

2016 Concept Plan application.

29, Thelpie {I‘:'s:';fﬂs;:lf;‘-g-t i”‘im Hnited the makimum gverage density m 2 du&hnu

anits per aere o the Gypsum pmpcm proposed an overall total number of d\miimn urts at

3426 units, Hmited density on the dauupmmi cdpes 10 ane unil per every ma BOTRS,

25 Hromoved the BLM owned land, a0 innm proposed tonrist commercial and mdmirm ana
26 || uses in the plan and showed the ;‘trmmn\ permanent aceess to the project coming from the
27 1 easty 3£:€>Tiﬁiﬂ¢f:-iiinw to State Route i-f:a&'-'iw:.h'_-ﬁz'i':;_'*ﬁeif'i.z‘nf;-:ﬂ:‘ﬁ-'-'-aﬁ{:ia‘zaﬁs to the project bcxm made from
2% lé_-%i. ste Route 139, gl in u‘mim‘\f‘ndi‘sw" u mz the 3811 Congept Plan ;s;}pmmi |

_____ Sof i3

| i'if?"’ﬁ:xi WM ‘»‘If S *t Dt sty it smnu ket mn ,n,,igmw“i final doc




300 This activn arises out s:;i Defendant Gypsum Resouress, LLC, r&-i:aﬁdtirs:g
application \ui\m  APPIOY: ab of the 2 ) Lo Concept Pidm (i mt: subject prnpwﬁx

Fil{\?f CAUSE OF ATCTHON
E} claratary !mitwnmt}

o

31 Plastft CLARK LH{NI\ repeats and realleges P&.!__‘i&gfifﬂ.ﬁh: “ throngh 30 of

it Complaint

32, f;ff:ha}tsi:ﬁ:r 30 .ﬂfi}wr?@iigﬁ provides that courts of record within 'i.hm respective

JESE =S

5;-1‘3{:3‘? further relief s or could be ¢l ;Eiiii?ﬂifi_?ﬁii

i

33, Declaratry udngmcma bring to the present a fitigable wzﬂmm sy, which

Lt N

Lothorwise might i‘tnﬁhu {ried inthe i’tﬁ.ﬂ‘i‘_t‘ﬁfj s purpose is togive '.?i.?'ﬁ&z‘:'{;‘im.if&ﬁ a;ﬂ varly

unm

eritival stage i order to &y ord the thm i of ;mpmdmu Htigation,

| Review Process within one year,

WP

35, Title 30 af the Clark mei"x Code provides that the nest siep i }itl? Major

Projects Review Process af fer s,m‘mpi plan approval is the submiital of & »p«,um plan and
public facilities needs assessment,

36, Thus Gypsum swas peg ;uu ed to commencs the next step of the \»iﬁ o Jr ng Ols

\ ¥

Review Process by submitting 8 *«{‘Lum . i;m and Fiibi;g favilities needs mw%en SRt R OF

[before August 17, 2012,

37, wypsunt submitied the {;me} Reclamation Specific Plan {md ’;s\ psum

i Rovlamation Public Pacilities Needs s’\%sk ssrment o Clark Counly on \cpimibsﬁ 28, 2011,

| thus satistving the condition to mnnmnu. the next step of the Process w aihm mu:- sar of the |
| 2011 Coneept Plan approval,

38 The 2011 Coneept i*ian approval has not expired.

_jSF;i?,;i{_*%"-‘i&:"?‘ci:§_a‘_~.f:_$, Ms T PRR ﬂh; imim.amu \ui«nm, i m,wu\m w}\m\.u *umi dag
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8 }

Sl

30 A am.mix?e gomirow s;rm exists botween Clark i;fﬁmﬁ?}-’: on one side and the

Tt A

that the 2011 Congept Plan approval ima et .tf*i}”?ﬁi;fiﬁteiif- and that {i%.\-’:g‘}iﬂiﬁ} H-ii:i:‘*-‘?”?‘Fi}ﬂﬁﬁi with the

?‘1{ {‘“

LG

?L oneept Plan i\sf‘?immmn SRR aiza:;g., with Clark (.;é{?sji.:zam}":z&mi_.f::s;}-‘rim}fis -ﬁ.‘i&i. ﬁuii}ii
| Concept Plan approval has exprired, mm requiring Gypsum to proceed with m‘“ 2018

{ Concept Plan application belore wr{mudm&i to the pexd step o the provess,
| B

40, Clark Coanty has u legs i profectable Interest i the comtroversy t&f’iﬂ the issus 8

| ripe for ,.% wdicial delermination. Sufcii-i- a {i{jﬁié@ﬁréiiii)§1 is necessary and ""‘ﬁ““""“'}pm‘@' o his time

{ i?’i.}fiii‘im;xiim‘z of Tile 30 of the Clark { umm Code and in vrder W assure -é:.{:za:rzzpi;.::ﬂm:ﬁzr‘w‘ithz'_me*

H2010 Settlemend kg ment it w %m.%‘ Ulark County m—.\ﬁ.ed hat Hwould pmwaa u\,-;wum ]

r}‘iii.s{)r g}r{}’\\ i PE § ‘t‘i{ﬁi% i}'{l{j{‘:f i}"’} \_‘i‘i("I‘ f)i i.\" iﬁl‘ilxt*i‘:%x lel &‘-‘i}{ﬁi § ;miii i hs\? Eii.i\fsiiﬁ‘“ {‘3*

| the 2014 Concept Plan application approv al will be rendered unnecessary ﬁi“iﬁ further

20 {iproceedings regarding 2016 Conve pt Plan rendered moat. o contrast, “”h‘*‘*“““h‘m i*

¢.

{ Congept Plan has expired, Clark 3<-'.;f@'s,1*§i‘ﬁiﬁsf would know s rights and duties regarding the
| further processing of the pending ﬁg;;ﬁ Concept Plan g;}phmmm as it 1»%4; 0§ i{rs- the 2010

i Settlement Agreement.

4b Resolution of the igsug sy end the contraversy between the parties and could

save the parties from undergoing ko n&f-i% v and expensive proceedings and subsequent

Hiligation.

il}

. ‘?\i{t‘)}{ i %H\ 3 w'a{ % F\ﬁ MRS “ X \\u., 2 !-}! }h I‘S E\ \igﬁ‘l‘af' \ s\h ,i! \H{\l B _'~ : 3\"'“‘1' ikﬁ]sg U\'\J
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- SEC OND CAUSE OF ACTION
(Declarstory Judgment, In the Alternative)

..... m

42 Plantlf CLARK COUNTY, repeats und reatleges Paragraphs E through 41 ui

Fet e

430 Chapter 30 of the NRS provides that courts of record within their respective

jurisdictions shall have power (o deciare nghts, staius and other legal relations whether or

not imﬁm vehiel 1 or could be clatmed.

44, Declaratory judgements bring to the prosent o Htigable mzmm« *r:o« whigt

othersvise might ondy be tied in the future, Its purpose is o give the gmxtm tm carly

OpPUriungy o ad*mimah, righis or ahh stions belfore the controversy has resc %mi [0

mu{:e}% stage s order fo avoid the threat of aopending iim, HIGH.

45, The Dovirine of Admanistrative Res Judicata applies i N dtiz} Thus an

administrative decision can result § in 1:@;1&, OF Uiﬁim {:‘w‘;iii%mﬂ FREIRE ﬁiii‘*&u ucm degiston

_:5337573-33:3-{;%’&{}3 anagency. Further, as a form of res judicata, vollateral extoppel mm ‘zppi MY

44 Phe issues decided by the Clark Coumty Commission when it u“xn\zdwui areed
Lapproved Gypsum”™s 2011 Concept ‘_i'?‘ia-ﬂ-é-agp’iif;:at:itm; are substantiadly the mh i net
identival, to the issues presented by Gypsut s 20116 Con ea 3}33’;}?{7&'i}gﬁiﬂiﬁi‘-ﬁ%ﬁ)ﬁ:;

47, The 2011 Coneept Plan approval becamme final because Clark County ssued &

H Notice of Final Action for the 2011 Concept Plan approval on August 25, _,ME nd ne ong

48, SRR lobbied zz.gaijns;ft. arsd appeared at the public hearings in protest against the

2011 Concept Plan approval, but dfiiﬂm seek judicial review of the approval.

49, A justiciable controversy exists between Clark County on ong uiu and the

i ‘sixR on the vther side, Clark County contends that the Dogirine of Admnisiy ziivéﬁi Rex

judicata applics thus barring SRR from raising issues in the pending 2016 {i?tmﬁept Plan

'.5.3;:;3;;.2_;,;; ation that were p;\m}um decided on their merits over SRRs oljeati ms {iu;mﬁ the

2 of 13
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| arguing that it may contest again the tssues it protested against previeusly in 2011 and re-

fitinate matters which have since become final,

application of Title 30 of the Clark (‘.Ef_:a_-um@}azr{ifimi'f:: and in order o assure wmpizmmmsham

2010 Sattdement Agreement in which Clark County agreed that it would pr m, g8 Gypsum's

mgjor project applications under the mujor projects process “in good fatth.”

31, Resolution of the fssue may end the controversy betweanthe pua%i‘!'-iif::&%riamﬁ--i‘-;‘-'#;?f'fi-i'-}i‘f ;

| save the parties from undergoing lengthy and expensive Hitigation,

- THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
{Declaratory Judgment, In the Aliemative)

ol e

Hits Complaint

‘?“ LMPm 3 of the NRS pmndm that courts ofrecord withis th m 08 ;‘imiin

ot frther relied s orcould be claimed,

$4,  Declaratory judgements bring to the present « itigable ummnuax wineh

otherwise mi s:a“zi .(m'iy he tricd in the future, Is purpose 15 0 ;;m, e ';;‘ﬁ:z{iﬁis;:s m‘;& warly

| eritical stage in order to avoid the threat of inpending Htigation.

5, The issacs decided by the Clark County Conpuission when it wmzﬁum and

Lappray ed Cypstn™s 2011 Concept Plan application are substuntially the \anm i not

Jedentical, to the ssues presented by Uypsian’s 2016 Concept Plan dpv}_u,amm

56, The 2011 Convept Plan approval became final because Clark C m,mh sssued &

Neotice of Finad Action for the 2011 Concept Plan approval on August 23, imi amd 1o ose

sought judicial review of the approval.

Qnt i3

N WRE R T pany B0 EE *)a clarshiany dudament’, M shuralony Judgraest S

. wo
vy L

a0, Clark {,umt‘si‘%i\iitgii prtﬁ@ﬁ:m{ézigﬁ interast in the contraversy dﬂﬁ the issue s |

e

§2. Plainiff, CLARK COUNTY, repeats and reatleges Paragraphs. } through 31 ol |




FL

LA

A justiciable controversy exists between Clark County on one side and the

57, A justiciable controversy exists between Clar
I:;QS-RR.m‘}'ﬂg‘}'g_{i:{E}"i.hii‘jiﬁ‘sfiﬁf;,. Clark County u‘m&:ms that it cannot decide ssus féi-iif‘fﬁ::mitﬁiv swhen
Cons idering the pending 2016 Concept Plan application 'ﬁt;f}.;m{ii_t.-pjr@%:rii;jﬁug;iyxi dcd an the
meris on subs sdmmih the same, i not identical, set of facts during the 2011 ai m';s.:cpii Lan

mmmmn u {ihe 203 {

| Settlemont Agreement as welbas fong S-f.qﬂm-s:i_irm';3zfii';?i:e:fi“§:~'fs;:s. (;}'i’:ﬁ{ﬁ:i‘z‘ii;,‘:z-fi.i%;‘fffé‘i%:i‘-*#??Ef..Ii'ﬁi@: SRR

sstablished law, should Clark County degide tssues dzifummix than # dld i1 ”*"{Hi ory

substantially the same setof facts.

88, Clark County has 2 legal protectable interest i the comrversy tuni he ssue
ripe for judicial determination. Such & declaration is necossary and ﬁaif-‘i??‘i’.‘iﬁ?ﬁ?fmm al thiy time

so that Clark County can determine {ts rights and obligations with respect to the proper

-ia‘;&piii:mim-a‘;ﬂ Titde 30 of the Clark © uuﬂh Code and in arder 1o assure 6 ni]}._ﬁi‘iﬁ;ﬁﬁ{{:*_‘ﬁﬁi_t,‘?i the

2010 Settlement Agreement by which Clark County agroed that i would ;‘Hsuem Gypsuan’s

Lo JjOr proy jeot applications under the Major Projecis provess = i goud imi

4, Resolatfon of the sue may ond the controversy betweas the gmmn and could

H}UHH CAUSE OF ACTHO! |
v Judgment, In the Allermative}

60, Plaintff, CLARK COUNTY, repeats and realloges Paragraphs | through 5% ot

s Complaing

5% T }@pur 3 of the NRS prov fdes that courts ot pecord %k:v‘;ij‘i}?i;{:iﬁ.:“{iﬁ;jﬁir respective

| urisdictions Q Sl mw POWEE 1o dmia iiﬂhia status and other legal refations whether op

B

nob forther relie! i or condd be chmgd.

62, Declaratary judgements bring to the present o litigable vontroversy, which

¥

otherwise might only be tried It the future. It purpose 1s o give the ;ﬁh‘ii"iii?&,ﬁ:i’i ?ﬁ:ari}*

| eritieal slage in order to aveid the threat of impending litigation.

,':'\
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St

within g single potition i:}i‘-_;-’a}?}‘.}fE?ﬂéiiiﬁi}_: st be contiguous,”

64, Under Titde 34, for the purpose of lund use application m.upimhn‘ two parcels |

(lare considerad “vontigious™ when they share a Common corner,

3. Inthe 2010 Settlement Agrecment, Clark County agreed that is\;}wm

L property was contiguous as evidenced by a map of the subjeat property ahsm--zﬂu two large

&7, A;_iizi%?ifi.aiiz'&f‘ﬁi‘ffi contraversy oxXists between Clark County on one mﬁ: and the

SRR on the other side. Clark Cowunty contends two parcels of land which hm’@? only one

comumon comer is considered “contiguous” under Title 30 of the Clark County Uade:
theretore, Gy psm’s ;wrs:»:lx e t.,mmnuom and Clrk County may procted it“ﬁﬂmw
Gy panns 2016 Cong Lpt Plan as currently presented. SRR contends that two pdzwh of fand

S which have ondy one COmuTIon Somer are not m‘snﬂduui “cmimmuw and Jm fhe & iﬁl»ﬁ

”\.'iam% Projeots Roview Process relies on the ’fegfg}i-uii?é-}ﬁr}; of the controversys Iy the event the

il ;:“i}fﬁfifﬂftffgi‘i.}“ mgmgmi if the p&ra;:s;:is* are fied contiguous, the 2016 Concept Plast sy not
proceed as prosented.

6% Clark Cownsty has # legal protectable interest in the contfovary md the ssue iy |

ripe for judicial determination. Such a declaration is necessary and appmpum at this Hime
so that Clark Cownty can determine its rights and obligations with respect to iﬁu proper

L application of Thle 30 of the Clark Cownty Code and i order 1o ,,zaxuh,mn‘zpimme with the
2010 Setfenent Agreement in which Clark County agreed that it would pz:‘{ﬂ:&é& Crypstin’s

mwior project applications ander the major prumux process “in good faith.”

&Y. Resolution of the issue may end the controversy between the pamm_g_m conld

| save the parties Trom widergoing longthy and expensive Hitigation,

1af 13
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Concept Plan may not proceed sy cuvrently presented. The guestion of how is:; proveed i the
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70, Plaimil CLARK. COLU f\l\ repeats and realloges P \ﬂ"‘*idid}“*ﬁ' { throwgh 6% of |

Lt Complaint.

71, Chapter 30 of the NRS mniu that courts of ‘record within i*mz respective

Jurisdictions shall have power to declae ¢ ights, status and other log mi ;ciaimn\ whether or

ol fusther refiet Is or could be claimed.

2. }}wmramx judgements bn;‘w to the pressmt g inma\bic copirov f?‘i sy, which

| otherwise might oply be tried inthe future, Hts purpose is to give the parties m carty

p;mriunm o adjudivate rights or obligations bel ore the ¢ comtroversy Has reached a more
eritieal staue in order to.aveid the threat of impeading litigation
T3, CTitle 38 of the Clark County Code pr u‘iii{h:s that an approved apeum pidi‘ P

propeny.

74, Title 30 provides that the Clark Cowity Planning Commission is a

H recommending satity 1o the Clark County Commission.

75, The Clark County Planning Commission '-iﬂ'@(}iﬁfﬂ@i.i-#;:‘--i"ﬂiﬁ{:&.i:f{}.mmi{“im denistol

the 2016 Concept Plan on the basis that it contlicted with the fand use {%ian dummimm on

the praperty.

Th, A justiciable controversy exists between Clark County on ane \i(ii“: and the

X

SRR on the other side. Clark County contends that @ coneept plan ap pheats s::if_?séﬁ‘zé;};e not b

dentedion the basis that it conflicts with the existing land use designation for ﬁ E}i‘&{kih

plant ;[c}':;:zfﬁli:gnr;gizim; iummmnr}u‘n SRR Lzroﬂfmuxi snfends that w coneept piﬁﬂ iy be
H dentod o the basis that it is not consisient swith the existing land use designat *un o a

property. Resolution of the canlroversy I8 necessary hetore the 2016 Concept Plan

application is heard by the Clark County Commission so that is may Ronoew w hsfii P accept |

_.139? f‘:
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| 2010 Sertlement Agreement in which Clark Connty agre ed that i would pm ess Gypsum's

PYOPLE,

t

or diseeg tiﬁj the E-im*ﬂ;ig“{ OSSN 8 1o conunendation hoefure rends m‘s I cidon oivthe

12016 Concept Planapplivation,

77, Clark County has @ Jegal protectable interest in the ¢ ORLFOVErSy and the issue eds

| ripe for judicial determination. Such a declaration {s necessary and approp mia at this time
{50 that Clark County can determing its rights and obligations with respect to ms, PIUPSE

app seation of Tithe 30 of the Clark County Code and in order to assure mm;ﬁm;} o with the |

......

MR prejee dppimmﬁm under the major prp i;ﬁ: s “in good faith”

TR Resolution of the issie may end the controversy butwe iﬁri%iﬁ}ﬁ}fﬁ&riim and could

' save the parties from undergoing lengthy and expensive Hiligation.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiil prays for judgment as fbliows:

1. That the Court make o binding declaration of the rights, duties or gther fogal

i obi ijg&i;f_i?i'af}'séaﬁs of ihgi'umm
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