
Planning Commission February 12, 2013 - Page 1

       PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

COUNCIL CHAMBERS · 495 SOUTH MAIN STREET · PHONE 229-6011

CITY OF LAS VEGAS INTERNET ADDRESS: www.lasvegasnevada.gov

LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL

Mayor Carolyn G. Goodman, (At-Large) 

Mayor Pro-Tem Stavros S. Anthony, (Ward 4)

Councilwoman Lois Tarkanian, (Ward 1)

Councilman Steven D. Ross, (Ward 6)

Councilman Ricki Y. Barlow (Ward 5)

Councilman Bob Coffin, (Ward 3)

Councilman Bob Beers, (Ward 2)

City Manager Elizabeth N. Fretwell 

COMMISSIONERS

Gus W. Flangas, Chair

Todd L. Moody, Vice Chair

Byron Goynes

Richard Truesdell

Vicki Quinn

Trinity Haven Schlottman

Richard P. Bonar

Facilities are provided throughout City Hall for convenience of persons with disabilities.  For meetings held in the

Council Chambers, sound equipment is available for persons with hearing impairments. If you need an accommodation

to attend and participate in this meeting, please call the DEPARTMENT DESIGNEE at (702) 229-6301 and advise of

your need at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.   The City�s TDD number is (702) 386-9108.

February 12, 2013
6:00 PM

ITEMS MAY BE TAKEN OUT OF THE ORDER PRESENTED AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON.  TWO OR

MORE AGENDA ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION MAY BE COMBINED; AND ANY ITEM ON THE AGENDA MAY BE

REMOVED OR RELATED DISCUSSION MAY BE DELAYED AT ANY TIME.

NOTICE:   This meeting has been properly noticed and posted at the following locations:

City Hall, 495 South Main Street, 1st Floor

   Clark County Government Center, 500 South Grand Central Parkway

   Grant Sawyer Building, 555 East Washington Avenue

   City of Las Vegas Development Services Center, 333 North Rancho Drive

ACTIONS:                 ALL ACTIONS EXCEPT GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS, REZONINGS AND RELATED CASES

THERETO ARE FINAL UNLESS AN APPEAL IS FILED BY THE APPLICANT OR AN

AGGRIEVED PERSON, OR A REVIEW IS REQUESTED BY A MEMBER OF THE CITY

COUNCIL WITHIN TEN DAYS AND PAYMENT OF THOSE COSTS SHALL BE MADE UPON

FILING OF THE APPLICATION.

ANY ITEM LISTED IN THIS AGENDA MAY BE TAKEN OUT OF ORDER IF SO REQUESTED

BY THE APPLICANT, STAFF, OR A MEMBER OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND

AGREED TO BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY

IMPOSE TIME LIMITATIONS, AS NECESSARY, ON THOSE PERSONS WISHING TO BE

HEARD ON ANY AGENDAED ITEM.

http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov/
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING RULES OF CONDUCT:

1. Staff will present each item to the Commission in order as shown on the agenda, along with a recommendation and

suggested conditions of approval, if appropriate.

2. The applicant is asked to be at the public microphone during the staff presentation.  When the staff presentation is

complete, the applicant should state his name and address, and indicate whether or not he accepts staff�s conditions of

approval.

3. If areas of concern are known in advance, or if the applicant does not accept staff�s condition, the applicant or his

representative is invited to make a brief presentation of his item with emphasis on any items of concern. 

4. Persons other than the applicant who support the request are invited to make brief statements after the applicant.  If

more than one supporter is present, comments should not be repetitive.  A representative is welcome to speak and

indicate that he speaks for others in the audience who share his view. 

5. Objectors to the item will be heard after the applicant and any other supporters.  All who wish to speak will be heard,

but in the interest of time it is suggested that representatives be selected who can summarize the views of any groups

of interested parties. 

6. After all objectors� input has been received; the applicant will be invited to respond to any new issues raised.

7. Following the applicant�s response, the public hearing will be closed; Commissioners will discuss the item amongst

themselves, ask any questions they feel are appropriate, and proceed to a motion and decision on the matter.

8. Letters, petitions, photographs and other submissions to the Commission will be retained for the record.  Large maps,

models and other materials may be displayed to the Commission from the microphone area, but need not be handed in

for the record unless requested by the Commission.

As a courtesy, we would ask those not speaking to be seated and not interrupt the speaker or the Commission.  We appreciate

your courtesy and hope you will help us make your visit with the Commission a good and fair experience. 

BUSINESS ITEMS:

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ANNOUNCEMENT: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW

3. ROLL CALL

4. PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA MUST BE LIMITED TO MATTERS ON THE

AGENDA FOR ACTION. IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD, COME TO THE PODIUM AND GIVE YOUR NAME FOR

THE RECORD. THE AMOUNT OF DISCUSSION, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF TIME ANY SINGLE

SPEAKER IS ALLOWED, MAY BE LIMITED

5. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE FINAL MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

OF JANUARY 8, 2013

6. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION - Any Items from the Planning Commission, staff and/or the applicant wish to be stricken or

held in abeyance to a future meeting may be brought forward and acted upon at this time.
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CONSENT ITEMS:

CONSENT ITEMS ARE CONSIDERED ROUTINE BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND MAY BE ENACTED BY ONE

MOTION.  HOWEVER, ANY ITEM MAY BE DISCUSSED IF A COMMISSION MEMBER OR APPLICANT SO DESIRES.

ONE MOTION - ONE VOTE

THE FOLLOWING ARE ITEMS THAT MAY BE CONSIDERED IN ONE MOTION/ONE VOTE.  THEY ARE CONSIDERED

ROUTINE NON-PUBLIC AND PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS.  ALL PUBLIC HEARINGS AND NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS

WILL BE OPENED AT ONE TIME.  ANY PERSON REPRESENTING AN APPLICATION OR A MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC

OR A MEMBER OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT IN AGREEMENT WITH THE CONDITIONS AND ALL

STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR THE APPLICATION RECOMMENDED BY STAFF, SHOULD REQUEST TO HAVE

THAT ITEM REMOVED FROM THIS PART OF THE AGENDA.

7. SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: EATS, LLC - OWNER: GREAT
WASH PARK, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A SUPPER CLUB IN

CONJUNCTION WITH AN EXISTING 21,239 SQUARE-FOOT RESTAURANT AND BEER/WINE/COOLER ON

AND OFF-SALE ESTABLISHMENT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A 141-FOOT DISTANCE SEPARATION

FROM A CITY PARK WHERE 400 FEET IS THE MINIMUM REQUIRED at 420 South Rampart Boulevard, Suite

#150 (APN 138-32-615-001), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 2 (Beers).  Staff recommends APPROVAL. 

8. SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: WILSHIRE PLAZA L L C
- For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH

ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE at 5247 West Charleston Boulevard (APN 163-01-501-007), C-1

(Limited Commercial)Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian).  Staff recommends APPROVAL. 

9. SUP-47822 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: WALGREEN CORPORATION -
OWNER: FRED AND JILL VOGEL PROPERTIES I, LLC. - For possible action on a request for a Special Use

Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE USE

WITHIN AN EXISTING 17,124 SQUARE-FOOT GENERAL RETAIL STORE at 9300 West Sahara Avenue (APN 163-

06-816-007), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 2 (Beers).  Staff recommends APPROVAL. 

10. SDR-47812 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING: APPLICANT/OWNER:
VOLUNTEERS IN MEDICINE OF SOUTHERN NEVADA -  For possible action on a request for a Site Development

Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 12,000 SQUARE-FOOT CLINIC on 1.36 acres on the east side of Martin L. King

Boulevard, approximately 60 feet north of Madison Avenue (APNs 139-28-601-001 through 003), C-1 (Limited

Commercial), Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends APPROVAL. 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

11. ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DR HORTON,
INC. - OWNER: TIGHI FAMILY, LP - For possible action on a request for a Major Modification of the Town Center

Land Use Plan to Amend the Special Land Use Designation FROM: EC-TC (EMPLOYMENT CENTER MIXED USE -

TOWN CENTER) TO: ML-TC (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL - TOWN CENTER) on 36.36 acres at the

northeast corner of Gilcrease Avenue and Fort Apache Road (APN 125-17-101-001), Ward 6 (Ross).  Staff recommends

APPROVAL.

12. ABEYANCE - SDR-47017 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO MOD-47016 - PUBLIC
HEARING - APPLICANT: DR HORTON, INC. - OWNER: TIGHI FAMILY, LP - For possible action on a request

for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 293-LOT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH A

WAIVER OF THE TOWN CENTER SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL STREET STANDARDS AND AN

ASSOCIATED ENCROACHMENT INTO THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY ON 36.36 acres at the northeast corner of

Gilcrease Avenue and Fort Apache Road (APN 125-17-101-001), T-C (Town Center) Zone [EC-TC (Employment Center

Mixed Use - Town Center) Special Land Use Designation] [PROPOSED: ML-TC (Medium Low Density Residential -

Town Center)], Ward 6 (Ross).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
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13. ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING -
APPLICANT/OWNER: SHADOW MOUNTAIN MARKETPLACE, LLC - For possible action on a request for an

Amendment to Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5050) FOR A PROPOSED DOUBLE DRIVE-THROUGH LANE

AT AN EXISTING RESTAURANT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A FIVE-FOOT LANDSCAPE BUFFER ALONG

A PORTION OF THE EAST PROPERTY LINE WHERE FIFTEEN FEET IS REQUIRED on 20.95 acres at 6595 North

Decatur Boulevard (APN 125-24-811-003), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 6 (Ross).  Staff recommends

DENIAL.

14. ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER:
CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For possible action on a request to adopt an updated Housing Element and revise the 2020

Master Plan; All Wards. Staff recommends APPROVAL.

15. ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER:
1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request to Amend the 2020 Master

Plan Land Use FROM: L (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: ML (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on

2.32 acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

16. ABEYANCE - ZON-47594 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-47595 - PUBLIC HEARING -
APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request

for a Rezoning FROM: R-E (RESIDENCE ESTATES) TO: R-2 (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.32

acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

17. ABEYANCE - SUP-47592 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-4759 AND ZON-47594 - PUBLIC
HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action

on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR THE CONVERSION OF ONE OF THREE EXISTING SENIOR CITIZEN

APARTMENT BUILDINGS TO AN ASSISTED LIVING APARTMENT BUILDING on 2.32 acres at 3900 West Oakey

Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), R-E (Residence Estates) Zone [PROPOSED: R-2 (Medium-Low Density Residential)],

Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

18. ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: MAXI MART -
OWNER: TUESDAY 18, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL

ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE USE WITHIN AN EXISTING 3,000

SQUARE-FOOT CONVENIENCE STORE at 2212 East Charleston Boulevard (APN 162-01-101-004), C-2 (General

Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Coffin). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

19. MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL -
OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Major Modification of the Lone

Mountain West Master Development Plan To Amend the Future Land Use Designation FROM: MFM (MULTI-FAMILY

MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL) TO: L (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND TO AMEND TABLES 1 THROUGH 4 OF

THE MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN (SECTION 2.2) TO REFLECT CHANGES TO THE LAND USE

CATEGORIES AND NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS on 13.81 acres adjacent to the east side of the Puli Drive

alignment, south of Lone Mountain Road (APNs 137-01-101-001 and 009; and 137-01-201-001 and 002), Ward 4

(Anthony).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

20. ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA
RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: IOTA TUSCAN, LLC - For possible action on a request for Rezoning FROM: U

(UNDEVELOPED) [PCD (PLANNED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] TO: PD

(PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) on 16.40 acres adjacent to the south side of Peaceful Dawn Avenue, approximately 630

feet west of Cliff Shadows Parkway (APNs 137-01-101-010 and 011; and 137-01-201-003), Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff

recommends APPROVAL.

21. VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON-47605 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT:
ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a

Variance TO ALLOW SIX-FOOT PERIMETER RETAINING WALLS WHERE 3.5 FEET IS THE MAXIMUM

ALLOWED on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001,

009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD

(Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4

(Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
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22. VAR-47609 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605 AND VAR-47607 - PUBLIC HEARING -
APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on

a request for a Variance TO ALLOW 40-FOOT WIDE PRIVATE STREETS WITH NO SIDEWALKS WHERE 47-

FOOT WIDE STREETS WITH SIDEWALKS AND AMENITY ZONES ON BOTH SIDES ARE REQUIRED on 55.00

gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-

01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community

Development) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff

recommends DENIAL.

23. VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607 AND VAR-47609 - PUBLIC
HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For

possible action on a Petition to Vacate public rights-of-way and U.S. Government Patent Easements generally located east

of Puli Road, south of Lone Mountain Road, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

24. SDR-47610 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607,

VAR-47609 AND VAC-47611 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H
M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A

PROPOSED 328-LOT SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner

of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and

012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan

Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

25. VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: NP PALACE, LLC. - For possible action

on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A 50-FOOT TALL FLAG POLE ON THE ROOF OF AN EXISTING

BUILDING WHERE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF THE POLE ALLOWED IS 40 FEET on 10 acres at 2411 West

Sahara Avenue (APN 162-08-502-009), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian).  Staff recommends

DENIAL.

26. VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 900 FREMONT, LLC - For possible

action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW AN SIX-FOOT TALL FENCE IN THE FRONT YARD WHERE A

MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF FIVE FEET IS ALLOWED on 2.75 acres at 902 and 916 Fremont Street (APNs 139-34-612-

060 and 075), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

27. SDR-47823 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO VAR-47821 - PUBLIC HEARING -
APPLICANT/OWNER: 900 FREMONT, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review

FOR A TEMPORARY PARKING LOT AND WAIVER OF THE DOWNTOWN CENTENNIAL PLAN PARKING

LOT SCREENING FENCE DESIGN STANDARDS on 2.75 acres at 902 and 916 Fremont Street (APNs 139-34-612-060

and 075), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

28. VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: KHANEH HOLDINGS, LLC - For

possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW AN OFF-PREMISE SIGN TO BE ATTACHED TO A

BUILDING WHERE OFF-PREMISE SIGNS ARE REQUIRED TO BE DETACHED AND PERMANENTLY

SECURED TO THE GROUND on 8.14 acres at 5550 Painted Mirage Road (APN 125-34-116-004), C-2 (General

Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

29. SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-47835 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER:
KHANEH HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR AN OFF-PREMISE

SIGN at 5550 Painted Mirage Road (APN 125-34-116-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff

recommends DENIAL.

30. VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M
ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A MINIMUM LOT SIZE TO BE

15,260 SQUARE FEET WHERE 20,000 SQUARE FEET IS REQUIRED AND TO ALLOW A 28-FOOT FRONT

YARD SETBACK ON LOTS 1 AND 5 WHERE 30 FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast

corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General

Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
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31. VAR-47840 - VARIANCE RELATED TO VAR-47839 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA
RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW

A PRIVATE STREET TO NOT COMPLY WITH MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A PUBLIC STREET, INCLUDING

NO SIDEWALKS OR STREETLIGHTS WHERE SUCH ARE REQUIRED AND A WIDTH OF 40 FEET WHERE A

MINIMUM OF 47 FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and

Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U(Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4

(Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

32. WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47840 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT:
ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Waiver

TO ALLOW A REDUCED SEPARATION DISTANCE BETWEEN EXTERNAL INTERSECTIONS FROM 220 FEET

TO 175 FEET on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-

801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends

DENIAL.

33. TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VAR-47840 AND WVR-47976 - PUBLIC
HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible

action on a request for a Tentative Map FOR A FIVE-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION on 2.5 acres generally located

on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential

Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

34. SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: JAMES A. LEE - OWNER: MER-
CAR CORPORATION - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED MORTUARY

OR FUNERAL HOME USE at 21 Marion Drive (APN 140-32-401-010), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 3

(Coffin).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

DIRECTOR'S BUSINESS:

35. ABEYANCE - TXT-46131 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF
LAS VEGAS - For possible action to update the Town Center Development Standards to make various clarifications and

update code references related to changes made to LVMC Title 19 with the adoption of the Unified Development Code. 

Staff recommends APPROVAL.

36. ABEYANCE - TXT-47630 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF
LAS VEGAS - For discussion and possible action to amend Title 19 to establish standards for a Supergraphic Signage.

Staff has NO RECOMMENDATION.

37. TXT-47659 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS -

Discussion and possible action to amend Title 19.12 regarding Mixed Use development to allow non-residential

development above the ground floor.  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

38. TXT-47865 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For

discussion and possible action to amend LVMC 19.12.070 and 19.18.020 regarding the Short-Term Residential Rental use

by revising the description, requirements and definition to address community concerns related to the activities allowed

under this use and to provide for other related matters.  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION:

39. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA MUST BE

LIMITED TO MATTERS WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  NO SUBJECT MAY

BE ACTED UPON BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION UNLESS THAT SUBJECT IS ON THE AGENDA AND IS

SCHEDULED FOR ACTION.  IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD, COME TO THE PODIUM AND GIVE YOUR NAME

FOR THE RECORD.  THE AMOUNT OF DISCUSSION ON ANY SINGLE SUBJECT, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT

OF TIME ANY SINGLE SPEAKER IS ALLOWED, MAY BE LIMITED 



                                              

Agenda Item No.: 1.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG

SUBJECT:

CALL TO ORDER



                                              

Agenda Item No.: 2.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE  -  PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG

SUBJECT:

ANNOUNCEMENT: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW



                                              

Agenda Item No.: 3.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE  -  PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR: FLINN FAGG

SUBJECT:

ROLL CALL



                                              

Agenda Item No.: 4.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE  -  PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG

SUBJECT:

PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA MUST BE LIMITED TO

MATTERS ON THE AGENDA FOR ACTION. IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD, COME TO

THE PODIUM AND GIVE YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD. THE AMOUNT OF

DISCUSSION, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF TIME ANY SINGLE SPEAKER IS

ALLOWED, MAY BE LIMITED



                                              

Agenda Item No.: 5.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE  -  PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG

SUBJECT:

FOR POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE FINAL MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING

COMMISSION MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 2013



                                             

Agenda Item No.: 6.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE  -  PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

Any items from the Planning Commission, staff and/or the applicant wish to be stricken or held

in abeyance to a future meeting may be brought forward and acted upon at this time.



 
Agenda Item No.: 7.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: EATS, LLC -

OWNER: GREAT WASH PARK, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use

Permit FOR A SUPPER CLUB IN CONJUNCTION WITH AN EXISTING 21,239 SQUARE-

FOOT RESTAURANT AND BEER/WINE/COOLER ON AND OFF-SALE

ESTABLISHMENT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A 141-FOOT DISTANCE

SEPARATION FROM A CITY PARK WHERE 400 FEET IS THE MINIMUM REQUIRED at

420 South Rampart Boulevard, Suite #150 (APN 138-32-615-001), C-2 (General Commercial)

Zone, Ward 2 (Beers).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Location, Aerial and Special Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter























 
Agenda Item No.: 8.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER:

WILSHIRE PLAZA L L C - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A

PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-

SALE at 5247 West Charleston Boulevard (APN 163-01-501-007), C-1 (Limited

Commercial)Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location, Aerial and Special Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter



















 

Agenda Item No.: 9.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SUP-47822 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: WALGREEN

CORPORATION - OWNER: FRED AND JILL VOGEL PROPERTIES I, LLC. - For possible

action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT

WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE USE WITHIN AN EXISTING 17,124

SQUARE-FOOT GENERAL RETAIL STORE at 9300 West Sahara Avenue (APN 163-06-816-

007), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 2 (Beers).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location, Aerial and Special Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter



























 
Agenda Item No.: 10.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SDR-47812 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING:

APPLICANT/OWNER: VOLUNTEERS IN MEDICINE OF SOUTHERN NEVADA -  For

possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 12,000

SQUARE-FOOT CLINIC on 1.36 acres on the east side of Martin L. King Boulevard,

approximately 60 feet north of Madison Avenue (APNs 139-28-601-001 through 003), C-1

(Limited Commercial), Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

C.C.: 3/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter























SDR 47812
Volunteers in Medicine of Southern Nevada

E side of Martin L. King, N of Madison

Proposed 12 thousand square foot medical clinic.

Traffic produced by proposed development:      

Proposed Use DESCRIPTION #UNIT

RATE/#

UNIT TOTAL

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

CLINIC [1000 SF] 12

31.45 377

AM Peak Hour 0.00 0

PM Peak Hour 5.18 62

 
Existing traffic on all nearby streets: 

Martin L. King Blvd.        

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 33,838

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 2707

Madison Ave.        

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 830

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 66

 Adjacent Street ADT Capacity      

Martin L. King Blvd. 51,800

Madison Ave. 3,000

This project is expected to add about 377 trips per day on Martin L. King Blvd. & Madison Ave. Currently, Martin L. King
is at about 65 percent of capacity and Madison is at about 28 percent of capacity. With this project, Martin L. King is
expected to be at about 66 percent of capacity and Madison to be at about 40 percent of capacity. 

    
Based on Peak Hour use, this project will add about 62 trips in the peak hour, or about one every minute.

Note that this report assumes all traffic from this development uses all named streets.





 
Agenda Item No.: 11.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2012

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE  -  MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT: DR HORTON, INC. - OWNER: TIGHI FAMILY, LP - For possible action on a

request for a Major Modification of the Town Center Land Use Plan to Amend the Special Land

Use Designation FROM: EC-TC (EMPLOYMENT CENTER MIXED USE - TOWN CENTER)

TO: ML-TC (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL - TOWN CENTER) on 36.36 acres at

the northeast corner of Gilcrease Avenue and Fort Apache Road (APN 125-17-101-001), Ward 6

(Ross).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

C.C.:  03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 7 Planning Commission Mtg. 2

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps - MOD-47016 and SDR-47017

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos - MOD-47016 and SDR-47017

5.  Justification Letter - MOD-47016 and SDR-47017

6.  Protest/Support Postcards for MOD-47016 and SDR-47017
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City of Las Vegas
Department of Planning
Development Services Center

333 North Rancho Drive, 3'd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

Return Service Requested
Official Notice of Public Hearing

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the

appropriate box below and retum this card in an envelope with postage to the

Department of Planning, Case Planning Division at the address listed above or
fax this side of this card to (7O2) 385-7268. If you would like to contact your

Council please call 229-6405. 12518611014
S B FAMILY TRUST
5592 PLACER AVE

Case: MOD-47016

WESTMTNSTER CA 92683-2833 92683-28

Êi
^Ed

frE
O- lr

0004275218 IJOV 29 2012
MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 8S1 O1

Please use available blank on card for your comments

MOD-47016 & SDR-47017
Planning Commission Meeting of 12/1ll20l2

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the

appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with postage to the

Departrnent of Planning, case Plannilg Division at thc address lisrcd above or

fax this side of this card to (7O2) 385-7268. If you would like to contact your

Council ve, please

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I OPPOSE
this Request

I OPPOSE
this Request

'j-¡*1Í ....¡.i:ïrüiï:'i..¡ l' .t''iï.',;:Í::x'fi .::i ltlrlr,lr,l,f ¡,¡rl¡,rl,llll,,tll,ill'ltlll¡lt,f llllllll'l,llllll'

f- .,' .' '',..,ì
ir

DtC rl (.201?

N

A

Case: MOD-47016
1 251 861 1 003
SHARMA SUDHEEP & BHARATI
5592 PLACER AVE
WESTMINSTER CA 92683-2833 92683-28

Please use available blank space card for your comments.

MOD-47016 & SDR-47017
Planning Commission Meeting of l2llll20l2
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If you wish to file your prutcat or suPPol on this ¡equèst, check ¡he

appropriate box below md rêtum (his card in an cnvelope with postflgÊ to th{3 

listed ohove orI)epartmcnt of Plonning, Çrsc Planning Divisiort $ the addrcss

fax this of this card to (702) 385-?268. If you would like to contacl yotr

Counsil vè, plesse Çall

B oorzoor

Ces6: MOD-1701ê
1 251 8Ê18090
ROGERS RUTH S

9252 BROWNSTONE LEDOË

t¡s trtc¡s Nv 8914Ð-1 660 8e149-10ô0

RECEIVED

Las

I SUPPORT 
this Rcquest 

I OPPOSE
this Rcquest

Please use available blank spacc on card for Your colrunellts'

MOD-47016 & SDR-47017
Planning Commissiort Meeting of I2lll'l20l2

..fi .T. .-,' ¡Hrt ['.:r r;;' f ..f l. I ,.ä ,#i J. ,+ Sl

WÊ,IMW. r,Yz=tt

It you wish to filo Your Protcst or support orr this rêquesl' check thc

appmpríate box below atd retur¡t this calcl in an envetopo with Postage to the

Department of Planning, Case Plmtting Division at the adtlress listed ¡bove or

thx this side of this cat'd to (702) 385"7268. If yorr woulrl like to contflct yÔtlr

Council please call 22e-6405.

1 SUFPORT I OPPOSE

thk'ttreqttcst this Rcquest

Please use available blank sPace on cäTd for your com¡flcnts.

MOD'4701ó & sDR.470l7
Planning Commission Meeting of tãllll20l2
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on this rcqtlest' check the

If you wish to ftle Your prôtost or silPport 

appropri me box below snd return thls card in nn enveloPe with post0gt

Plannlng Divinion at the address listed above or

DePafttent 
fax this side

of Planning, Case

this card to (702) n85-1268 If you would like to contact Your
of

vç, pleasc call 229-6405

I SUPPOR'T
IOPPOSE

this Rcquest
this Rêquc$t

Please use availablc blank sPace on card fbr your comments'

MOD-47016 & sDR-47017
Meeting of 1211112012
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City of Las Vegas

Department of Planning
Development Services Center

333 North Rancho Drive, 3'd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

Return Service Requested
OffÏcial Notice of Public Hearing

If you wish to file Your protest or support on this request, check the

appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with postage to the

Departrnent of Planning, Case Planning Division at the address listed above or

s card 85-1268. If you would like to contact your

Êi
ä()

frE
02 1M
0004279218 ¡lOV 29 2012
MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 89101

$ 00.424 

fax this side of to (7O2) 3 

please call 229-6405.
1 251 861 6092
DECASTRO TERI

Case: MOD-47016

9303 GILCREASE AVE #1254
LAS VEGAS NV 89149€116 89149-6116

available blank space on card for your comments

MOD-47016 & SDR-47017
Planning Commission Meeting of 7211112012

If you wish to file your protest or support on this fequest, check the

appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with postage to the

O"pu.t-"nt of Planning, Case Planning Division at the address listed above or

farthis side of this card to (7o2) 385-1268. ff you would like to contact your

Council ve, please call 229-6405

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I OPPOSE
this Request

I OPPOSE
this Request
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CiW of Lae Vegaa
Oe'pt. ot Plannlng

12518615072
CORREIA JOANN M
MONIZ KENNETH J

Case: MOD-47016

9303 GILCREASE AVE #'1120

t.AS VEGAS NV 89149-6109 89149-6109
Please use available blank space on card for your comments'

MOD-47016 & SDR-47017
Planning Commission Meeting of I2lII|20I2
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Agenda Item No.: 12.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2012

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE  -  SDR-47017 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO MOD-

47016 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DR HORTON, INC. - OWNER: TIGHI FAMILY,

LP - For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED

293-LOT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH A WAIVER OF THE TOWN CENTER

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL STREET STANDARDS AND AN ASSOCIATED

ENCROACHMENT INTO THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY ON 36.36 acres at the northeast

corner of Gilcrease Avenue and Fort Apache Road (APN 125-17-101-001), T-C (Town Center)

Zone [EC-TC (Employment Center Mixed Use - Town Center) Special Land Use Designation]

[PROPOSED: ML-TC (Medium Low Density Residential - Town Center)], Ward 6 (Ross). 

Staff recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 7 Planning Commission Mtg. 2

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 







SDR-47017
D.R. Horton, Inc.

NEC Gilcrease Avenue & Fort Apache Road

Proposed 293 single family unit subdivision.

 Traffic produced by proposed development:      

Proposed Use DESCRIPTION #UNIT

RATE/#

UNIT TOTAL

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED [DWELL] 293

9.57 2,804

AM Peak Hour 0.75 220

PM Peak Hour 1.01 296

 
Existing traffic on all nearby streets: 

Gilcrease Ave.        

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 1,448

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 494

 Fort Apache Rd.      

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 506

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 44

  Grand Teton Dr.       

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 2,407

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 117

    Adjacent Street ADT Capacity       

Gilcrease Ave. 16,300

Fort Apache Rd. 16,300 

  Grand Teton Dr. 16,300 

  
   This project is expected to add about 2,804 trips per day on Gilcrease Ave., Fort Apache Rd. & Grand Teton Dr.

Currently, Gilcrease is at about 9 percent of capacity, Fort Apache is at about 3 percent of capacity and Grand Teton is
at about 15 percent of capacity. With this project, Gilcrease is expected to be at about 26 percent of capacity, Fort
Apache to be at about 20 percent of capacity and Grand Teton to be at about 32 percent of capacity.

    

Based on Peak Hour use, this project will add about 296 trips in the peak hour, or about five every minute.

     Note that this report assumes all traffic from this development uses all named streets.



 
Agenda Item No.: 13.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2012

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE  -  SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: SHADOW MOUNTAIN MARKETPLACE, LLC - For possible action

on a request for an Amendment to Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5050) FOR A

PROPOSED DOUBLE DRIVE-THROUGH LANE AT AN EXISTING RESTAURANT WITH

A WAIVER TO ALLOW A FIVE-FOOT LANDSCAPE BUFFER ALONG A PORTION OF

THE EAST PROPERTY LINE WHERE FIFTEEN FEET IS REQUIRED on 20.95 acres at 6595

North Decatur Boulevard (APN 125-24-811-003), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 6

(Ross).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 03/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 1 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter

6.  Protest Postcard
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City of Las Vegas
Depafment of Plaruring
Development Services Cente¡
333 North Rancho Drive, 3'd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

Return Service Requested
Official Notice of public Hearing

e 1M $ 00.424a 0 42 ,1 9218 NOV 29 201 2
MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 891 O 1
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If you wish to hle your 
appropriate box below and return this card 

protest or support on this request, check the
in an envelope with postage to the rrc û õ2012

Depafment of Planning, Case planning Division at the address listed above or
fax this side of this card to (702) 385-7268. would like to contact your
Council please call

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I OPPOSE
this Request

Case: SDR47200

LIV TR
& TRS

HILL
I-AS VEGAS NV 89131 89131-2775Please use available blank space 
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Agenda Item No.: 14.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For possible action on a request to adopt an

updated Housing Element and revise the 2020 Master Plan; All Wards. Staff recommends

APPROVAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Staff Report

2.  Supporting Documentation

3.  Justification Letter 

4.  Housing Element
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AGENDA MEMO - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE:  FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING

ITEM DESCRIPTION:  APPLICANT/OWNER:  CITY OF LAS VEGAS

** STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) **

CASE

NUMBER
RECOMMENDATION

REQUIRED FOR

APPROVAL

GPA-47449 Staff recommends APPROVAL. 
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Staff Report Page One

February 12, 2013 -  Planning Commission Meeting

** STAFF REPORT **

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The request is for the adoption of an updated Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan Housing Element.

On September 6, 2000, the City Council adopted the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan capstone

document as the new long-range land use policy plan for the city of Las Vegas. The Las Vegas

2020 Master Plan capstone document contains policy direction covering a broad spectrum of

land use and development issues. Following the development of the capstone document, tailored

elements were created to address specific plans required by Nevada Revised Statues (NRS)

278.160. These elements were created to provide in-depth analyses and to recommend action

plans stemming from the broader objectives, policies and goals of the Las Vegas 2020 Master

Plan.  Departmental Policy dictates that master plan elements be updated every five years.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc

04/01/1992 City Council adopted the city of Las Vegas General Plan.

09/06/2000 City Council adopted the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan (Ordinance #2000-62).  

07/18/2001 City Council adopted the Housing Element of the 2020 Master Plan.

Neighborhood Meeting

12/12/12
A neighborhood meeting was held at 6:00 PM at 333 North Rancho Drive in

conference room 3C.  No members of the public attended. 

ANALYSIS

The purpose of the Housing Element is twofold. First, this document is intended to fulfill the

requirements of state law, as set forth in the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 278.150 through

278.160, and second, to recommend strategies and actions to facilitate the implementation of the

goals, objectives, and policies contained in the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan related to housing.

A detailed analysis of the housing situation within the City, current and future, addresses the

requirements listed in NRS.  The following is a brief summation of how the requirements within

NRS are addressed:
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� Inventory of Housing Conditions 

� Inventory of Affordable Housing 

� Demographic Characteristics of the Community 

� Current and Prospective Need for Affordable Housing in Las Vegas 

� Impediments to Development of Affordable Housing 

� Analysis of the Characteristics of Land Most Suitable for Development of Affordable

Housing 

� An Analysis of the Needs and Appropriate Methods for Creating Affordable Units

Through Development or Rehabilitation 

� A Plan for Maintaining and Developing Affordable Housing 

� Re-urbanization

This Housing Element is also intended to identify actions to implement the Las Vegas 2020

Master Plan. This Master Plan also establishes a number of specific policies for housing this

projected population in a series of distinct, sustainable districts: a Re-urbanization area, a

Neighborhood Revitalization area, and a Newly Developing area.

Relationship to the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 

The Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) are the current codified laws of the State of Nevada. The

proposed Conservation Element conforms to the following Nevada Revised Statute: 

NRS 278.160, �Subject matter of master plan,� requires that the city of Las Vegas prepare and

adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the city. Among

the elements to be included in the Master Plan as required by NRS is Housing Plan. 

FINDINGS (GPA-47449)

The proposed Housing Element update is in conformance with NRS and the Las Vegas 2020 Master

Plan as discussed above. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 31

NOTICES MAILED NEWSPAPER ONLY

APPROVALS 0

PROTESTS 0
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), which sets out planning law for the State of Nevada,
mandates the preparation of comprehensive, long-term general plans, known as master plans.
State law requires that governing entities in counties with a population of over 700,000 people
adopt a master plan to address a list of subjects set forth in section 278.160 of the NRS. 
Included among those required subjects is a Housing Plan.  To comply with State statute, the
city of Las Vegas (the City Administration) has prepared a Housing Element as part of its Master
Plan.  This document is intended to accomplish two broad goals:

• To ensure that the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan is in compliance with State Statute as
related to housing, by reference to the city of Las Vegas 2010 – 2015 Consolidated Plan
(Con Plan).  See Appendix B.

• To ensure that the housing-related policies of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan, adopted
by City Council in September 2000, are further refined and linked to specific actions by
the City.

Accomplishing these goals will demonstrate the City’s commitment to encouraging housing for
its population that is equitable, accessible, affordable and sustainable.

NRS 278.150(4) adopted by the Nevada State Legislature in 2001, made effective in 2002,
govern the subject matter of the master plan.  A detailed analysis of the housing situation within
the City, current and future, addresses the requirements listed in NRS.  The following is a brief
summation of how the requirements within NRS are addressed:

Inventory of Housing Conditions – Census data from the 2010 American Community Survey
(ACS) states that about 5 percent of all housing units within the City are
inadequate/substandard.  This is due primarily to the age of the housing.  The majority of the
housing units within the City are considered adequate for the same reason.  Approximately 75
percent of the housing in Las Vegas has been built since 1980, making them more likely to be
code compliant.

Inventory of Affordable Housing – Half of the homes sold in Las Vegas in 2011 were affordable
to low income households.  Nearly 95 percent of the homes sold in that year were affordable to
households making the area Median Family Income.  The difficulty in the Las Vegas housing
market is not so much the affordability of homes as the credit worthiness and/or the ability to
accumulate the required down payment.

Demographic Characteristics of the Community – The city of Las Vegas’ population increased
by greater than 105,000 residents between 2000 and 2010.  The City continued to climb the
ranks of the largest cities in the U.S., going from 37th in 2000 to 30th in 2010.  Home ownership
rates, which had been increasing steadily since 1990, began to decline after peaking at 62
percent in 2006, falling to 57 percent in 2010.

Current and Prospective Need for Affordable Housing in Las Vegas – The supply of affordable
housing units in Las Vegas is adequate at all income levels.  The difficulty in the Las Vegas
market at this time is the aforementioned issue of credit worthiness and availability.  Homes
should remain affordable in the City for the foreseeable future.  Given a reasonable rate of
appreciation of 2 to 3 percent housing should remain affordable.
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Impediments to Development of Affordable Housing – Impediments to the development of
affordable housing include, but are not limited to the following:

• Citizen Review Process
• Community Support
• Financing for Home Ownership
• Permit and Plans Review Time
• Permit Processing Fees.
• Water Hookup Fees.

Analysis of the Characteristics of Land Most Suitable for Development of Affordable Housing –
There are 23,825 acres of vacant land within Las Vegas, approximately 11,000 acres of which
are designated for residential purposes.  Nearly three-fourths of the vacant land is in the Newly
Developing Area.  There are no impediments to the continued extension of existing
infrastructure to currently undeveloped areas within the City.

An Analysis of the Needs and Appropriate Methods for Creating Affordable Units Through
Development or Rehabilitation – The Con Plan and Analysis of Impediments (AI) provide a
detailed strategic plan for addressing the affordable housing needs.  The Strategic Plan includes
building or rehabilitating renter units.  It also includes more than 4,000 Section 8 vouchers for
rental housing provided by the Las Vegas Housing Authority and creates opportunities for home
ownership through the development or rehabilitation of approximately 300 owner occupied units,
along with down-payment assistance.

A Plan for Maintaining and Developing Affordable Housing – The Con Plan is designed with a
series of objectives intended to be achieved over a five-year time horizon.  The Action Plan
allocates funds to specific projects that implement the objectives of the Con Plan.  The Action
Plan also identifies alternate funding sources and opportunities.

This Housing Element is also intended to identify actions to implement the Las Vegas 2020
Master Plan. According to the Master Plan, Las Vegas in the year 2020 is envisioned to be a
decentralized city of approximately 650,000 residents. This Master Plan also establishes a
number of specific policies for housing this projected population in a series of distinct,
sustainable districts: a Re-urbanization area, a Neighborhood Revitalization area, and a Newly
Developing area:

· Re-urbanization. A major focus of this Housing Element, as well as other recent planning
efforts, is the rebuilding of a housing component in Downtown Las Vegas (the Re-urbanization
area), a cornerstone for increasing the vitality of Downtown. This would be a significant
accomplishment, not only from a housing standpoint, but from a broader perspective, as an
increase in the number of Downtown housing units will create a demand for retail and service
commercial functions within the Downtown area.

· Neighborhood Revitalization.  Another priority of the Housing Element is to stabilize and
improve the neighborhoods within the central area of the city.  The introduction of mixed-use,
mixed-income development concepts in a pedestrian-scaled, walkable environment is
encouraged, with an interconnected transportation network, as well as the integration of mixed
housing types into neighborhood design, to serve diverse household types.
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· Newly Developing Areas. Of great importance to the future of the city is the creation of a safe
and accessible environment that is interconnected to a variety of transportation modes, users
and land uses.  The protection of rural areas is a consideration as well the design of new
neighborhoods is encouraged to include a range of housing types and incomes. 

As a component part of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan, this Housing Element seeks to
reaffirm the City’s commitment to the implementation of the housing strategies of the Master
Plan, and reiterates the importance of ongoing efforts by the City to ensure that there is housing
that is equitable, accessible and affordable to all, in accordance with the Nevada Revised
Statutes.
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PURPOSE

The traditional role of a Master Plan Housing Element is to reaffirm the City’s commitment to
housing its population in a safe, decent, and affordable manner and to also address any
mandates required by state or federal law. This Housing Plan, or Housing Element of the Las
Vegas 2020 Master Plan, will reiterate the importance of ongoing City efforts to address these
issues (i.e. affordability, availability, and fairness in housing practices) and its obligation to meet
statutory requirements. 

It is also the intent of this Housing Element to implement the vision, goals, objectives, and
policies established in the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan’s capstone document as they relate to
housing. The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan has established a vision for the City through to the
year 2020, emphasizing a sustainable quality of life through the creation of a diverse community
of distinctive neighborhoods. The Housing Element also makes certain trend-based
assumptions concerning the general composition of the City in the year 2020: 

• The population is anticipated to be in the range of 650,000 to 700,000 persons. 
• The majority of the anticipated growth (96 percent) should occur in the northwest (north

of Cheyenne Avenue) and southwest sectors (west of Decatur Boulevard, south of
Cheyenne Avenue) of the City.  

• Single-family detached units will continue to be the favored housing choice (80 percent)
of the new housing units in the northwest are anticipated to be single-family; the
remaining 20 percent will be multi-family; and 60 percent in the southwest should be
single-family, with the remaining 40 percent as multi-family); and 

• Future employment growth centers will be focused in Downtown Las Vegas, Summerlin,
and the Northwest Town Center.

• Develop 100 to 150 new residential units per year in the Downtown Centennial Plan
area.

The established vision, integrated with these assumptions, leads to three distinct policy sets:
Re-urbanization, Neighborhood Revitalization, and Newly Developing Areas. The following are
generalized goals for each of these policy sets, developed to achieve the desired Las Vegas in
the year 2020:

• Restore a housing component to Downtown, leading to retail, restaurant and shopping
activities (Re-urbanization);

• Stabilize declining neighborhoods and preserve or upgrade other neighborhoods with
quality residential and neighborhood-oriented infill development/redevelopment
(Neighborhood Revitalization); and

• Create interrelated, diverse neighborhoods of distinctive design (Newly Developing
Areas).

It is the intent of this Housing Element, along with the other elements contained within the Las
Vegas 2020 Master Plan, to set a course for integrating the various aspects of community-
building into making Las Vegas a city of enduring quality, consisting of safe, distinctive, and
functional neighborhoods.

Questions and concerns are consistently raised regarding the term “affordable housing”, and
what is implied in its use. The Nevada Revised Statutes, specifically Section 278.0105, define
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the term as: “housing affordable for a family with a total gross income less than 110 percent of
the median gross income for the county concerned based upon the estimates of the United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development of the most current median gross family
income for the county.”  

In other words, “affordable housing” is housing that is specifically geared for those households
of modest means. However, many have adopted a much broader definition that includes any
type of housing, provided that the overall housing costs do not exceed a specific proportion of
the household income, which is usually in the range of 30 percent of the total household
income. This latter view assures that housing will be made available for all income ranges, large
and small. The viewpoint of this document is that affordable housing is an issue that affects all,
and not just those households whose incomes fit the definition as described in the Nevada
Revised Statutes. Therefore, of the two definitions presented herein, the term “affordable
housing” as used in this document implies housing that does not exceed 30 percent of a
household’s income.

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines income
levels, and, therefore, the ability to afford housing based upon family income as a percentage of
median income within a certain metropolitan area and publishes monthly or quarterly tables
accordingly. HUD defines “extremely low income” households as those whose incomes are
between zero and 30 percent of median family income for the area, as determined by HUD; “low
income” as 31 to 50 percent of median family incomes for the area, as determined by HUD;
“moderate income” as 51 to 80 percent of median family incomes for the area, as determined by
HUD; and “middle income” as 81 to 95 percent of median family incomes for the area, as
determined by HUD.

As an element of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan, this Housing Element is expected to set a
standard of housing policy for Las Vegas through the year 2020. However, the dynamics of the
City are constantly changing as witnessed by the increased desire for urbanization, changing
demographics, and fluctuations in housing costs. Because of these factors, it may be necessary
to revisit and revise this Housing Element on a regularly scheduled basis throughout the life of
the Element. 

This Housing Element is intended to complement other ongoing City efforts, primarily through
the work of the Neighborhood Development Division (NDD) of the City’s Economic and Urban
Development Department, as they relate to housing, and to not duplicate or contradict these
efforts. One of the major functions of the NDD is the development and implementation of the
City of Las Vegas Consolidated Plan (Con Plan).  This Plan is reviewed and updated every five
years. Therefore, while this Housing Element is intended to set housing policy to the year 2020,
it is recommended that the approved goals, objectives, policies and actions contained within this
Element be re-examined in conjunction with the five-year updates to the Con Plan.
HOUSING ELEMENT

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In a relatively short period of time, Las Vegas has grown at a tremendous rate, evolving from a
modest railroad stop-over point largely consisting of nonpermanent tent structures, to a city of
241,000 housing units of all types, accommodating an equally diverse population. The Las
Vegas of today is the 30th largest city in the United States, with a population of 583,756 (for year
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 2010 according to the U.S. Census) persons. Las Vegas is the largest U.S. city incorporated
during the 20th century.  The overall population of Las Vegas continues to evolve and become
less homogenous, resulting from a significant influx of Asian/Pacific Islanders and Hispanic
persons and an equally significant influx of retirees.

The average person who makes up this evolving population is employed in a service-related
industry (50 percent of the entire workforce is employed within this classification).  The
construction industry, at one time the second largest employer in the City, has seen major
fluctuations in its share of employment since 2000.  At that time, construction accounted for 10.1
percent of the employment in Las Vegas.  Since 2000, construction’s share of employment
climbed to a high of 13.5 percent in 2005 and subsequently fell to a low of 9.2 percent in 2009.  

The average Las Vegas family has seen the Median Family Income (MFI) increase 25 percent
since 2000 to $62,255 in 2010.  At the same time, the average cost for a single-family dwelling 
fluctuated dramatically, doubling between 2000 and 2005, going from $170,619 to $343,613. 
By 2009 the average sales price had fallen to $200,538, a decrease of 71 percent.  Since 2000,
the average apartment rent increased 10 percent to $756 per month. However, the overall
median rent payment increased by 47 percent to $1,025 per month.  This may be due to more
residents renting single-family homes as a result of the increased incidence of foreclosures in
Las Vegas during the past five years.  Since 2007 the amount of foreclosure sales has
increased by 30 times (3000 percent).  Home owners that lost their home most often need a
similar dwelling and very likely cannot be accommodated by an apartment or other multi-family
dwelling.

Another consequence of the housing boom/bust is the percent of monthly household income
spent by both home owners and those who rent on their monthly mortgage or rent payment. 
Since 2000 the number of households spending 35 percent or more of monthly household
income on their mortgage payment nearly doubled, going from 20 percent to nearly 39 percent. 
Renters paying 35 percent or more of their monthly household income for monthly rent
increased by 45 percent during the same time, going from 33 percent to 47 percent of
households.

In spite of the volatility of the housing market during the past decade, construction of new
single-family homes dominated the market.  In 1990, slightly less than half of the housing units
in Las Vegas were single-family.  By 2010 approximately 60 percent of the housing units in the
City were single-family.  Between 1990 and 2010, nearly 70 percent of the dwelling units
constructed in the City were single-family.

Housing conditions within Las Vegas today mirror those in many other cities within the United
States, i.e., a housing stock within a central core that is aging and possibly deteriorating (the
“Re-urbanization” area); adjacent inner ring neighborhoods that contain pockets of housing in
need of rehabilitation (the “Neighborhood Revitalization” area); and large expanses of single-
family neighborhoods of stable condition, fringed by areas of the city containing a large number
of recently constructed housing units (the “Newly DevelopingAreas”).

It is a safe assumption that the majority of housing units in Las Vegas are in decent condition. 
This is due primarily to the age of the housing stock.  Approximately 54 percent of the housing
units in the City have been built since 1990.  Nearly three-fourths of the housing stock has been
built since 1980.  Only about one out of six housing units in Las Vegas is more than 40 years
old.  However, in the Neighborhood Revitalization Area 41 percent of the housing units were
built before 1970.  In the Reurbanization Area 35 percent of the housing units were built before
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1970.  When high rise condominiums, built between 2005 and 2008 are factored out, the figure
increases to 49 percent.  Given the rate of “older” homes in these areas, the likelihood of
housing units in need of rehabilitation is increased.

Statistics show that within the City there are pockets of distressed housing (based on age of
housing stock, overcrowding, or adequacy of plumbing facilities). This pattern is occurring
particularly within the Re-urbanization and Neighborhood Revitalization districts of the City. As
an example, the 2010 Census concluded that the area east of Downtown had approximately 14
percent of its housing units considered overcrowded (contain greater than one person per
room).  This contrasts strongly with a citywide 4.5 percent of all units. This same area has 0.7
percent of its housing units lacking complete plumbing facilities, whereas overall within the City,
0.6 percent are inadequate in this respect. 

These examples help to substantiate the conclusion that while efforts are necessary to stabilize
and the improve the condition of housing within some older parts of the City, overall, the
housing stock is decent, code compliant, safe and affordable.

STATUTORY CONFORMANCE

INTRODUCTION

The approach taken within the Housing Element is to address housing policy on two levels.
First, a primary objective of this document is to meet the requirements of a housing plan as
outlined in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), section 278.160. This is the portion of the NRS that
was revised as a result of the passage of Assembly Bill 439 passed in 2007, as described under
the “State Housing Policy” section of this Element. Much of the NRS requirements are
addressed in the Consolidated Plan (Con Plan) 2010-2015.  The Con Plan presents the city of
Las Vegas strategies for the use of U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
formula grant program funding.  NRS requirements and the Con Plan are the focus of this
section and, therefore, will be referenced throughout.

Housing policy is addressed on a second level within this document by establishing the
implementation strategies with respect to housing issues of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan’s
goals, objectives and policies. If the City develops and implements policies and actions that
address the design of neighborhoods, encourages a mix of housing types and price ranges,
relates job centers to residential areas, and integrates parks, schools and neighborhood-serving
commercial within the neighborhoods, then these are actions that will ultimately decide
neighborhood safety, transportation choice and traffic congestion, air and water quality, and
recreation and education opportunities. Through solutions to these quality of life issues, the
design of Las Vegas neighborhoods defines the future character and livability of the entire
community.

The vision statement in the Master Plan is centered on opportunity: opportunity through diversity
and choice. The implementation strategies in this Housing Element are focused on providing a
range of housing options, neighborhood amenities and location alternatives for all citizens in Las
Vegas. The intent is to guarantee the enduring value of housing and the long-term livability of all
neighborhoods.

Deleted: city

Deleted: city

Deleted: city

Deleted: city

Deleted: ,

Formatted: Font: 11 pt

Formatted: Font: 11 pt

Deleted: 506

Deleted: ¶



8

FEDERAL HOUSING POLICY
 
When initially developed, federal housing programs had the intended goal of providing a decent
home and a suitable environment for every U.S. family. Housing policies aimed at achieving this
broadly stated goal are primarily centered on affordability and neighborhood preservation. The
bulk of U.S. housing policy is administered through the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD).  For the city of Las Vegas, the Con Plan determines housing policy and
insures compliance with HUD requirements.  The Con Plan has a five-year planning horizon and
consists of four main components: Housing Plan, Continuum of Care for the Homeless, Non-
Housing Community Development Plan and an Action Plan. Each year the City’s Neighborhood
Development Division is required to submit an Action Plan that lists the activities to be
undertaken for the Plan year, along with other actions that address obstacles to meeting
underserved needs.

STATE HOUSING POLICY

The Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) adopted by the Nevada State Legislature in 2001,
made effective in 2002, and updated in 2011, govern the subject matter of the master
plan.  Subsection 4 of NRS 278.150(4) states

In counties whose population is 700,000 or more, the governing body of
the city or county shall adopt a master plan for all of the city or county that
must address each of the subjects set forth in subsection (1) of NRS
278.160.

The subject matter of the master plan in NRS 278.160 states:

Except as otherwise provided in Subsection 4 of NRS 278.150 and
Subsection 3 of NRS 278.170, the master plan, with the accompanying
charts, drawings, diagrams, schedules and reports, may include such of
the following subject matter or portions thereof as are appropriate to the
city, county or region, and as may be made the basis for the physical
development thereof.

Among the elements to be included in the master plan as required by NRS is a Housing
Plan, adopted by the Nevada Legislature in 1991:

 (f) Housing Plan.  The housing plan must include, without limitation:
(1) An inventory of housing conditions, needs and plans and procedures for

improving housing standards and for providing adequate housing to individuals
and families in the community, regardless of income level.

(2) An inventory of existing affordable housing in the community, including, without
limitation, housing that is available to rent or own, housing that is subsidized
either directly or indirectly by this State, an agency or political subdivision of this
State , or the Federal Government or an agency of the Federal Government, and
housing that is accessible to persons with disabilities
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(3) An analysis of projected growth and the demographic characteristics of the
community.

(4) A determination of the present and prospective need for affordable housing in the
community.

(5) An analysis of any impediments to the development of affordable housing and
the development of policies to mitigate those impediments

(6) An analysis of the characteristics of the land that is suitable for residential
development.  The analysis must include, without limitation:
(I) A determination of whether the existing infrastructure is sufficient to

sustain the current needs and projected growth of the community; and
(II) An inventory of available parcels that are suitable for residential

development and any zoning, environmental and other land-use planning
restrictions that affect such parcels.

(7) An analysis of the needs and appropriate methods for the construction of
affordable housing or the conversion or rehabilitation of existing housing to
affordable housing.

(8) A plan for maintaining and developing affordable housing to meet the housing 
needs of the community for a period of at least 5 years.

Preparation and adoption of this Housing Element fulfills the City’s statutory obligation to include
a housing plan in its Master Plan.

Many of the required conditions have been adequately addressed in the Con Plan by the City’s
Neighborhood Development Division.  Following is a brief summary of the eight required
housing plan items.

INVENTORY OF HOUSING CONDITIONS

Table 1 shows the number and percentage of households that experienced housing problems in
the City. The definitions of housing problems come from HUD. A dwelling is considered
“inadequate” if it has incomplete plumbing or kitchen facilities, structural problems (e.g., cracked
walls, leaking roof, broken plaster), deficiencies in common areas (stairwells, hallways), or
unsafe heating or electrical systems. A dwelling is “crowded” if there is more than an average of
one person per room. A household is “cost-burdened” if it spends more than 30 percent of its
gross income on housing.

Table 1. Housing Conditions in the City of Las Vegas

Las Vegas 

Owner

Occupied

Renter

Occupied

Percent

U.S.

Percent Built Before 1960 5.8% 5.9% 31.2%

Percent Built Since 1980 77.3% 70.5% 41.1%

Percent Inadequate 2.5% 8.5% N/A

Percent Overcrowded, 

>one occupant per room 2.4% 7.3% 3.1%

Percent Cost-Burdened,

30% or more for housing 48.2% 53.8% 43.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey
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The data that was used to determine housing conditions was obtained from the 2010 U.S.
Census and the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 American Community Survey.  In terms of housing
adequacy, the data is the most current and reliable available.  Because the City has adopted
construction codes that must be adhered to during the construction and continued maintenance
of housing units within the City, all units built since the 1940s and 1950s can be assumed
adequate, with the exception of a small number of units that have been neglected and have
fallen into disrepair to the point of being considered inadequate as defined by HUD.  However,
the Building and Safety Department has been enforcing the Uniform Building Code, National
Electrical Code, Uniform Plumbing Code, Uniform Mechanical Code, and the Uniform Housing
Code, since these codes were adopted by the City in the 1950’s and some as early as 1945.
Over 95 percent of all dwelling units in Las Vegas have been constructed since 1955. 

Therefore, one can assume that the majority of residential dwelling units built since the 1950’s
meet acceptable standards. In fact, there may be even fewer inadequate units in the City today
than what was reported in the 2000 Census because of the efforts of the Building and Safety
Department and the NDD.  It can be further assumed that the relative percentage of inadequate
units to good quality units is even lower today than in 2000, due to the large number of new
units, virtually all of which should be code compliant, constructed during the building boom of
the last decade. 

Map 1.  Residential Construction Year

Nonetheless, to determine the adequacy of dwelling units in terms of cracked walls, leaking
roofs, broken plaster, common area deficiencies and so on, the City should conduct a survey.
Such surveys are costly and time consuming, and the City currently does not have the
necessary funds in its budget to conduct a housing conditions survey.  

The “overcrowded” and “cost-burdened” numbers reported in Table 1 are for renter-occupied
and owner-occupied households equal to or greater than 30 percent of household income.
Renter households are more than three times likelier to be overcrowded than their owner
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occupied counterparts.  According to the Census data cost-burdened renter households
outnumber owner-occupied households. Nearly 54 percent of renter households were paying
more than 30 percent of their income on housing, compared to 48 percent of owner occupied
households. Map 2 illustrates Median Household Income ranges across the city.

INVENTORY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The Con Plan documents over 880 “Special Needs” units (elderly, physically disabled, mentally
ill, persons with HIV/AIDS) in the City.  The City also has more than 5,000 units available under
various assisted living programs, managed by the Las Vegas Housing Authority. In addition, the
City has over 200 units being developed under public/private partnerships. These projects
provide examples of creative solutions to providing affordable, safe dwelling units to meet the
needs of the community.

Map 2. Median Household Income

NRS 278.0105 defines affordable housing as anything affordable to a family making less than or
equal to 110 percent of the Median Family Income (MFI). In 2010, the Census Bureau’s MFI in
Las Vegas was placed at $62,355 per year. Using an interest rate of 5 percent and a 30 percent
cost burden, this income would support a monthly payment (principal and interest) of $1,559 per
month and be sufficient to purchase a home valued at $290,390. An income at 110 percent of
MFI would purchase a house valued at $319,429. Over 94 percent of all single-family dwelling
units sold in the City during the past year are affordable to households making 110 percent of
MFI or less. However, there could be gaps in affordable housing at different levels of household
income. 
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Map 3. Single-family Sales, Type “R”          Map 4. Single-family Sales, Type “F”

Maps 3 and 4 show the distribution of single-family home sales during the past year in Las
Vegas for “R” sales and “F” sales, respectively.  Type “R” sales are traditional, arms-length
transactions.  Type “F” sales are foreclosure sales.  The State of Nevada has the highest rate of
foreclosures in the country.  Las Vegas is considered the driving force behind that ranking.
Between 2004 and 2011, there were 51,000 “R” sales in Las Vegas.  During that same time
there were 20,000 “F” sales.  Also, during the past four years, foreclosure sales have increased
by 3000 percent, going from 172 in 2007 to 5,363 in 2011.  They peaked in 2009 at 6,295. 
Foreclosure sales may have decreased in 2011 and may continue to decrease in 2012 due to a
sharp increase in “short sales.”  A short sale is one where the home owner and his lender agree
to sell the home for less than is currently owed on the mortgage.  The Debt Foregiveness Act of
2007, allows a homeowner to exclude income from the discharge of debt on their principal
residence from their income taxes.  As of the writing of this document, the act is scheduled to
expire on December 31st, 2012 unless extended by the Federal Government.  Hence the rush
by home owners to complete the short sale process in 2012.

Map 5. Single-family Sales Price, Type “R”       Map 6. Single-family Sales Price, Type “F”

 

Table 2 shows income categories and the price ranges of homes sold within those categories at
different interest rates.  Table 3 shows the range of prices at the various interest rates and the
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percentage of homes sold within each range.  According to the data, approximately half of the
single-family homes sold in 2011 sold for less than $118,595.  Additionally, one-fourth of the
homes sold were sold for less than $75,000.  These numbers indicate a housing market where
a good many homes are affordable even to lower income households.  The problem for many in
the current Las Vegas housing market is not so much the selling price of homes, but credit
worthiness and/or the ability to accumulate the required down payment.  Nevada residents have
the lowest average credit score in the country.  The state also had the highest rate of
bankruptcies in the nation in 2011 at nine per 1,000 residents.  The most telling statistic perhaps
is the foreclosure rate for Nevada.  The state is number one in terms of foreclosures.  In Nevada
one of every 115 households either is or was in foreclosure, approximately twice the rate of the
closest state.  These data combine to make purchasing a home difficult for many Nevadans and
Las Vegas residents.

Table 2. Maximum Affordable

Housing Cost

Interest Rate   

Income

Level 3.0% 3.5% 4.0% 4.5% 5.0%

 $20,000          

or Less 

Less than

$118,595

Less than

$104,731

Less than

$93,141

Less than

$83,396

Less than

$75,154

 $20,001 -

$40,000 

$118,596

-

$237,189

$104,732 -

$209,461

$93,142  -

$186,280

$83,397  -

$166,792

$75,155  -

$150,308

 $40,001 -

$60,000 

$237,190

-

$355,784

$209,462 -

$314,192

$186,281 -

$279,421

$166,793 -

$250,188

$150,309 -

$225,462

Table 3. Percent of Homes Sold in Price Range  

 SF Home

Price 

Less than

$118,595

Less than

$104,731

Less than

$93,141

Less than

$83,396

Less than

$75,154

 % Sold in

range 49.8% 42.0% 36.1% 29.6% 24.9%

 SF Home

Price 

$118,596 

- 

$237,189 

$104,732 

- 

$209,461 

$93,142  

- 

$186,280 

$83,397 

-

$166,792 

$75,155 

-

$150,308

 % Sold in

range 37.5% 40.7% 42.4% 43.6% 42.3%

 SF Home

Price 

$237,190 

- 

$355,784 

$209,462 

- 

$314,192 

$186,281 

- 

$279,421 

$166,793

-

$250,188

$150,309

-

$225,462

 % Sold in

range  8.4% 11.4% 13.1% 15.9% 18.7%

Source: Clark County Assessor’s Office
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Map 7. Distribution of Dwelling Units by Type

USING ELEMENT

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
COMMUNITY

The city of Las Vegas has a history of rapid population growth, fueled primarily by migration.
Migrants to the City account for nearly 80 percent of the population increase annually.  The
City’s population increased by more than 93,000 in the 1980s, added 225,000 during the 1990’s
and 105,000 residents since 2000.  Las Vegas climbed the ranks of large cities in the U.S.,
growing from 63rd largest in 1990 to 37th in 2000.  By 2010, Las Vegas was the 30th largest city
in the country.  As of July 1st, 2010, Las Vegas had 240,777 housing units. There were 48,000
more housing units in the City than in 2000 for an over-all increase of 25 percent. In 2000, 57.4
percent of the units were single-family, reflecting a trend that has seen a larger share of single-
family units being constructed in the City. By 2010, that number increased to 60 percent.  

Home ownership rates climbed steadily in Las Vegas for many years.  In 1970, 44 percent of
residents owned their home.  By 1990 that figure had grown to 52 percent.  Home ownership
reached 59 percent in 2000 and peaked at 62 percent in 2006.  The economic recession, which
caused numerous homes to go into foreclosure, resulted in the rate of home ownership
declining to 57 percent in 2010.  For a more detailed treatment of demographic trends in the 
City, please see the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan Population Element.
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CURRENT AND PROSPECTIVE NEED FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN LAS VEGAS

Based on the definition of affordable housing in the NRS, combined with information in Tables 2
and 3, the supply of affordable units is adequate at all income levels.  As shown in these tables,
approximately half of the housing units sold in 2011 were sold at a price that would be
affordable to those in the lowest income ranges.  The decline in housing prices that has been
occurring since 2008 has slowed recently.  At a reasonable, healthy rate of appreciation of 2-3
percent annually, housing in Las Vegas will continue to be affordable.  A home currently valued
at $120,000 will be worth between $146,280 and $161,270 at those rates in ten years. 

IMPEDIMENTS TO DEVELOPMENT OF AFFORDABLE
HOUSING

Impediments to the development of affordable housing include but are not limited to the
following:

• Citizen Review – Required public hearings before public entities such as Planning
Commission and City council to allow public comment on proposed affordable housing
projects add to the processing time and ultimately to the project’s final cost. Affordable
and special needs housing development goes through the standard development review
process.  Sometimes during this process citizen concerns arise that are often based on
fears regarding the believed characteristics of potential residents or the housing’s
characteristics or perceived impact (e.g. housing density or impact on neighboring
housing).  These concerns on the part of citizens often result in a delay of action by the
local decision making body.

• Community support – There has been traditionally minimal support for affordable
housing development in Southern Nevada.  There have been problems with the “Not in
my backyard” or NIMBYism among residents of established neighborhoods who fear
affordable housing and higher densities.  Housing advocacy groups, non-profit
organizations and the jurisdictions themselves are involved in raising public awareness
regarding the shortage of affordable housing and the reality of affordable housing in an
effort to reduce citizen concerns.

• Financing for Home Ownership – due to the economic crisis facing the nation as a whole
and the city of Las Vegas specifically, the financing of a home has become increasingly
challenging.  The credit crunch of 2009 and 2010 has made it extremely difficult for
individuals to qualify to purchase homes.  Programs such as the Neighborhood
Stabilization Plan will assist the City through the development of programs that will
reduce the number of abandoned and vacant homes from our existing housing stock that
than constructing more housing in an already saturated market.

• Permit and Plans Review Time - The review process itself can increase costs by virtue
of the amount of time and money it takes for a developer to receive approval.  This
results from staff review of a development proposal in addition to any required public
hearings.  The City plans check process includes the following departments:  Planning,
Building and Safety, Business Development, Fire Services, and Public Works.  Plan
review time is dependent upon the size and complexity of the project.  The department
makes every effort to review plans as quickly as possible.  Several options, such as
Express Plans Review are available to expedite this process.  Again, much depends on
the quality and completeness of the original submission and response time in correcting
problems.
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• Permit Processing Fees – The City has a full cost recovery policy for processing
development applications and these fees are not considered burdensome.  Using the
average square footage for a single family home, 2099 square feet, for the Las Vegas
Metropolitan Area (Source: Southern Nevada Homebuilders Association), the total
developments fees for an average single-family home in the City is approximately
$5,000.  These processing fees are added to the cost of the housing and thus passed on
to the end user.  Building department and public works fees are imposed on all
developments with no waivers or reduced fees available for affordable housing
developments.

• Water Fees – The Las Vegas Valley Water District imposed a regional connection fee for
new water hook-ups in 1996.  Phased in over two years, the single-family fee went from
$1,000 tin 1996 to $3,400 in 1998 and the multi-family fee went from $6,290 in 1996 to
$21,380 in 1998.  Then in 2000, the water fees were again increased and were phased
in over four years.  The fee per apartment unit in 2000 was $1,288 and was increased to
match the residential fee of $2,136 per unit in 2004.  This has placed a substantial cost
increase on the development of affordable housing, which is generally multi-family.  In
1996, the water fees for a 216 unit apartment development were slightly under $25,000. 
In 2000, the same apartment complex would have paid $278,208 in water fees.  In 2004,
the connection fees for the same 216 unit development were $461,376.  Today, the
connection fees are approximately $500,000.

ANALYSIS OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF LAND
MOST SUITABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The type and location of residential uses that are found throughout the City are determined in
the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan. Each of these land use classifications has related zoning
classifications that regulate the type and density of residential development.  Currently, a wide
range of housing densities are planned throughout the City, from the “Desert Rural” land use
classification at up to two units per acre to the “High Density Residential” land use classification
with a minimum requirement of 25 units per acre.  The Master Plan has designated 43,185
acres of land for residential purposes.

There are 23,825 acres of vacant land within the City.  Approximately 11,000 of those vacant
acres are designated for residential purposes.  Nearly three-fourths of the vacant land within the
City is in the Newly Developing Area.  Conversely, less than one percent of the vacant land in
the City is located within the Reurbanization Area and about three percent in the Revitalization
Area.  In most areas of the City, vacant residential land constitutes approximately half of the
future land use.  However, in the Reurbanization Area it comprises 65 percent of the future land
use.  It should be noted that the only residential land use in this area is zoned Mixed Use (MXU)
which normally contains a commercial component integrated with the housing component.

Given the desire to create mixed-use urban village environments at major arterial hubs, in the
Centennial Hills Town Center and Downtown, units affordable to families making 120 percent of
Median Family Income (MFI) will continue to be dispersed throughout the City. Additionally, new
dwelling units affordable to households making much less than 120 percent of MFI should also
come online if the policies in this Housing Element are implemented.  The Master Plan
encourages mixing residential units by type and cost, as well as interspersing them with
neighborhood-serving commercial uses, to create vibrant, diverse neighborhoods.

Formatted: Font: 11 pt, Not Bold

Formatted: Font: 11 pt, Not Bold

Formatted: Font: 12 pt

Formatted: Font: Not Bold

Formatted: Font: 11 pt

Formatted: Indent: Left:  0.5"

Formatted: Font: 11 pt

Deleted: city

Deleted: city



17

As important as developable land to residential development is the provision and maintenance
of public infrastructure.  As of the writing of this document, public infrastructure extends to the
furthest developments within the City.  While the city of Las Vegas does not encourage
“Leapfrog Development,” there are no impediments to the continued extension of infrastructure
to currently undeveloped areas such as the western portion of Summerlin and the area north of
Moccasin Road.  Existing City facilities will meet the needs of future population growth.  For
example, the City’s water treatment plant has a daily capacity of 102 million gallons per day
(MGD).  The current demand for treatment is 66 MGD, less than two-thirds the facilities
capacity.

Other elements of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan, such as the Transportation, Streets &
Highways Element and the Public Services & Facilities Element, as well as the City’s Capital
Improvement Projects Integration Plan, provide greater detail as to the City’s infrastructure
provision.  

AN ANALYSIS OF THE NEEDS AND APPROPRIATE
METHODS FOR CREATING AFFORDABLE UNITS
THROUGH DEVELOPMENT OR REHABILITATION

The Con Plan and Analysis of Impediments provide a detailed Strategic Plan for addressing the
affordable housing needs based on cost burden and/or overcrowded conditions for extremely
low-income, low-income and moderate-income renter and owner-occupied households. The
Plan includes building or rehabilitating renter units, including mixed-income complexes,
scattered sites, or existing developments. It also includes over 4,000 Section 8 vouchers for
rental housing provided by the Las Vegas Housing Authority. This Strategic Plan creates
opportunities for homeownership through the development or rehabilitation of 300 owner-
occupied units, along with down-payment assistance for qualified households, over the five-year
Con Plan horizon.

A PLAN FOR MAINTAINING AND DEVELOPING
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The Con Plan is designed with a series of objectives intended to be achieved over a five-year
time horizon. These objectives are implemented through an annual Action Plan. Each year the
City prepares such an Action Plan. The Action Plan allocates funds to specific projects that
implement the objectives in the Con Plan. For example, Action Plan 2012-2013 allocated nearly
$6,000,000 to a number of projects, including: senior rentals, owner-occupied rehabilitations,
down payment assistance to qualified home buyers, and construction of affordable townhome
units.  The Action Plan also identifies other funding sources and opportunities to leverage
federal and state housing funds. The money is allocated to projects that meet the housing and
community development needs identified in the Con Plan.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan contains certain geographically specific sets of goals,
objectives and policies. The implementation strategies focus on three districts prescribed by the
Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan. These sets include Re-urbanization, directed at the Downtown
Las Vegas area, Neighborhood Revitalization, directed at the central city neighborhoods in the
older part of the City, and Newly Developing Areas, directed at the new growth areas north of
Cheyenne Avenue. A comprehensive list of the specific action for each of the strategies can be
found within the Implementation subsection and the Appendix.
Shown from left to right, Mayor Pro-Tem Reese, Mayor Goodman and Councilman
RE-URBANIZATION

INTRODUCTION

Re-urbanization means creating a vibrant, urban environment at the core of the city where
people choose to live, work, and play. Establishing a mix of housing along with shops, parks,
and educational and cultural amenities is the key to the City’s redevelopment efforts. Urban
housing will provide a steady client base for services, shops, entertainment and restaurants,
allowing the Downtown to become a cultural and economic center for the entire community.
Map 8 below illustrates the boundaries of the area affected by Re-urbanization policies.

Map 8. Re-urbanization Area
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Downtown Districts

The success of downtowns across the country has often depended upon the integration of a
successful residential community in, among, and adjacent to the downtown area. Las Vegas
has a great opportunity to integrate a stronger residential community into the future of
Downtown Las Vegas by building upon the existing infrastructure already in place.

The creation and strengthening of successful, high-quality neighborhoods are essential.
Successful neighborhoods need more than just the development of housing types that may
focus inwardly without integrating to the physical and social structure of the surrounding
community. Creating a successful neighborhood includes improved police protection, sufficient
park space, schools, community centers, shopping, and other similar uses.

The successful integration of residential development into Downtown Las Vegas will require
focusing on efforts in specific areas, establishing critical mass, and then transitioning to other
areas one zone at a time. Individual successes will build upon the previous effort, and the whole
of the community will be built over time, utilizing the momentum gained from the earlier
successes.

For the purposes of the Downtown Centennial Plan (Map 9), Downtown Las Vegas has been
divided into ten distinct and recognizable districts (refer to the Downtown Centennial Plan to see
these districts). Each district has a particular variety of land uses, density, and urban character
demonstrated by the existing building fabric it contains and the redevelopment opportunities it
presents. All districts are small enough to be walkable enclaves unto themselves, yet the
continuity of general design standards and streetscape design will weave them together into a
continuous downtown urban experience. 
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Map 9. Downtown Centennial Plan Boundary 

Downtown Redevelopment Area

The Economic and Urban Development (EUD) Department coordinates new development and
redevelopment throughout the city of Las Vegas, with an emphasis on the downtown area. It
works to increase and diversify the City's economic base through business attraction, retention
and expansion programs. The EUD works with the City's Redevelopment Agency on day-to-day
operations, as well as long-term strategic goals. 

Deleted:  -

Deleted: ¶
¶



21

Map 10. Downtown Redevelopment Plan Boundary 

The downtown area has seen resurgence in commercial developments such as the:

• World Market Center (1.2 million square feet);
• Las Vegas Premium Outlet Mall (737,542 square feet);
• Smith Center for the Performing Arts; 
• Museum of Organized Crime and Law Enforcement (“Mob Museum”); 
• Resnick’s Grocery Store (downtown’s first urban market);
• Plaza Hotel’s 1,037 room and casino renovation;
• Fremont East District’s mixture of bars, clubs and cafes;
• Zappos corporate headquarters relocating to the old City Hall building.

Although there has been increased commercial development in the downtown area, the
economic downturn has had a negative impact on the real estate market.  Consequently, a
number of entitled mixed-use condominium projects have either been put on hold or been
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abandoned all together.  Of the number of mixed-use condominiums projects entitled, only four
were developed in the downtown area between 2005 and 2008:

• Soho Lofts - 15 story, 120 condominium units with 4,000 square feet of commercial
ground floor space;

• Streamline Condos - 22 story, 251 condominium units with 24,000 square feet of
commercial ground floor space;

• Juhl - 15 story, 344 condominium unit with 8,600 square feet of commercial ground floor
space;

• Newport Lofts - 22 story, 168 condominium units with 6,159 square feet of commercial
ground floor space. 

INSERT A PICTURE OF ONE OF THE FOUR CONDOS

The City has attempted to alleviate barriers to developing within the Redevelopment Area
through ordinance changes and assigning staff to work directly with prospective businesses. 
The Economic and Urban Development Department has implemented the Fast-track program to
assist prospective businesses with the processing of entitlements and permits within the
Redevelopment Area. 

The City’s Live-Work Ordinance (Ord. #99-61) allows owners and operators of businesses to
occupy joint living and work quarters in commercial and industrial areas where other types of
residential uses are inappropriate. Allowing Live/Work units will contribute to the vitality of
commercial and industrial areas, assist in reducing vehicular traffic, and allow for a greater
spectrum of housing types within the City. This Overlay zone is intended to encourage mixed-
use development and to bring a larger residential population to the Downtown, which will in turn
support more service commercial uses in the Downtown area.

Open Spaces, Civic Institutions, & Urban Pathways

Other prominent American cities are often, at least in part, identified with their public open
spaces and the relationship of dense urban housing to such open spaces. The image of New
York City is that of tall, high-rise apartment buildings lining Central Park, and block after block of
brownstones lining the side streets leading to the park, or Georgian townhouse apartments
lining Washington Square. Philadelphia has Rittenhouse Square, Boston has the Commons,
and Washington D.C. has Du Pont Circle, all framed by mid-rise and high-rise apartment
buildings. For Downtown Las Vegas to be truly successful building dense urban housing
developments, it must also provide those amenities, especially public open space, that will
support and enhance new townhouses and courtyard apartments.1

The downtown area currently has a dearth of open space areas.  The downtown area currently
has two plazas.  The .62 acre Centennial Plaza located off of 4th Street near Lewis Avenue,
adjacent to the Fifth Street School features 30 ash trees, benches, decorative concrete and
lighting. It is designed with spacious areas that can be used for cultural programming,
entertainment and more.   The other is Boulder Plaza, located on Boulder Avenue between
Main Street and Casino Center Boulevard. The park amenities for the site include walkways,
plaza, landscaping, decorative flags and a sculpture garden. 

                                          
1 City of Las Vegas Parks & Recreation Element
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INSERT A PICTURE OF A PARK

The Symphony Park Design Standards calls for a two-acre park in the heart of the 61 acres of
Symphony Park.  The park is envisioned as a beautifully landscaped area that will host outdoor
concerts, art shows and other outdoor festivals.   Adjacent to the downtown park are the parcels
designated for residential use. The Plan further illustrates the development of a variety of urban
residences, offering a wide range of housing, including low, mid and high-rise condominiums,
town homes, live/work residences and apartments in varied price ranges.

Parks are an important amenity piece for an urban setting.  However, providing multiple
avenues for travel and interconnecting them with residential, commercial and public space is
imperative for the vitality of a downtown. Urban pathways are trails for biking and walking, which
when connected to a larger network of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, permit users to
access trails from their home or workplace and safely reach community destinations.  Planning
and designing urban pathways within the context of other city planning efforts can better
integrate pathways into the city's transportation and open space network, providing more
opportunities for active transportation and recreation.2

The city of Las Vegas has made it a priority to enhance the urban pathways of the downtown
area. A downtown urban pathways corridor, linking key cultural and entertainment uses and the
Bus Rapid Transit linking the Strip through to downtown has both added a new convenient
travel linkage for residents and tourists alike.  This priority has comprised a total investiture of
170 million dollars on downtown public infrastructure projects between 2006 and 2012.  In
addition to the roadway and landscape improvements for Bus Rapid Transit, the City has rebuilt
the 4th Street corridor with palm trees and wide decorative sidewalks.  Lewis Avenue has been
transformed into a tranquil urban pathway and Las Vegas Boulevard has been beautified with a
landscaped median from one end of downtown to the other. This stretch of roadway has also
been designated a State of Nevada Scenic Byway. The City continues to plan for the future and
will support private development with additional right-of-way and streetscape improvements.

Homeless Corridor

The establishment and validation of the so-called “Homeless Corridor” north of US 95 between
Main Street and Las Vegas Boulevard by previous City administrations has, in part, been
detrimental to the City’s Downtown redevelopment efforts and especially its ability to attract
market-rate and middle-income housing development within the Downtown area. The city of Las
Vegas currently bears more than it’s pro rata share of the Las Vegas Valley’s homeless
population within its borders. This population of homeless persons is concentrated in the
Downtown area. Long-term regional solutions are necessary to remedy the homeless situation,
bring those homeless persons capable of becoming productive citizens back into working
society, and care for those who cannot care for themselves.

The city of Las Vegas Homes for Homeless Nevadans 10-Year Plan to Reduce Homelessness
was completed in March, 2006 by the City’s Neighborhood Services Department 10-Year
Planning Committee. The City’s 10-year plan was completed in partnership with the Southern

                                          
2 Rails-to Trails Conservancy Urban Pathways to Healthy Neighborhoods.. Retrieved August 27., 2011, from

http://www.railstotrails.org/resources/documents/ourWork/PromotingTrailUse/UPI/Urban%20Pathways%20to%20Healthy%20Nei

ghborhoods_Connections_letter.pdf 

http://www.railstotrails.org/resources/documents/ourWork/PromotingTrailUse/UPI/Urban%20Pathways%20to%20Healthy%20Neighborhoods_Connections_letter.pdf
http://www.railstotrails.org/resources/documents/ourWork/PromotingTrailUse/UPI/Urban%20Pathways%20to%20Healthy%20Neighborhoods_Connections_letter.pdf
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Nevada Regional Homeless and Housing Plan. The City’s 10-year plan outlines the following
strategies and action steps for reducing and ending homelessness: 

• Promote interagency coordination of human service delivery programs 

• Increase the availability of stable and sustainable housing 

• Enhance coordination between non-profit organizations and government 

• Prevent individuals and families from becoming homeless 

• Provide seamless client services through effective partnerships 

• Foster self-sufficiency through access to education, training, and employment
opportunities.

• Facilitate the transition from homelessness through intensive case management 

• Increase access to medical, dental, and vision care services 

• Ensure the availability of basic needs services 

• Improve availability of mental health services 

• Improve availability of substance abuse treatment programs 

According to the City’s 10-Year plan, over the next 10 years, the City will work towards
completing the following outcomes:

• Reduced number of households entering the cycle of homelessness. 
• Higher levels of service and customer satisfaction for clients participating in city

programs. 
• Reduced recidivism rates for ex-offender and chronic inebriates participating in the

EVOLVE program and homeless individuals in the municipal court system. 
• Increased rates of placement into permanent housing for homeless clients participating

in city programs. 
• Reduced duplication of services among government entities and non-profit

organizations. 
• Greater capacity building with partner organizations 
• Lower cost and enhanced service delivery for government and service providers. 
• Increased perception among the homeless that services are available to assist them. 
• Increased employability, job readiness, job placement and retention for at-risk

individuals. 
• Increased inventory of affordable housing in the Las Vegas valley. 
• Perceived improvement in their living situation among formerly homeless individuals. 
• Reduced number of homeless crisis situations and homeless interventions.
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NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION

INTRODUCTION

The Neighborhood Revitalization component of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan embodies a
strategy of halting and reversing the decline of some older areas of the City, which have been
impacted by foreclosures, a shift in the land use base and a range of social ills.  These may be
neighborhoods which require improvements in infrastructure or which have seen increases in
property crime, vandalism and graffiti as result of homes foreclosed or abandoned. These
neighborhoods may be experiencing greater amounts of through traffic and noise than in the
past; the rapid growth of the city is most directly felt in its mature neighborhoods.

To begin to achieve this solution, the Neighborhood Revitalization portion of this Housing
Element must create a policy climate in which residential reinvestment at higher densities
begins to occur in the central part of the city.  The component parts of this new policy paradigm
include the encouragement of places that combine work and living activities, that include a focus
on walking, biking and transit as real and viable alternatives for home-to-work and shopping
trips, and that allow for residential densities that support a comprehensive transit system.

The Master Plan seeks to stabilize and improve those areas that form the heart of the
community; protect them from the intrusion of non-residential land uses; and where a transition
to incompatible non-residential activities is underway, to integrate these uses in a sensitive and
attractive manner. A key component of neighborhood revitalization is the redevelopment of
declining commercial centers or vacant land into mixed-use urban hubs, creating a walkable
and interesting urban environment.  Map 9 below illustrates the boundaries of the area affected
by Neighborhood Revitalization policies. 
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Map 11 - Neighborhood Revitalization Area 

PRESERVING NEIGHBORHOODS

If some vacant or underutilized sites in the Neighborhood Revitalization area are redeveloped
with denser, mixed-use projects, these more intense developments with larger structures could
have negative impacts on adjacent low-density residential areas if not properly designed.
Negative impacts can include noise, additional traffic, the blockage of natural light, the
imposition of artificial light, and so on. Proper mitigation may include proper siting and massing
of the mixed-use structure and sufficient perimeter landscaping.  It is anticipated that most new,
higher density redevelopment or infill projects within central city locations will be located along
primary arterial streets where they can benefit from proximity to transit routes. It will be
important, however, to consider the relationship of these developments to adjacent existing low-
density residential areas within the interior of these neighborhoods. The City has developed
appropriate standards to ensure that such mitigative measures are incorporated into
redevelopment projects.  These standards are contained within the Unified Development Code
and the Downtown Centennial Plan.  Pursuant to Title 19.06.040(I) Residential Adjacency
Standards and Title 19.08.040(F) Landscape Standards buffering is required for commercial
developments adjacent to low-density residential areas.   
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A neighborhood’s identity evolves out of rich and complex interaction between people and their
built and natural environments. The form and appearance of the neighborhood have significant
impacts on the way people operate within their environment.  A wide variety of architectural and
streetscape details can be used in neighborhoods to create and foster a sense of neighborhood
identity. Entrance signs, features and landscaping, street lighting, sidewalks and other surface
treatments are all examples of the many tools that can be used to improve the physical
environment and enhance the identity of neighborhoods.

Some of these features would normally occur on private lands, but others require location within
public spaces and rights-of-way. Where such elements are to locate on public land, the City
needs to develop mechanisms to assist with the financing and construction of these
improvements over a period of time. These features need to be easily accessible to
neighborhood groups. The Neighborhood Services Department currently administers the
Neighborhood Partners Fund and Youth Neighborhood Association Partnership Program, both
of which provide competitive funding for neighborhood improvement projects such as entrance
signs, features and landscaping.

The role of the City in the regeneration or preservation of older neighborhoods needs to be
augmented by the role of the neighborhood residents themselves; ultimately, any effort aimed at
neighborhood revitalization will fail if it does not have the support and participation of the
residents and property owners in that area. The City, primarily through the Neighborhood
Services Department, can and does assist in the creation and empowerment of these
neighborhood groups.

The City must make efforts to upgrade and maintain its infrastructure within older parts of the
city. This is particularly important in a city with the growth dynamics that characterize Las Vegas
in which much attention and effort is focused on the newly emerging neighborhoods on the
fringe of the city. City reinvestment in aging infrastructure demonstrates a commitment to these
older areas and creates investor confidence in infill projects and new development.

MIXED USE & URBAN HUBS

There are a number of sites within central city areas that are occupied by older commercial
developments that are either in a state of decline, with significant vacancy levels, or are
substantially vacant. Since most of these sites are in prominent locations along primary arterial
streets, they can have negative impacts on the surrounding residential and commercial
environment.

The Master Plan seeks to regenerate these sites in a way that is both financially beneficial to
the owners and that will create a positive impact on the surrounding community. The concept of
the integration of residential and commercial development within these sites offers additional
flexibility to the development industry and brings a resident population in close proximity to
commercial activities
is just one example of new urban apartments that integrate
The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan identifies a number of intersections around the City, many of
which are in the central city area, as potential locations for the development of urban hubs. The
concept of an urban hub is that of a concentrated area that offers a wide range of shopping and
entertainment activities, integrated with residential development, and developed at a density
which would support transit usage and establish the hub as a transit node. The City needs to
conduct an urban hub study, which would involve both the establishment of standards for urban



28

hub development, and an identification of the specific boundaries of the urban hubs identified in
the Master Plan.

CREATING WALKABLE COMMUNITIES

Communities with a mix of shops and businesses within easy walking distance from residences
are healthier and more vibrant places to live. Residents of a neighborhood which includes a mix
of stores and services that are easily accessible using a connected, safe and attractive
pedestrian route get as much as 70 extra minutes of physical activity per week and are 25
percent less likely to be overweight than residents of sprawling suburban neighborhoods. 
Relatively simple changes can bring about long-lasting benefits to the well-being of a
community. 

Walkable communities that utilize “Complete Streets” are safer and reduce traffic speeds.
Complete Streets are designed to maximize the use of public right-of-way to include all modes
of transportation. The integration of an attractive pedestrian environment, bicycle lanes and a
connected transportation network help to make Complete Streets an integral part of any truly
walkable community. 

In addition to the health and safety benefits, walkable communities also benefit from increased
opportunities for social interaction within the community. Another benefit of walkable
communities is that they often have lower crime rates and less petty crime like vandalism than
the national average.  This is due to more people walking and watching out for the
neighborhood, an increased sense of community pride and increases in neighborhood
volunteerism. Finally, the environmental benefits of walkability include reduced heat island
effects due to less asphalt and more tree coverage and the reduction of carbon emissions from
more people choosing to walk rather than drive. All of these elements factor into a community’s
quality of life and provide long-term stability for the community. 

Walkable communities create lasting value in multiple ways. There is the financial value which
can be represented by how property in the community retains and even appreciates in value or
cost savings that accumulate over time from less need for a motor vehicle. There is also the
value resulting from quality of life factors such as improved health due to greater opportunities
for exercise and cleaner air, community satisfaction due to more attractive neighborhoods and
greater connection amongst neighbors, and time savings due to the convenience and ready
access to neighborhood amenities. 

A 1999 study by the Urban Land Institute of four new pedestrian-friendly communities
determined that homebuyers were willing to pay a $20,000 premium for homes within a
walkable community compared to similar houses in surrounding areas.  In a study of 94,000
home sales from 15 metropolitan areas, walkability was found to have “a statistically significant
positive effect on housing values” for 86 percent of the metropolitan areas studied.  The
improvement of the jobs/housing balance in the Las Vegas Valley is perhaps the most critical
issue in solving a host of secondary problems, including transportation congestion and resulting
environmental pollution.

The City has begun the process of creating this climate by developing Walkability Plans in each
Ward.  These plans provide recommendations for enhancements to the community that will
provide a safer, connected, more enjoyable walking and biking environment for accessing
community amenities and conducting normal daily activities.  The scope includes roadway
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improvements, sidewalk widening, bus stop shelters, tree-lined side-walks, installing or
improving crosswalks and/or establishing bike lanes.

AGING POPULATION

The concept of market segmentation within new neighborhoods has been successfully used in
Las Vegas by local planned community developers. This concept offers a range of housing
options within new developments to allow residents to meet their housing needs throughout
their lives within one neighborhood.

Providing for a variety of seniors’ housing within central city neighborhoods is beneficial from a
number of standpoints: it benefits the seniors themselves who wish to remain in a familiar
setting, it offers an opportunity for compatible infill projects at an increased density without some
of the negative impacts such as increased on-street parking pressures, and it improves the level
of casual surveillance for neighborhood security by having people in the neighborhood
throughout the day. The City needs to takes steps that will encourage seniors’ developments
within central city areas as a key component of the revitalization of these neighborhoods.

ENCOURAGE INFILL & REDEVELOPMENT

The city of Las Vegas has experienced one of highest foreclosure and unemployment rates in
the nation, which has had a harmful impact on the local economy and tax base.  The foreclosure
issue has a tremendous impact on the economy as the tax base is supported in part by property
taxes, which will be reduced in conjunction with lower property values.  Homeowners
Associations (HOA) cannot collect monthly HOA dues from foreclosed homes and in turn are
unable to financially support the maintenance of their streets and neighborhood amenities
resulting in further deterioration of the community. Furthermore, some HOAs are experiencing
bankruptcy and looking to the cities to take over maintenance of private streets, parks and other
infrastructure. 

In response to the growing foreclosure crisis, the Department of Housing and Economic
Development authorized the Housing and Economic Recovery Act (HERA) of 2008, which
established the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP).  The intent of the NSP is to address
decline in the identified area(s) due to the negative effects of a high number and percentage of
homes which have been foreclosed upon, and then stabilize the neighborhood and position it for
a sustainable role in a revitalized community.   By the purchasing and redevelopment of
foreclosed and abandoned homes and residential properties via grant funding, the city of Las
Vegas received $14,775,270 in NSP round 1 and an additional $10,450,623 in NSP round 3.  

The city of Las Vegas has determined to concentrate its NSP funding on acquiring properties,
rehabilitating them, and then offering them for either purchase to households at or below 120
percent annual median income (AMI) or renting to households at or below 50 percent AMI. To
further assist household to qualify for housing purchase, the City has entered into agreements
with sub-recipients who will implement these programs.  The City has contracted with sub-
recipients to operate a homebuyers assistance program which will provide closing cost and
mortgage buy down assistance if necessary to qualified homebuyers. Additionally, the City has
contracted with a property management company to operate the scattered site rental program
including qualifying households at 50 percent or below AMI. 

The City also recognizes that the foreclosure crisis is far too immense to be entirely resolved by
the limited amount of federal and local funding available. Therefore, the City has chosen to
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concentrate on Target neighborhoods that are still “relatively” healthy, but at risk of becoming
blighted.3

For the City to actively pursue a neighborhood revitalization strategy, it is necessary to assess
the relative state of housing and building stock within these neighborhoods.  This assessment
can determine which neighborhoods are relatively intact and focus efforts aimed at preservation.
While conversely, neighborhoods that are at risk from urban blight factors would warrant efforts
aimed at infill, redevelopment and revitalization.

Since the City itself does not possess the resources to engage in urban renewal efforts on a
large scale, a program that stresses partnerships, relaxations and other incentives must be
developed to bring private funds to bear on these revitalization efforts. Continued efforts at
strong and responsive code enforcement are also critical to the quality of development in these
areas.

The city of Las Vegas also has an issue with extremely low- and low-income households of all
types who are underserved with respect to affordable housing. In order to overcome this gap,
the City strategies provide additional affordable rental and owner housing opportunities
including acquisition, rehabilitation and new construction of rental and owner housing units.
Other affordable housing projects include single family rehabilitation, minor home repairs, and
NSP funded first-time homeownership assistance.

 

                                          
3

City of Las Vegas Economic and Urban Development Department.  (2011). Neighborhood Stabilization Plan 3.  Retrieved September 5,

2012 from http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov/files/NSP3_Substantial_Amendment_2010_2011_FINAL_DRAFT.pdf
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NEWLY DEVELOPING AREAS 

INTRODUCTION

Strategies are needed to provide direction for newly developing areas of the city, (Map 10) not
just in terms of residential density or use, but which lend some direction toward the design and
appearance of these areas for a high quality residential environment. The importance of
creating neighborhoods that are walkable, have a interconnected multi-modal transportation
system and are sustainable are key elements of newly developing areas. Just as important is a
plan for picturesque streets lined with trees and a range of housing types and comfort of new
neighborhoods as places to live and work.

Map 12. Newly Developing Area 

COMPLETE STREETS 

The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan Policy 3.1.1 states “that residential developers be encouraged
to provide traffic calming measures in new residential neighborhoods, and where appropriate,
narrower local streets. Standards for narrower local streets shall provide adequate access for
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emergency vehicles and the disabled. Where possible, sidewalks should be separated from the
curb by a landscaped amenity zone within the dedicated right-of-way, with a tree canopy along
the sidewalk.”

The Urban Land Institute (ULI), a non-profit research and education organization that promotes
responsible leadership in the use of land to enhance the environment, formed a panel in
October 1997 to evaluate issues confronting the Valley. The panel, which was comprised of
highly qualified professionals in planning, engineering and development, addressed such issues
as land management, growth management, development potential, community revitalization,
provision of low-cost and affordable housing, and asset management.

The ULI published an Advisory Services Report in 1997 entitled: Livable Las Vegas: Managing
Growth in the Las Vegas Valley. One chapter of the report, Integrating Transportation with
Development, speaks of using “traffic calming” for the “...protection of urban neighborhoods
from cut-through and speeding traffic.” The report continues: “Excessive volume and speed of
traffic through neighborhoods will affect their livability...”

To improve the quality of residential development throughout the Valley, the ULI recommended
that development standards be adopted. One such standard is: “Designing narrower streets and
minimizing paved surfaces within neighborhoods.” Indeed, panelists were quoted as saying that
residential streets in the Valley are the widest they had encountered anywhere. 

On March 16, 2011 the Las Vegas City Council adopted a Unified Development Code (UDC) for
the city of Las Vegas. The UDC replaces the existing Subdivision Regulations (Title 18) and
Zoning Code (Title 19). The most notable of these changes is the inclusion of the “Complete
Streets” chapter.  The purpose of the chapter is to set forth requirements for achieving a
connected transportation system as outlined in the City’s General Plan and to provide a safe
and accessible environment for a variety of transportation modes and users.  The chapter
updated the City’s existing street standards to include sidewalks separated from the curb by a
landscaped amenity zone and incorporated sustainability elements like additional shade
coverage and narrower travel lanes.4

The Unified Development Code standards call for a “47’ Residential Street” adjacent to lots with
a width of 40’ or greater to have a three-foot amenity zone to be established between the street
edge of the sidewalk and curb face. Such an area with landscaping is a visual break between
the paved surfaces of the street and sidewalk as well as a desirable location for street furniture,
signage and streetlights.  The “47’ Residential Street” type also narrows the width  of the street
to 31 feet back-to-back of curbs.

The following benefits on an amenity zone include:

• Children walking and playing enjoying increased safety from street traffic;
• Conflicts between pedestrians and trash receptacles awaiting pickup at the edge of the

street are eliminated by using the border for temporary storage;
• The sloped transition area necessary for an appropriate driveway gradient is minimized

by locating a major portion of the gradient within the border;
• Danger of collision between pedestrians and out-of-control vehicles is minimized by

placement of the walk at maximum practical distance from the curb;

                                          
4
 City of Las Vegas Unified Development Code (2011). Complete Streets



33

• In rainy weather, pedestrians are less likely to be splashed by passing vehicles; and
• Space is available to plant street trees.5

Decisions regarding pavement width have significant consequences for a number of
characteristics, including resultant vehicle speeds, visual scale, and the cost of construction and
maintenance. The width of a residential street should be based upon both the volume and type
of expected traffic and the amount of on-street parking that will be generated. Historically,
widths were linked to considerations of convenience for the largest vehicle that might use the
street. Residential Streets states:

“Designers should select the minimum width that will reasonably satisfy all realistic needs,
thereby minimizing construction and average annual maintenance costs. The tendency of many
communities to equate wider streets with better streets and to design traffic and parking lanes
as though the street were a ‘microfreeway’ is a highly questionable practice. Certainly the
provision to two 11- or 12-foot clear traffic lanes is an open invitation to increased traffic
speeds.”

Although narrower street standards are proposed for new developments in newly developing
areas, they have applicability in older areas as well. In making this conversion, however, the
transition in street widths must be carefully analyzed at the time of development to prevent
problems in traffic flow.

As an option to the alignment of traditional sidewalks, the provision of slightly winding paths that
weave their way along the street, provide a more interesting streetscape. Winding sidewalks
also provide separation from streetlights and other infrastructure that might otherwise be located
within the paved surface of the sidewalk. Removing such infrastructure from the paved surface
increases the effective width of the sidewalk, meriting some consideration to reducing the
standard width of sidewalks from five feet to four feet.

Where sidewalks are separated from the street pavement, they and adjacent amenity zones
should be located within common lots owned and maintained by a homeowner’s association or
other maintenance organization. The actual street right-of- way would be located back-to-back
of curbs, and appropriate easements would be provided for off-street infrastructure.

The City has begun the process of creating this climate by developing Walkability Community
Plans in each of the City’s Wards.  These plans provide recommendations for enhancements to
the community that will provide a safer, more enjoyable walking and biking environment for
accessing community amenities and conducting normal daily activities.  The scope includes
roadway improvements, connectivity, sidewalk widening, bus stop shelters, tree-lined side-
walks, installing or improving crosswalks and/or establishing bike lanes.

Traffic calming measure that the City explores in these plans are the following:

• Speed humps; 
• Speed tables; 
• Raised crosswalks; 
• Raised intersections; and 
• Textured pavement. 

                                          
5
 Residential Streets (1993).  American Society of Civil Engineers 
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• Roundabouts; 

• Neighborhood traffic circles; 

• Chicanes, lateral shifts, and chokers;

• Curb extensions; and,
• Center island narrowings.6

CONNECTIVITY

The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan Policy 3.1.2 states “that new residential neighborhoods
emphasize pedestrian linkages within the neighborhood, ready access to transit routes, linkages
to schools, integration of local service commercial activities within a neighborhood center that is
within walking distance of homes in the neighborhood.”

 “Street Connectivity” refers to a system of streets with multiple routes and connections serving
the same origins and destinations.7 The traditional grid patterns is an example of a well-
connected street system.  A grid street pattern distributes traffic flow through the entire system. 
Local movement occurs along interconnected local streets, which frees major arterials for long
distance travelers.

In contrast, suburban development is organized by a hierarchy of streets beginning with a cul-
de-sac and progressing to major arterials. Suburban street articulation is patterned to collect
traffic from residential neighborhoods and disperse it to increasingly higher street classifications
at limited access points. The result of this pattern are large intersections, increased congestion
along major streets and an environment that discourages pedestrian and bicycle travel.

                                          
6 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. Design Sidewalks & Trails Access. 

Retrieved October 23, 2012: www.fhwa.dot.gov
7 Susan Handy, Robert Paterson, and Kent Butler (2003), Planning for Street Connectivity: Getting from Here to

There, pp. iii and iv. Chicago, IL: American Planning Association.
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Figure 1- Illustrates a more traditional, interconnected development pattern compared to a disconnected,
development pattern of the late 20th century.8

To encourage better internal and external pedestrian and bicycle linkages, a subsection titled
“Street Connectivity” was added in the Unified Development Code.  Street connectivity assists in
reducing the volume of traffic and traffic delays on major streets (arterials and major collectors),
and consequently improves livability in communities. By increasing the number of street
connections or local street intersections in neighborhoods, bicycle and pedestrian access is
improved as these modes of travel are local in nature and comprise shorter trips.

Inadequate subdivision design and perimeter walls with no access are the primary obstacles to
adequate pedestrian linkages within and outside a neighborhood.  Barriers are created for
pedestrians when elongated blocks are designed without intersecting streets.  The major
obstacle to pedestrian access in the city of Las Vegas are perimeter walls that surround
neighborhoods. To permit pedestrian access to streets, trails and amenities, gates for
pedestrian access should be provided at suitable locations.

The lack of pedestrian access and bicycle trails to commercial properties hinder circulation.
Pedestrian and bicycle links to commercial properties allows for better circulation and easier
access to community amenities. The addition of pedestrian and bicycle trails to community
amenities and commercial properties decreases the amount of vehicular trips, reducing the
amount of traffic in neighborhoods and improving livability.  

There are design options, which improve the circulation and provide a connection across auto
traffic areas, such as midblock crossings.  Midblock crossings are beneficial in areas where
large parcels inhibit pedestrians access from one side of the street to the other. A midblock
crossing, or “link”, saves the pedestrian time and eliminates any dangerous and illegal access
across roadways. 

                                          
8 Division of Planning Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (March 2009). 
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Figure 2- Midblock crossing photo simulation of Owens Avenue at Edmonds Town Center  Street

In addition, to ensure future street connections where a proposed development abuts unplatted
land or a future development phase of the same development, street stubs should be provided. 
All street stubs should be provided with temporary turn-around or cul-de-sacs and the
restoration and extension of the street shall be the responsibility of any future developer of the
abutting land.

The current “Connectivity” section of the Unified Development Code recommends street stubs
for proposed developments that abut unplatted land or a future development phase of the same
development, but does not require this standard.  This chapter recommends that the City re-
examine the Connectivity section standards of the Unified Development Code to ensure future
street connections where proposed development abuts undeveloped land. 

RURAL PRESERVATION AREAS
One example of entry level
The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan Policy 3.2.1 states “that ‘rural preservation neighborhoods,’ as
defined by the State of Nevada, be afforded the required transitional buffer where such portions
of the required buffer area fall within the City of Las Vegas and are lands that are currently
vacant.”

The Rural Preservation Overlay District is intended to preserve the rural nature of designated
neighborhoods located in the Southeast, Southwest and Centennial Hills Sectors by attaching
special importance to their rural character and low density. Some characteristics of a rural
preservation neighborhood include single-family homes on large lots, non-commercial raising of
domestic animals, and a density limit of two units per acre. The existing character of rural
neighborhoods and communities is protected by establishing boundaries to limit encroachment
of higher density development into protected areas. The Rural Preservation Overlay District
Map (Map 2A) in the Land Use & Rural Neighborhoods Preservation Element reflects the
properties that, at a particular point in time, are deemed consistent with the definition and intent
of a rural preservation neighborhood. The definition of a rural preservation neighborhood and
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the specifics of the Rural Preservation Overlay District can be found in Title 19.06 of the Las
Vegas Municipal Code.

Currently, approximately 2,520 acres make up the Rural Preservation Overlay District. Rural
preservation neighborhoods are located in every sector of the city, but primarily in the
Centennial Hills Sector, which contains many small subdivisions featuring large lot zoning.

Approximately 73 acres of new parcels that now qualify for inclusion in a rural preservation
neighborhood are proposed to be added to the Overlay District. Approximately 110 acres of
existing parcels are proposed to be removed from the Overlay District. These parcels do not
qualify for inclusion in rural preservation neighborhoods because of their proximity to new
development or because their density exceeds two dwelling units per acre. 

Since planning is an ongoing process, development must be monitored to determine if the rural
character outside urban growth areas is being maintained. Therefore, updates and evaluation of
rural preservation areas must be timely and frequent to ensure that rural character is
preserved9.  Non-residential development adjacent to a rural preservation neighborhood
requires that careful consideration be given to the negative externalities of the development.
These factors must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, with appropriate landscaping and
open space being given primary consideration.

AFFORDABLE OWNER OCCUPIED HOUSING

The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan Policy 3.3.3 states “that affordable housing, including quality
mobile home parks, be encouraged, and that incentives be considered for projects containing
affordable, owner occupied housing.”

The discussion of affordable housing programs for low/moderate income groups has been
addressed in earlier chapters of this Housing Element. Affordable housing for other income
groups is discussed below. “Mobile home parks,” is the only part of Policy 3.3.3. addressed
below.

 “Mobile homes” in earlier vernacular were referred to as “trailers” that were equipped to function
as truly mobile homes. “Recreational vehicles” serve this purpose today and the mobile home
has long since become a fixed in-place house that is mobile only at the time it is moved from the
factory to the site. There is still much confusion as to the differences among the residential
housing terms “mobile home,” “modular home,” “manufactured home,” and “factory- built
housing.” The Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), however, provides definitions for each as
follows:
“Mobile home” means a vehicular structure without independent motive power, built on a
chassis or frame, which is:

• Designed to be used with or without a permanent foundation;
• Capable of being drawn by a motor vehicle; and
• Used for year-round occupancy as a residence, when connected to utilities, by one

person who maintains a household or by two or more persons who maintain a common
household (NRS 461A.050).
 

                                          
9 City of Las Vegas Land Use & Rural Neighborhoods Preservation Element
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“Modular home” means a vehicular structure which is built on a chassis or frame, is designed to
be used with or without a permanent foundation, is capable of being drawn by a motor vehicle
and is used as a dwelling when connected to utilities (NRS 461.140).
“Manufactured home” means a structure that is:

• Built on a permanent chassis;
• Designed to be used with or without a permanent foundation as a dwelling when

connected to utilities;
• Transportable in one or more sections;
• Eight feet or more in body width or 40 feet or more in body length when transported, or,

when erected on site, contains 320 square feet or more; and
• Complies with the standards established under the national Manufactured Housing

Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 5401) (NRS 489.113).

“Factory-built housing” means a residential building, dwelling unit or habitable room thereof
which is either wholly manufactured or is in substantial part manufactured at an offsite location
to be wholly or partially assembled on site in accordance with regulations adopted by the (State)
division pursuant to NRS 461.170 (Uniform Building Code) but does not include a mobile home
(NRS 461.080).

As used in the NRS, a mobile home and modular home are synonymous. A manufactured home
is a mobile home or modular home that is designed and built according to the Federal
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s standards of the National Manufactured
Home Construction and Safety Standards Act. For this reason, a manufactured home is
commonly referred to as “HUD housing.” Of all the types of manufactured housing, factory-built
housing is the only type of housing unit that is constructed to comply with the uniform codes
adopted by the City. Consequently, factory-built housing is permitted anywhere that
conventional housing is permitted, subject, however, to any adopted standards or restrictive
covenants that regulate it.

As manufactured housing has become less mobile, there has been a gradual shift in
development approaches from the mobile home park system, where land was available on a
long-term lease basis, to subdivisions, where lots are purchased. Although some manufactured
housing subdivisions have comparatively large lot sizes, development can be established at
densities typical of multifamily housing development. The combined cost savings of
manufactured housing and small lot sizes can result in very low cost single-family housing.
There is the potential for mobile home parks and manufactured housing subdivisions to be
discriminated against, because they represented low-income housing, were of higher density
than conventional single family subdivisions, did not meet adopted housing codes, were not
taxed as real property, and were not attractively designed. For these reasons, the 70th Session
of the Nevada Legislature (1999) adopted Senate Bill 323, “requiring that a governing body
include a manufactured home within the definition of a single-family residence in the zoning
ordinances of the governing body; requiring a governing body to adopt certain standards with
respect to manufactured homes that are not affixed to a lot within a mobile home park; providing
the circumstances pursuant to which a manufactured home constitutes real property; and
providing other matters properly relating thereto.” A governing body must adopt standards that
the manufactured home:

• Be permanently affixed to a residential lot;
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• Be manufactured within the five years immediately preceding the date on which it is
affixed to the residential lot;

• Have exterior siding and roofing which is similar in color, material and appearance to the
exterior siding and roofing primarily used on other single family residential dwellings in
the immediate vicinity of the manufactured home, as established by the governing body;

• Consist of more than one section;
• Consist of at least 1,200 square feet of living area unless the governing body, by

administrative variance or other expedited procedure established by the governing body,
approves a lesser amount of square footage based on the size or configuration of the lot
or the square footage of single-family residential dwellings in the immediate vicinity of
the manufactured home; and

• If the manufactured home has an elevated foundation, the foundation is masked
architecturally in a manner determined by the governing body (NRS Chapter 278). 

To provide for a diverse choice of affordable housing that meets the needs of lower income
families and that is developed in a manner that represents quality development at less cost,
design standards for manufactured homes have been prepared and adopted as a part of the
Zoning Ordinance (Title 19).  Such design standards are consistent with State legislation and
are objective to encourage the establishment of manufactured housing primarily in
manufactured housing subdivisions.

DIVERSE HOUSING STOCK

A broad diversity of housing is not prevalent in the area noted as Newly Developing. A few
exceptions are more notable in master planned communities such as Summerlin, where a single
owner has a much larger tract of land within which to locate mixed uses, and in a few innovative
projects by some developers.  This lack of diverse housing stock comes with a cost.  Residents
will be limited in their lifestyle and household choice.  Limited choice increases the need for
increased land consumption, increasing the infrastructure cost for new sewer and water lines
and transportation expenditures.  

Nevertheless, the development community, including investors, financial institutions, suppliers,
builders and developers, is a group not generally known as risk takers regarding changes in
market product, particularly if a standard product is successful. While there may be more profit
to be gained from developing property with diverse housing, many of these participants will
often stick with proven formulas involving little risk, and develop property in a manner to which
they’re accustomed. In addition, there is the concern that intermixing housing types and
incomes particularly in smaller areas could result in units that are unmarketable or difficult to sell
at market rates.

The City needs to show how diverse housing makes good business sense. For large
developers, the key to profitability is rapid land absorption, and the key to rapid land absorption
is to tap many market segments. Renters feed the starter home market, families in starter
homes buy move-up homes, and empty nesters become candidates for townhouses or
condominiums and eventually move into retirement homes or congregate care facilities.
Contemporary suburban development offers little to accommodate families through the life
cycle, requiring that they move out of the neighborhood when they wish to move up (or down). 

Providing a mix of housing types is important to a community that desires to be responsive to its
residents.  A diversity of housing types and prices is desirable so people can “age in place.”
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With diverse housing, families can move within the same housing development or neighborhood
and social networks can remain intact; children need not be uprooted from familiar schools and
elderly persons can remain near friends and families.

Residents who live in a particular neighborhood for any length of time become socially attached
to the neighborhood. As residents’ income levels, family size or ages change, their housing
needs also change, requiring relocation to alternative housing. If alternative housing
opportunities are not available within the same neighborhood, the residents are forced to leave
the neighborhood to which they are accustomed. It is important, therefore, that a wide range of
housing choices be made available within the same neighborhood. For senior residents,
relocating to alternative housing outside of the neighborhood to which they are accustomed, can
be particularly traumatic. For this reason, it is becoming more common for housing complexes
to develop with single-family housing, assisted living, and nursing home opportunities in the
same complex. This type of development should be encouraged in all neighborhoods, so that
senior residents can relocate within the same neighborhood.

The City has attempted to encourage a diversity of housing through the update of the
aforementioned Unified Development Code.  The inclusion of the Single Family – Attached (R-
TH) and removal of the restrictions for Single-Family Compact Lot (R-CL) helped provide more
options for housing developments.  In addition, the elimination of the Residential Planned
Development (R-PD) Zoning Overlay, which was intended to provide flexibility and innovation in
residential development with the emphasis on enhanced residential amenities, resulted in large
tracts of homogenous housing stock and amenities waived by developers.
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IMPLEMENTATION

The Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan document contains certain geographically specific sets of
goals and objectives.  The master plan provides a set of broad goals and objectives designed to
guide the preparation of detailed elements, such as the Housing Element.  The implementation
portion of the Housing Element defines specific actions the City will pursue to meet the goals
and objectives within the Master Plan. These actions include the areas of Reurbanization,
directed at the Downtown Las Vegas area, Neighborhood Revitalization, directed at the central
city neighborhoods in the more mature areas of the City, and Newly Developing Areas, directed
at the new growth in the areas north of Cheyenne Avenue.

REURBANIZATION

Action HE1: The City shall create a unique “design based” (form-based) code for the existing
Downtown Centennial Plan districts (and sub-districts as appropriate).  Each district would have
its own unique design standards.  The City shall further identify the opportunities for housing
development, and mixed-use development with a substantial residential component, in each
district and sub-district.

Action HE2: Building upon the districts of the adopted Downtown Centennial Plan, the City shall
identify and pursue the several sites within each district appropriate for the production of new
urban housing types.

Action HE3: To address the difficult issues of small parcels sizes and inflated land values, the
City shall establish a special team to consider and resolve the problem of how to assemble,
clear and prepare land for the production of new urban housing developments and mixed-use
projects with a substantial residential component in Downtown Las Vegas.

Action HE4: The City shall establish a revolving fund coupled with a land banking mechanism. 
Such funds would be used for development in the Downtown.  The recuperation of all revolving
funds would be accomplished upon entering into development agreements with certified
housing developers.

Action HE5: The City shall identify key national, regional, and local developers and builders who
have experience building dense infill urban housing developments. The City shall then work with
selected development teams to generate potential housing development projects.

Action HE6: The City shall identify all available federal, state and local housing development
resources and subsidy programs that could aid and assist the City to develop dense urban
housing developments and fully employ such programs and subsidies.

Action HE7: The City shall require and assure that the City Redevelopment Plan’s 18 percent
affordable housing tax increment set-aside only be spent on housing within the Redevelopment
Plan Area (Map 8), and shall support such legislative changes that may be necessary to take
this action.

Action HE8: The City shall prepare an inventory of vacant and under-utilized parcels within each
Downtown district that could be appropriate for building new urban housing with ground floor
commercial components.

Action HE9: In those Downtown districts most likely to see housing development, the City shall
identify the opportunities for the development of a central public open space, park, public facility
or landmark that lends identity and character.
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Action HE10: The City shall prohibit the expansion and addition of more homeless oriented
facilities within the so-called “Homeless Corridor”, north of US 95 between Main Street and Las
Vegas Boulevard; so as to provide services in all areas of the Las Vegas Valley. 

Action HE11: The City shall work with federal, state, and local agencies to develop
rehabilitation, job training and self-empowerment classes that assist homeless individuals and
families to return to their maximum productivity and participation in the free economy.

Action HE12: The City shall seek out mental health rehabilitation and stabilization programs for
those mentally ill homeless persons who can become productive members of society and seek
appropriate, humane settings for the mentally unstable to be cared for with dignity and respect.

Action HE13: The City shall seek the equitable disbursement, sharing and support of homeless
shelters and rehabilitation facilities across all the entities of the entire Las Vegas Valley in
proportion to the populations of each entity, so the current undue burden that the city of Las
Vegas bears in its Downtown area is corrected.

NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION

Action HE14 The City shall use its Unified Development Code to illustrate features such as
unique lighting and landscape features, entrance gates and structures, street furniture and other
features that can be used to create or enhance neighborhood identity.

Action HE15: The City’s Neighborhood Planning Program shall continue to act as a method of
empowering registered neighborhood associations and enabling these associations to help
themselves to solve local problems.

Action HE16: The City shall continue to use the Neighborhood Partners Fund and the Youth
Neighborhood Association Partnership Program to assist in the development of neighborhood
projects.

Action HE17: The City shall continue to provide on-going staff support to neighborhood
associations that request to participate in, and meet the requirements for, the Neighborhood
Planning process as mandated by Resolution #R-27-98.

Action HE18: The City shall inventory all the municipal infrastructure upgrades that are
necessary within these central city areas. The City shall then determine which of these
municipal infrastructure improvements will be made in the course of regularly scheduled
maintenance and which improvements require special funding.

Action HE19: The City shall meet with major property owners and involved agencies to promote
the reuse and redevelopment of targeted sites.

Action HE20: The City shall investigate the availability of and shall seek to obtain, public monies
that can assist with initiating mixed-use projects, such as Smart Growth funds that may be
available through the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development and through EPA
brownfields funds.

Action HE21: The City shall investigate the availability of other sources of funding to assist in
the initiation of mixed-use projects such as private endowments or the use of tax-increment
financing.

Action HE22: The City shall prepare a plan/study that addresses the locations, linkages, content
and design of urban hubs.

Action HE23: The City shall identify specific areas as urban hubs, and ensure that these urban
hubs are logically linked with the existing development pattern.
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Action HE24: The City shall develop a Walkability Plan in each Ward that allows residents to
easily walk to community amenities and conduct normal daily activities.  Following the
recommendations enumerated in the Walkability Plan, the City shall use available funds to
maintain and renovate its public infrastructure within existing residential neighborhoods as
needed.

Action HE25: The City shall identify sites within the central city area that are suitable for seniors’
and assisted living housing. In doing so, the City shall develop suitability criteria that shall
examine location aspects such as proximity to transit routes, shopping facilities including food
and drug stores, cultural and community facilities and the provisions to cross traffic to access
these facilities, as well as indicators of good quality of life such as low noise and ambient light
levels.

Action HE26: The City shall work with various federal and state programs and with appropriate
care providers to place seniors’ and assisted living in central city areas.

Action HE27: The City will use Neighborhood Stabilization Funds (NSP) to acquire and
rehabilitate abandoned, foreclosed, and short-sale homes at 1 percent below appraised value
within Target neighborhoods to be made available for sale to qualified households earning up to
120 percent Annual Median Income (AMI).

Action HE28: The City of Las Vegas will use Neighborhood Stabilization Funds to (NSP) to
purchase and rehabilitate abandoned, foreclosed, or short-sale homes. Through an agreement
with the city, a non-profit or public agency will provide property management, market the
properties, and enter into annual leases with households at 50 percent AMI. Rent revenue will
be utilized to maintain the properties and cover the cost of the management fees.

Action HE29:  The City shall develop an inventory of vacant and derelict sites. The City shall
meet with the owners of these properties to determine their needs and expectations. The City
shall then develop a program of incentives that assist both the city and the property owners to
achieve their respective objectives.

Action HE30: The City shall continue to make responsive code enforcement a priority within
transitioning areas of the city.

NEW DEVELOPING AREAS

Action HE31:  The City shall utilize various traffic calming methods and devices to reduce
speeding on residential streets.

Action HE32: The City shall develop a Walkability Plan in each Ward that allows residents to
easily walk to community amenities and conduct normal daily activities.  Following the
recommendations enumerated in the Walkability Plan, the City shall use funds to maintain and
renovate its public infrastructure within existing residential neighborhoods as needed.

Action HE33: The City shall provide education and outreach to the development community
expressing the potential benefits of street connectivity. 

Action HE34: The City shall continue to prepare and adopt design standards to ensure future
street connections and internal and external pedestrian linkages.

Action HE35: Insofar as this policy does not conflict with other adopted policies, the City shall
develop area plans with a land use pattern that follows the neighborhood unit concept with
commercial hubs placed at the corners of contiguous neighborhoods.
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Action HE36: The City shall review non-residential developments on a case-by-case basis to
buffer them from rural preservation neighborhoods, with appropriate landscaping and open
space being given primary consideration.

Action HE37: The City shall continue to enforce and monitor its design standards for
manufactured homes.

Action HE38: The City shall develop a study which will identify methods and mechanisms for
encouraging the development of a wide range of housing types and income ranges.

Action HE39: The City shall develop incentives or requirements for implementing methods to
encourage or require a broad range of housing types within the same neighborhood.
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APPENDIX A

Reurbanization

Master
Plan

Policy

Implementation Action Liaison 
Department

Priority

1.1.1
Action HE1: The City shall create a unique
“design based” (form-based) code for the existing
Downtown Centennial Plan districts (and sub-
districts as appropriate).  Each district would
have its own unique design standards.  The City
shall further identify the opportunities for housing
development, and mixed-use development with a
substantial residential component, in each district
and sub-district.

Department of 
Planning

High

1.1.1 Action HE2: Building upon the districts of the
adopted Downtown Centennial Plan, the City
shall identify and pursue the several sites within
each district appropriate for the production of
new urban housing types.

Department of 
Planning

High

1.1.1 Action HE3: To address the difficult issues of
small parcels sizes and inflated land values, the
City shall establish a special team to consider
and resolve the problem of how to assemble,
clear and prepare land for the production of new
urban housing developments and mixed-use
projects with a substantial residential component
in Downtown Las Vegas.

Economic & 
Urban

Development
Department

Medium

1.1.1 Action HE4: The City shall establish a revolving
fund coupled with a land banking mechanism. 
Such funds would be used for development in the
Downtown.  The recuperation of all revolving
funds would be accomplished upon entering into
development agreements with certified housing
developers.

Economic & 
Urban

Development
Department

Medium

1.1.1 Action HE5: The City shall identify key national,
regional, and local developers and builders who
have experience building dense infill urban
housing developments. The City shall then work
with selected development teams to generate
potential housing development projects.

Economic &
Urban

Development
Department

Medium

1.1.1 Action HE6: The City shall identify all available
federal, state and local housing development
resources and subsidy programs that could aid
and assist the City to develop dense urban
housing developments and fully employ such
programs and subsidies.

Economic &
Urban

Development
Department

Medium

1.1.1 Action HE7: The City shall require and assure
that the City Redevelopment Plan’s 18 percent

Economic & 
Urban

Medium
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affordable housing tax increment set-aside only
be spent on housing within the Redevelopment
Plan Area and shall support such legislative
changes that may be necessary to take this
action.

Development
Department

1.1.3 Action HE8: The City shall prepare an inventory
of vacant and under-utilized parcels within each
Downtown district that could be appropriate for
building new urban housing with ground floor
commercial components.

Department of 
Planning

Low

1.2.1 Action HE9: In those Downtown districts most
likely to see housing development, the City shall
identify the opportunities for the development of a
central public open space, park, public facility or
landmark that lends identity and character.

Department of 
Planning

Medium 

1.8.1 Action HE10: The City shall prohibit the
expansion and addition of more homeless
oriented facilities within the so-called “Homeless
Corridor”, north of US 95 between Main Street
and Las Vegas Boulevard; so as to provide
services in all areas of the Las Vegas Valley

Department of 
Planning

High

1.8.1 Action HE11: The City shall work with federal,
state, and local agencies to develop
rehabilitation, job training and self-empowerment
classes that assist homeless individuals and
families to return to their maximum productivity
and participation in the free economy.

Parks, 
Recreation, &
Neighborhood

Services

Medium

1.8.1 Action HE12: The City shall seek out mental
health rehabilitation and stabilization programs
for those mentally ill homeless persons who can
become productive members of society and seek
appropriate, humane settings for the mentally
unstable to be cared for with dignity and respect.

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

1.8.2 Action HE13: The City shall seek the equitable
disbursement, sharing and support of homeless
shelters and rehabilitation facilities across all the
entities of the entire Las Vegas Valley in
proportion to the populations of each entity, so
the current undue burden that the city of Las
Vegas bears in its Downtown area is corrected.

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

Neighborhood Revitalization

Master 
Plan

Policy

Implementation Action Liaison 
Department

Priority

2.1.6 Action HE14: The City shall use its Unified
Development Code to illustrate features such as
unique lighting and landscape features, entrance
gates and structures, street furniture and other

Department of 
Planning

Medium
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features that can be used to create or enhance
neighborhood identity.

2.4.6 Action HE15: The City’s Neighborhood Planning
Program shall continue to act as a method of
empowering registered neighborhood
associations and enabling these associations to
help themselves to solve local problems.

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

2.4.6 Action HE16: The City shall continue to use the
Neighborhood Partners Fund and the Youth
Neighborhood Association Partnership Program
to assist in the development of neighborhood
projects.

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

2.4.6 Action HE17: The City shall continue to provide
on-going staff support to neighborhood
associations that request to participate in, and
meet the requirements for, the Neighborhood
Planning process as mandated by Resolution
#R-27-98.

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

2.4.7 Action HE18: The City shall inventory all the
municipal infrastructure upgrades that are
necessary within these central city areas. The
City shall then determine which of these
municipal infrastructure improvements will be
made in the course of regularly scheduled
maintenance and which improvements require
special funding.

Public Works Medium 

2.1.1 Action HE19: The City shall meet with major
property owners and involved agencies to
promote the reuse and redevelopment of
targeted sites.

Economic & 
Urban

Development
Department

Medium
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2.1.1 Action HE20: The City shall investigate the
availability of and shall seek to obtain, public
monies that can assist with initiating mixed-use
projects, such as Smart Growth funds that may
be available through the Federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development and through
EPA brownfields funds.

Economic & 
Urban

Development
Department

High

2.1.1 Action HE21: The City shall investigate the
availability of other sources of funding to assist in
the initiation of mixed-use projects such as
private endowments or the use of tax-increment
financing.

Economic & 
Urban

Development
Department

Medium

2.1.3 Action HE22: The City shall prepare a plan/study
that addresses the locations, linkages, content
and design of urban hubs.

Department of 
Planning

Medium

2.1.3 Action HE23: The City shall identify specific
areas as urban hubs, and ensure that these
urban hubs are logically linked with the existing
development pattern.

Department of 
Planning

Medium

2.4.7 Action HE24: The City shall identify sites within
the central city area that are suitable for seniors’
and assisted living housing. In doing so, the City
shall develop suitability criteria that shall examine
location aspects such as proximity to transit
routes, shopping facilities including food and drug
stores, cultural and community facilities and the
provisions to cross traffic to access these
facilities, as well as indicators of good quality of
life such as low noise and ambient light
levels.The City shall develop a Walkability Plan in
each Ward that allows residents to easily walk to
community amenities and conduct normal daily
activities.  Following the recommendations
enumerated in the Walkability Plan, the City shall
use available funds to maintain and renovate its
public infrastructure within existing residential
neighborhoods as needed.

Department of 
Planning

Medium

2.2.2 
Action HE25: The City shall identify sites within
the central city area that are suitable for seniors’
and assisted living housing. To identify potential
sites and assess their appropriateness for
seniors’ and assisted living housing
developments, the City shall develop suitability
criteria. These criteria, among other things, shall
examine location aspects such as proximity to
transit routes, shopping facilities including food
and drug stores, cultural and community facilities

Department of 
Planning

Low
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and the provisions to cross traffic to access these
facilities, as well as indicators of good quality of
life such as low noise and ambient light levels.

2.2.2 Action HE26: The City shall work with various
federal and state programs and with appropriate
care providers to place seniors’ and assisted
living in central city areas.

Economic & 
Urban

Development
Department

Medium

2.6.1 Action HE27: The City will use Neighborhood
Stabilization Funds (NSP) to acquire and
rehabilitate abandoned, foreclosed, and short-
sale homes at 1 percent below appraised value
within Target neighborhoods to be made
available for sale to qualified households earning
up to 120 percent Annual Median Income (AMI).

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

2.6.1 Action HE28: The City of Las Vegas will use
Neighborhood Stabilization Funds to (NSP) to
purchase and rehabilitate abandoned,
foreclosed, or short-sale homes. Through an
agreement with the city, a non-profit or public
agency will provide property management,
market the properties, and enter into annual
leases with households at 50 percent AMI. Rent
revenue will be utilized to maintain the properties
and cover the cost of the management fees.

Parks, Recreation 
& Neighborhood

Services

Medium

2.6.1 Action HE29:  The City shall develop an
inventory of vacant and derelict sites. The City
shall meet with the owners of these properties to
determine their needs and expectations. The City
shall then develop a program of incentives that
assist both the city and the property owners to
achieve their respective objectives.

Building & Safety Medium

2.6.1 Action HE30: The City shall continue to make
responsive code enforcement a priority within
transitioning areas of the city.

Building & Safety High

New Developing Areas

Master
Plan

Policy

Implementation Action Liaison 
Department

Priority

3.1.1 Action HE31:  The City shall utilize various traffic
calming methods and devices to reduce
speeding on residential streets.

Public Works Medium

2.1.8 Action HE32: The City shall develop a Walkability
Plan in each Ward that allows residents to easily
walk to community amenities and conduct normal
daily activities.  Following the recommendations

Department of 
Planning

High

Deleted: Action HE25: The City shall develop a ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: 2.2.2

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Action HE26: The City shall identify ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Department of Planning

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Low

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: 2.2.2

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Action HE27: The City shall work with ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Economic & Urban Development ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Medium

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Formatted Table ...

Deleted: 2.6.1

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Action HE28: The City will use ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Medium

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: 2.6.1

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Action HE29: The City of Las Vegas ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Deleted: Medium

Formatted ...

Deleted: 2.6.1 ...

Formatted ...

Formatted Table ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...

Formatted ...



51

enumerated in the Walkability Plan, the City shall
use funds to maintain and renovate its public
infrastructure within existing residential
neighborhoods as needed.

3.1.2 Action HE33: The City shall provide education
and outreach to the development community
expressing the potential benefits of street
connectivity.

Department of 
Planning

High

3.1.2 Action HE34: The City shall continue to prepare
and adopt design standards to ensure future
street connections and internal and external
pedestrian linkages.

Department of 
Planning

Medium

3.1.2 Action HE35: Insofar as this policy does not
conflict with other adopted policies, the City shall
develop area plans with a land use pattern that
follows the neighborhood unit concept with
commercial hubs placed at the corners of
contiguous neighborhoods.

Department of 
Planning

Medium

3.2.1 Action HE36: The City shall review non-
residential developments on a case-by-case
basis to buffer them from rural preservation
neighborhoods, with appropriate landscaping and
open space being given primary consideration.

Department of 
Planning

Medium

3.3.3 Action HE37: The City shall continue to enforce
and monitor its design standards for
manufactured homes.

Department of 
Planning

Low

3.3.6 Action HE38: The City shall develop a study
which will identify methods and mechanisms for
encouraging the development of a wide range of
housing types and income ranges.

Economic &
Urban

Development
Department

Low

3.3.5 Action HE39: The City shall develop incentives or
requirements for implementing methods to
encourage or require a broad range of housing
types within the same neighborhood.

Economic &
Urban

Development
Department

Low
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APPENDIX B

Consolidated Plan (insert later)



 
Agenda Item No.: 15.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For

possible action on a request to Amend the 2020 Master Plan Land Use FROM: L (LOW

DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: ML (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.32

acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff

recommends APPROVAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 1

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report - GPA-47595, ZON-47594 and SUP-47592

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos - GPA-47595, ZON-47594 and SUP-47592

5.  Justification Letter - GPA-47595, ZON-47594 and SUP-47592

6.  Support Postcard for GPA-47595, ZON-47594 and SUP-47592
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AGENDA MEMO - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE:  FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING

ITEM DESCRIPTION:  APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD

HOLDINGS, LLC

** STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS **

CASE
NUMBER

RECOMMENDATION
REQUIRED FOR

APPROVAL

GPA-47595 Staff recommends APPROVAL.

ZON-47594 Staff recommends APPROVAL. GPA-47595

SUP-47592 Staff recommends APPROVAL, subject to conditions:
GPA-47595

ZON-47594

SUP-47592 CONDITIONS

Planning

 1. Conformance to all Minimum Requirements under LVMC Title 19.12 for the Assisted

Living Apartments use.

 2. Approval of General Plan Amendment (GPA-47595) and Rezoning (ZON-47594) shall be

required.

 3. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless exercised

pursuant to the provisions of LVMC Title 19.16.  An Extension of Time may be filed for

consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 

 4. All necessary building permits shall be obtained and final inspections shall be completed

in compliance with Title 19 and all codes as required by the Department of Building and

Safety.

 5. These Conditions of Approval shall be affixed to the cover sheet of any plan set submitted

for building permit.

    

 6. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfied,

except as modified herein.
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** STAFF REPORT **

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant is requesting to amend the Southeast Sector of the Master Plan from the L (Low

Density Residential) land use designation to the ML (Medium-Low Density Residential) land use

designation and to rezone the subject site from the R-E (Residential Estates) zoning district to the

R-2 (Medium-Low Density Residential) zoning district. These entitlement requests are necessary

to process the requested Special Use Permit to convert one of three existing Senior Citizen

Apartments at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard to an Assisted Living Apartment. Staff recommends

approval of the Special Use Permit use can be conducted in a manner than is harmonious and

compatible with the surrounding area. If denied, the applicant will not be allowed to add the

Assisted Living Apartments use to the existing Senior Citizen Apartments.

ISSUES

� The Assisted Living Apartments use is permitted in the proposed R-2 (Medium-Low Density

Residential) zoning district with the approval of a Special Use Permit but is not allowed in

the current R-E (Residential Estates) zoning district.

� The subject site was originally entitled as a Convalescent Care Facility in 1999 and has been

operating as Senior Citizens Apartments since 2003 without incident of code violations.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc

11/17/99

The City Council approved a Special Use Permit (U-0071-99) on property

located 4000 West Oakey for a Convalescent Care Facility and to allow

waivers as follows: to allow 45.7 units per acre where 25 units per acre is the

maximum permitted and to allow a height of three stories where two stories is

the maximum permitted, R-E (Residence Estates) Zone. The Planning

Commission recommended approval.

Most Recent Change of Ownership

09/22/11 A deed was recorded for a change in ownership.

Related Building Permits/Business Licenses 

09/18/01 

A building permit (#01-016664) was issued for a congregate residence at

3900 West Oakey Boulevard. The building received a final inspection on

01/07/03.

06/19/03
A business license (#A07-01602) was issued for an apartment house at 3900

West Oakey Boulevard. This license remains active.
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Pre-Application Meeting

11/13/12 

A pre-application meeting was held with the applicants and their

representatives to discuss the addition of the Assisted Living Apartments use

to an existing Senior Citizen Apartment complex.

Neighborhood Meeting

12/17/12 

A neighborhood meeting was held on Monday, December 17, 2012 at 5:30

p.m. at the Destinations Valley View - Clubhouse, 1600 South Valley View

Boulevard, Las Vegas, Nevada. Six members of the public attended, one

member of the Department of Planning and one staff member from the Ward

1 Council Office were in attendance.  The applicant briefly described the

proposal to convert some of the senior apartments to an assisted living

facility, and noted that the accompanying General Plan Amendment and

Rezoning applications would correct the current land use and zoning

inconsistencies.  Members of the public offered the following comments and

concerns:

� Concerns were voiced about the number of individuals climbing over

the perimeter fence and trespassing on private property at the Del

Monte Avenue and Mountain View Boulevard cul-de-sacs.  The

applicant agreed to work with residents in altering the fence so that the

height is consistent and to add spikes that would deter trespassers.

� Residents also voiced concerns about the maintenance of the perimeter

landscaping, fence, and presence of trash in the perimeter landscape

buffer area.

� Concerns were raised about maintaining the development as an age-

restricted property; residents were supportive of the 55-and-above

restrictions.  The applicant explained that a minimum of 80% of the

residents must be at least 55 years or older to conform to federal

requirements.

� Residents were generally supportive of the assisted living use,

provided that no additional units would be constructed and that

parking needs for the development would decrease.

Field Check

11/29/12

Staff visited the site and found a well-maintained Senior Citizen Apartment

complex made up of three buildings.  The subject site is adjacent to a 352-unit

multi-family residential development, with cross-access provided to Valley

View Boulevard.

Details of Application Request

Site Area

Net Acres 2.32
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Surrounding

Property

Existing Land Use

Per Title 19.12

Planned or Special

Land Use Designation
Existing Zoning District

Subject Property
Senior Citizen

Apartments

L (Low Density

Residential)
R-E (Residential Estates)

North
Multi-Family

Residential

ML (Medium Low

Density Residential)

R-2 (Medium-Low

Density Residential)

South Church
L (Low Density

Residential)
R-E (Residential Estates)

East
Multi-Family

Residential

ML (Medium Low

Density Residential)

R-2 (Medium-Low

Density Residential)

West
Single Family,

Detached

R (Rural Density

Residential) 
R-E (Residential Estates)

Master Plan Areas  Compliance

No Applicable Master Plan Area N/A

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts Compliance

A-O Airport Overlay District � 200 Feet Y

Other Plans or Special Requirements Compliance

Trails N/A

Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan Area N/A

Project of Significant Impact (Development Impact Notification Assessment) N/A

Project of Regional Significance N/A

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Existing General Plan Permitted Density Units Allowed

L (Low Density Residential) 5.49 units per acre 12 units

Proposed General Plan Permitted Density Units Allowed

ML (Medium Low Density

Residential)
8.49 units per acre 19 units

Pursuant to Title 19.08 and 19.12, the following parking standards apply:

Parking Requirement

Required Provided Compliance

Parking Parking 
Use

Gross Floor 
Area or

Number of 

Units 

Parking
Ratio Regular

Handi-

capped 
Regular

Handi-

capped 
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Senior Citizen

Apartments
48 Units  36

Assisted 

Living 

Apartments 

34 Units 

1 space

per 3 

residents

12

 

 

TOTAL SPACES REQUIRED 48 

 

62

 

 

Regular and Handicap Spaces Required 46 2 58 4 Y*

*As required by condition #9 of the approved Special Use Permit U-0071-99, a cross access and

shared parking agreement was recorded prior to the completion of the building.

ANALYSIS

The subject site consists of a Senior Citizen Apartments use located within three two-story

buildings on 2.32 acres. The applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment of the subject

site from the L (Low Density Residential) land use designation to the ML (Medium-Low Density

Residential) land use designation, which is the consistent and compatible land use designation

for the existing Senior Citizen Apartments use and proposed Assisted Living Apartments use.

The properties adjacent to the north, south, and east of the subject site all maintain the ML

(Medium Low Density Residential) land use designation and are located within the R-2

(Medium-Low Density Residential) zoning district, demonstrating a matching pattern with this

proposal. The proposed Assisted Living Apartments use decreases the overall parking

requirement from 62 required spaces to 48 spaces without changing the existing residential unit

density. There are no proposed changes to the site and the use will allow for an easy transition

for residents that want to continue residing on site but are in need of assisted living services;

therefore, staff is recommending approval of this request. 

The Assisted Living Apartments use is defined as �An apartment or apartment complex which

provides personal care services to senior citizens for daily living needs. Such services may

include, but are not limited to, preparation and service of meals, housekeeping, laundry,

monitoring of rooms, monitoring of medication, or assistance with bathing. This use includes

commercial uses that are ancillary to an apartment complex as long as the total amount of floor

space dedicated to such uses does not exceed five percent of the total gross floor area of the

apartment complex and there is no external signage for, nor external access to, the commercial

uses. This use does not include a convalescent care facility, nursing home or other medical

facility that is specifically defined in LVMC Chapter 19.18.� 

The proposed use meets the definition, as the applicant proposes to operate an Assisted Living

Apartment in one of the three existing Senior Citizen Apartments by providing daily living needs

to the residents of that specified building. The provision of Assisted Living Apartments in

conjunction with Senior Citizen Apartments is a common practice, and is compatible with the

surrounding uses.
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There are no Minimum Special Use Permit Requirements for this use. Staff recommends

approval of the proposed development and all its related entitlement requests, as the Assisted

Living Apartments use is compatible with the existing adjacent land uses and will have no

detrimental effect on the surrounding neighborhood. If denied, the applicant may continue to

operate all three buildings as Senior Citizen Apartments.

FINDINGS (GPA-47595)

Section 19.16.030(I) of the Las Vegas Zoning Code requires that the following conditions be met

in order to justify a General Plan Amendment:

 1. The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan Amendment is compatible

with the existing adjacent land use designations,

  The proposed ML (Medium Low Density Residential) General Plan land use design is

compatible with the existing ML (Medium Low Density Residential) land use adjacent to

the north and east of the subject site. Although the applicant is proposing a change in the

land use, there is no proposal to increase the residential density from the existing 82-unit

Senior Citizen Apartment building.

 2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment will be compatible with

the existing adjacent land uses or zoning districts,

  This requested General Plan Amendment is accompanied by a request for a rezoning of the

existing R-E (Residential Estates) zoning district to the R-2 (Medium-Low Density

Residential) zoning district. The subject site is compatible with the existing R-2 (Medium-

Low Density Residential) zoning districts adjacent to the north and east of the property.

The site cannot access the R-E (Residential Estates) zoned properties south and west, with

the exception of the provided emergency crash gates. 

 3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other facilities to

accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the proposed General Plan

Amendment; and

  The site is adequately served by Valley View Boulevard and the associated Special Use

Permit does not consist of any proposed changes to the site or request for additional

residential units from the existing 82 units.

 4. The proposed amendment conforms to other applicable adopted plans and policies

that include approved neighborhood plans.
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The proposed amendment conforms to the Medium Low Density Residential found

throughout the Southeast Sector, and the affiliated applications conform to the Unified

Development Code for the requested use, with the approval of the Special Use Permit. 

FINDINGS (ZON-47594)

In order to approve a Rezoning application, pursuant to Title 19.16.090(L), the Planning

Commission or City Council must affirm the following:

 1. The proposal conforms to the General Plan.

  With approval of the accompanying General Plan Amendment (GPA-47595) to the ML

(Medium-Low Density Residential) land use designation, the proposed R-2 (Residential

Estates) zoning district is the appropriate and conforming zoning district. Staff supports the

requested rezoning, as the proposed R-2 (Medium-Low Residential) zoning district is

appropriately suited for the existing Senior Citizen Apartments use and is compatible with

the adjacent Multi-Family Residential uses to the north and east.

 2. The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by approving the rezoning

will be compatible with the surrounding land uses and zoning districts.

  The proposed Assisted Living Apartments use will be located within one of three existing

Senior Apartment buildings and will not constitute a change in the current residential

density. The proposed use is compatible with the multi-family residential uses found in the

immediate area and the low-density residential uses adjacent to the west.

 3. Growth and development factors in the community indicate the need for or

appropriateness of the rezoning.

  The requested change in use to one of the existing Senior Citizen Apartments use to an

Assisted Living Apartments use is in direct response to the need for such services for the

residence on site. If approved, the proposed use will provide a transition from the need for

assisted living services, while prolonging the time that they can remain onsite with the

neighbors.

 4. Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate in

size to meet the requirements of the proposed zoning district.

The site is indirectly accessed off of Valley View Boulevard, which has adequately

served the existing development use since 1999 with no issues. The proposed Assisted

Living Apartment use will not change the existing site or residential density from its

current arrangement.
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FINDINGS (SUP-47592)

In order to approve a Special Use Permit application, per Title 19.16.110(L) the Planning

Commission and City Council must affirm the following:

 1. The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious and

compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and with future surrounding land

uses as projected by the General Plan.

  The proposed Assisted Living Apartments use will augment the existing Senior

Apartments use with minimal intrusion or impact to the surrounding area; therefore, the

use can be conducted in a manner than is harmonious and compatible with the adjacent

multi-family residential uses and the low density residential uses to the west. 

 2. The subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of land use proposed.

  The proposed use will occupy one of the three existing Senior Citizen Apartments and will

not require any alterations to the existing site. The site provides adequate parking,

circulation, and onsite amenities for the proposed Assisted Living Apartments.

 3. Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate in

size to meet the requirements of the proposed use.

  The site is indirectly accessed off of Valley View Boulevard. The site has operated as a

Senior Citizen Apartment use since 1996 without any issues concerning access or

increased traffic. The proposed Assisted Living Apartment use will occupy one of the

three existing Senior Apartments and will not increase the current unit density. 

 4. Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be inconsistent with

or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectives of the

General Plan.

  

  The proposed use is subject to building permit and licensing review and inspection;

therefore, appropriate measures will be taken to protect the health, safety, and general

welfare.

 5. The use meets all of the applicable conditions per Title 19.12.

  There are no Minimum Special Use Permit Requirements for the Assisted Living

Apartments use.

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 31
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NOTICES MAILED 223

APPROVALS 1

PROTESTS 0
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Agenda Item No.: 16.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE - ZON-47594 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-47595 - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For

possible action on a request for a Rezoning FROM: R-E (RESIDENTCE ESTATES) TO: R-2

(MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.32 acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard

(APN 162-06-603-017), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Location and Aerial Maps - ZON-47594 and SUP-47594

3.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE - SUP-47592 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-4759 AND ZON-

47594 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD

HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR THE

CONVERSION OF ONE OF THREE EXISTING SENIOR CITIZEN APARTMENT

BUILDINGS TO AN ASSISTED LIVING APARTMENT BUILDING on 2.32 acres at 3900

West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), R-E (Residence Estates) Zone [PROPOSED: R-

2 (Medium-Low Density Residential)], Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 







 

Agenda Item No.: 18.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: MAXI MART -

OWNER: TUESDAY 18, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR

A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-

SALE USE WITHIN AN EXISTING 3,000 SQUARE-FOOT CONVENIENCE STORE at 2212

East Charleston Boulevard (APN 162-01-101-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 3

(Coffin). Staff recommends APPROVAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 03/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 1 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location, Aerial and Special Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter

6.  Information on Prior Conditions by David Mason

7.  Protest Postcard
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AGENDA MEMO - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE:  FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING

ITEM DESCRIPTION:  APPLICANT: MAXI MART - OWNER: TUESDAY 18, LLC

** STAFF RECOMMENDATION **

CASE

NUMBER
RECOMMENDATION

REQUIRED FOR

APPROVAL

SUP-47591 Staff recommends APPROVAL, subject to conditions: N/A

SUP-47591 CONDITIONS

Planning

 1. Conformance to all Minimum Requirements under LVMC Title 19.12 for a Retail

Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use.

  

 2. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless exercised

pursuant to the provisions of LVMC Title 19.16.  An Extension of Time may be filed for

consideration by the City of Las Vegas.

 3. All necessary building permits shall be obtained and final inspections shall be completed

in compliance with Title 19 and all codes as required by the Department of Building and

Safety.

 4. Approval of this Special Use Permit does not constitute approval of a liquor license. 

 5. This business shall operate in conformance to Chapter 6.50 of the City of Las Vegas

Municipal Code. 

 6. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfied,

except as modified herein.
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** STAFF REPORT **

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This application is a request for a Special Use Permit for a proposed Accessory Package Liquor

Off-Sale use within an existing 3,000 square-foot Retail Establishment at 2212 East Charleston

Boulevard. Staff recommends approval of the requested Special Use Permit, as the development

is in compliance with the minimum Special Use Permit requirements listed in Title 19.12 for the

Retail Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use and the use is complementary

to wide variety of commercial uses within the existing retail building. If denied, the use will only

be allowed to operate as a Convenience Store with no alcohol sales.

ISSUES

� A Retail Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use is permitted in the C-2

(General Commercial) zoning district with the approval of a Special Use Permit.

� The provided floor plans show 74 square feet of total floor area dedicated to the retail display

and sales of alcohol.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc

02/23/98 

The City Council approved a Special Use Permit (U-0143-97) for the sale of

beer and wine in conjunction with an existing convenience store. The

Planning Commission and staff recommended approval.

06/19/02

The City Council denied an Appeal of the Planning Commission�s decision to

deny a request for a Special Use Permit (U-0031-02) for Package Liquor sales

in conjunction with an existing convenience store. Staff had recommended

denial. 

03/01/06

The City Council approved a Special Use Permit (SUP-10786) for a proposed

Financial Institution, Specified (Check Cashing) and waivers of the 200-foot

separation requirement from a parcel zoned for a residential use, and the

1,000-foot separation requirement from other Financial Institution, Specified

uses at 2212 East Charleston. The Planning Commission recommended

approval and staff recommended denial.
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Most Recent Change of Ownership

10/12/12 A deed was recorded for a change in ownership.

Related Building Permits/Business Licenses 

10/23/98 

A business license was issued for cigarette sales (#C05-01907) and a

convenience store (#C15-00241) at 2212 East Charleston Boulevard. This

license remains active.

08/09/06
A business license (#N02-00132) was issued for non-depository lender

services at 2212 East Charleston Boulevard. This license remains active.

11/09/09
A business license was issued for beer/wine/cooler off sale (#L10-00300) and

for gaming (#G01-02374).

Pre-Application Meeting

06/19/12

A pre-application meeting was held and the applicant�s representative to

discuss the requirements for adding off premise liquor sales. A brief follow-

up meeting was held with the applicant to discuss the current proposal on

11/20/12.

Neighborhood Meeting

A neighborhood meeting is not required for this type of request, nor was one held.

Field Check

11/29/12 

Staff conducted a field check of the subject property and noted the proposed

location for the use will be within an existing Convenience Store within a

maintained strip mall.

Details of Application Request

Site Area

Net Acres 0.75

Surrounding
Property

Existing Land Use
Per Title 19.12

Planned or Special
Land Use Designation

Existing Zoning District

Subject Property
General Retail,

Other Than Listed
C (Commercial)

C-2 (General

Commercial)

North
General Retail,

Other Than Listed
C (Commercial)

C-2 (General

Commercial)

South
Multi-Family

Residential

M (Medium Density

Residential)

R-3 (Medium Density

Residential)

East
General Retail,

Other Than Listed
C (Commercial)

C-2 (General

Commercial)
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West
General Retail,

Other Than Listed
C (Commercial)

C-2 (General

Commercial)

Master Plan Areas Compliance

No Applicable Master Plan Area N/A

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts Compliance

No Applicable Special Purpose or Overlay Districts N/A

Other Plans or Special Requirements Compliance

Trails N/A

Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan Area Y

Project of Significant Impact (Development Impact Notification Assessment) N/A

Project of Regional Significance Y

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Pursuant to Title 19.12, the following parking standards apply:

Parking Requirement

Required Provided Compliance

Parking Parking 
Use

Gross Floor 

Area or
Number of 

Units 

Parking
Ratio Regular

Handi-

capped 
Regular

Handi-

capped 

General 

Retail, Other 

Than Listed

14,085 SF 1:175 SF  

TOTAL SPACE REQUIRED 81 

 

34  

Regular and Handicap Spaces Required 77 4 32 2 Y*

*Pursuant to Title 19.18.030(D)(1), the subject site is parking impaired, as the property and the

adjacent parcel were developed in 1953 and provided only 47spaces at the time of construction. 

ANALYSIS

The subject property is located within a 3,000 square-foot Convenience Store and is

complementary to the commercial uses and other existing retail establishments found on site.

The submitted floor plans show 50 square feet of cooler space and 24 square feet of shelf space

dedicated to the retail display of alcohol. The proposed use complies with all Minimum Special

Use Permit Requirements, as there are no protected uses within 400 feet of this proposal. This

proposal is deemed to be a �Project of Regional Significance� because the Special Use Permit

request is located within 500 feet of unincorporated Clark County limits. The applicant has

submitted a Project of Regional Significance report and no comments from the participating

agencies were made. No additional parking required beyond that which is required for the 
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principal use on the site, as parking requirements were addressed during the original construction

of this site and there are no increases to the current parking demand from the proposed use.

The Retail Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use is defined as, �A retail

establishment: 

1. Whose license to sell alcoholic beverage authorizes their sale to consumers only and

not for resale, in original sealed or corked containers, for consumption off the premises

where the same are sold; and 

2. In which the sale of alcoholic beverages is ancillary to the retail use, and which no

more than 10 percent of the retail floor space is regularly devoted to the display or

merchandising of alcoholic beverages.

The proposed use meets the definition above, as the provided floor plans show a 3,000 square

foot Convenience Store with 74 square feet dedicated to the retail sale of alcohol.

The Minimum Special Use Permit Requirements for this use include:

1. Except as otherwise provided, no retail establishment with accessory package liquor

off-sale (hereinafter �establishment�) shall be located within 400 feet of any church,

synagogue, school, child care facility licensed for more than 12 children, or City park. 

There are no protected uses within 400 feet of this proposal.

2. Except as otherwise provided in Requirement 3 below, the distances referred to in

Requirement 1 shall be determined with reference to the shortest distance between two

property lines, one being the property line of the proposed establishment which is closest

to the existing use to which the measurement pertains, and the other being the property

line of that existing use which is closest to the proposed establishment. The distance shall

be measured in a straight line without regard to intervening obstacles. For purposes of

measurement, the term �property line� refers to property lines of fee interest parcels and

does not include the property line of: 

a. Any leasehold parcel; or 

b. Any parcel which lacks access to a public street or has no area for on-site

parking and which has been created so as to avoid the distance limitation

described in Requirement 1. 

This condition is not applicable.

3. In the case of an establishment proposed to be located on a parcel of at least 80 acres in

size, the minimum distances referred to in Requirement 1 shall be measured in a straight

line:
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a. From the nearest property line of the existing use to the nearest portion of the

structure in which the establishment will be located, without regard to intervening

obstacles; or

b. In the case of a proposed establishment which will be located within a shopping

center or other multiple-tenant structure, from the nearest property line of the

existing use to the nearest property line of a leasehold or occupancy parcel in

which the Retail Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale  will be

located, without regard to intervening obstacles. 

This condition is not applicable.

4. When considering a Special Use Permit application for an establishment which also

requires a waiver of the distance limitation in Requirement 1, the Planning Commission

shall take into consideration the distance policy and shall, as part of its recommendation

to the City Council, state whether the distance requirement should be waived and the

reasons in support of the decision. 

This condition is not applicable.

5. The minimum distance requirements in Requirement 1 do not apply to: 

a. An establishment which has a nonrestricted gaming license in connection with

a hotel having 200 or more guest rooms on or before July 1, 1992 or in connection

with a resort hotel having in excess of 200 guest rooms after July 1, 1992; or

b. A proposed establishment having more than 50,000 square feet of retail floor

space.

This condition is not applicable.

*6. All businesses which sell alcoholic beverages shall conform to the provision of

LVMC Chapter 6.50.

The proposed use will be subject to ongoing licensing inspections to ensure that this

condition is met.

*7. The minimum distance requirements set for in Requirement 1, which are otherwise

nonwaiveable under the provision of LVMC 19.12.050(C), may be waived.

This condition is not applicable.
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Staff recommends approval of this request, as the use conforms to the Minimum Special use

Permit Requirements and is a compatible use for the proposed location. If denied, the applicant

would be allowed to operate the Convenience Store with Beer/Wine/Cooler Off sale, but will not

be allowed to sell package liquor.

FINDINGS (SUP-47591)

In order to approve a Special Use Permit application, per Title 19.16.110(L) the Planning

Commission and City Council must affirm the following:

 1. The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious and

compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and with future surrounding land

uses as projected by the General Plan.

  The proposed Retail Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use is

compatible with the C (Commercial) General Plan land use designation and the C-2

(General Commercial) zoning district permissible uses, upon the approval of a Special Use

Permit. The proposed use is located within an existing commercial center with a

substantial concentration of major commercial development.  The proposed use can be

conducted in a manner that is harmonious and compatible with the surrounding uses.

 2. The subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of land use proposed.

  The proposed use will consist of 74 square feet of alcoholic beverage retail display area

and will operate within a 3,000 square-foot Convenience Store. There is no evidence of a

physical constraint to the proposed use on the subject site.

 3. Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate in

size to meet the requirements of the proposed use.

  The site is accessed from Charleston Boulevard, which is adequate in size to meet the

requirements of the proposed use. The subject site was developed in 1953 and is parking

impaired, as described in Title 19.18.030(D)(1). The proposed Retail Establishment with

Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use will be located within the existing Convenience

Store, and will not constitute an increase in onsite parking.

4. Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be inconsistent

with or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectives

of the General Plan.
  

The site will be subject to regular inspection and will not compromise the public health,

safety, and welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan.
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 5. The use meets all of the applicable conditions per Title 19.12.

  The proposed use in conjunction with an existing Convenience Store complies with the

Minimum Special Use Permit Requirements listed for the Retail Establishment with

Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use in Title 19.12.

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 38

NOTICES MAILED 474

APPROVALS 0

PROTESTS 1
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IMar. L, 2006

Attention Cþ council

RE,: Speoial use perrnit

suP-i0786

trtem #89

Gordon family trust-rosman Elliot trust'

In regards to the request for a check cashing business to be located in

the l/traxi rnart, The parking problern wili not go away by adding a service

that reqtrires an even lengthier stay to compiete paperwork" NÁy tenant C J

tile has but about 4 spaces to service its customers, as you may be aware it is
a time consurning ordeal to piok or-lt tile.

I believe any further impact on my tenant may impose upon his abilþ to
prosper, being trapped between two financial institutions may cause

grievous harm.

If we were to receive sonße relief from the city to allow parking on the

east side of 2276 e. Charleston it rnight cure some of the problem, but I think

it woutrd have to be as a condition before approval is given.

X believe this was a condition that was approved once before when the

Maxi Mart was first ailowed to open, but I have no doculnentation orr this.

Respectfully yours
Gordon trust Rosman Elliot trust
Jarnes Shotlghro rnanaging parfner -trustee
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May l0,20ll

To: Shawn N Barashy
PO box 80652
Las Vegas Nevada 89180

Regarding:2216 E. Cha¡leston, Las Vegas Nevada

Dear Shawn,

Per our conversation a few months back regarding the owners of 2216East Charleston
e.

.We

by the
rent, the

I want
fo not
1998

Yours,

Agent Jim Shoughro

very clear that we are not responsible topay you anything and are agreeing to do so,
a conflict and just to make life easier. I h¿ve attached

"
*py of you-approîal in

you had to provide an Access easement tlrough Ihat uea-

1137 S. Rancho Dr., Ste. lZ0
Las Vegas, NV 89102

Ph: (702) 386-8686 Fax: (702) 386-9839

CC Jim Shoughro



January 37tr,2072

California Tire & Accessories
Ishmael Zubia
22168 Charleston Blvd
I-as Vegas, NV 89104

Re: Unauthorized activities on Tuesday Properties LLC Parcel.

lu4r. Zubia,

On multiple occasions over the past few months I have asked you to stop working,
displaying tires, bumper and other goods on my property and not to park in any other place but
along the east wall of 22).6 E Charleston. Vy'e had an agreement that for $150 per month you are

permitted to park three vehicles on my property along the east wall of 2216 E Charleston only. I
received a letter from Dave Mason that he decided to reduce the $150 to $120 due to rent
reduction your landlord granted you. Since then I received no payment.

On Friday January 27,2012I posted violation stickers on your vehicles and placed a new
sign for unauthorized parking giving you until Monday January 30th,20l2to removè all vehicles

and displayed material from my lot. I spoke to you that day and asked you to remove all vehicles
and material from my lot. You asked for a written notice. Although I have no obligation to give
you any written notice for the unauthorized parking on my lot I am giving this courtesy notice

one time. Please trernove all tines and material frorn my property, remove all
your trucks and other vehicles immediately. I)o not perform any automotive
or other work on my lot" Any vehicle on my property will be towed at your
expense by Monday February 612012" Any of your products remaining on my
property will be removed.

Si

Tuesday Froperties LLC

CC:
Gordon Harry & Ceraldine TR
Rosman Elliot S TRS

3l 13 Connors Dr
Læ Vesas, NV 89107

Dave Mason Realty
516 South 6'h Street
Suite 400
Læ Vegas, NV 89101



MEETING:

DATE:

TIME:

LOCATION:

SPEOIAL USE PERMflT

PLANNII{G COMMISSION
JANUARY 22,1998 
7:00 P.M" 

Ll ?,1 47?/
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL
400 STEWART AVENUE w n-i¡j .c_

Øc. u t e ,/€ 5'
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA â +ttr+¡ U.l N6ç 0 F r.c ( 4_s ;s

Æ&q ¡o ¡" q r- ¡'-'¡t-L f Aß ¡n;r't û caû{

u"r43.97

f,t r-, iqLl _ t..1? 4
REQUEST BY $IIMROD BARASI{Y FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT ON PROPERW LOCATED AT

2224EAST CHARLESTON BOULEVARD FOR TFIE OFF"PREMISE SALE OF BEER AND WINE IN

CoNJUNCT¡oN W¡TH A PRoPoSED CONVENIENCE STORE, C.2 (GENERAL COMTUERCTAL) ZONE,

WARD 3 (REESE), APN: 162"01"101.004 AhtD 00G.

w6 ALG o¡ 5
THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST

QUARTER (NW%), OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW%), OF SECTION 01, TOWNSHIP 2I SOUTH,

RANGE 6{ EAST, M.D.B.&M.

Any and all interested persons may appear before the City plan

to or express approval of this request; or may, prior to this m
Planning and Development Deparfnent, Cunent Planning Divi
Las V'egas, Nevada 89101. This requesi may be cieemed Fi
Council. The date of he City Council meeting, if applicabte,
discussion of the item. You will receive an additional notice
229-6301 (TDD 38G9108).

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CITY OF I.AS VEGAS

P fiê u t lvt tlVftø(
fl fte frePol-T

KIRA WAUWIE, SENIOR PLANNER
CURRENT PI-ANNING DIVISION

ãaá*Ð
L

SEE LOCATION I¡AP ON REVERSE SIDE
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CITY IITANAGER
LARRY IC BARTON

March 24, 1998

Mr. Nimrod Barashy
7708 Wolfcreek Road
Las Vegas, Nlevada 89128

RE: U-143-97 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT

Dear Mr. Barashy:

The City Gouncil at a regular meeting held Februãry 23, 1998 APPROVED the request for a
Special Use Permit on property located at 2224 East Charleston Boutevard FOR THE OFF-
PREMISE SALE OF BEER AND WINE IN CONJUNCTION WITH A PROPOSED
CONVENIENCE STORE, C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, subject to:

1- The sale of quart beer containers is prohibited.

Two of the parking spaces located along Eâst Gharleston Boulevard shall be removed
and replaced with landscaping. Landscaping shall be installed in conformance with the
Landscape, Wall, and Buffer Standards of the Urban Desígn Guidelines and Standards
within one (l) yearóf the approval of this application. Failure to instail and maintain the
landscaping shall result in the revocation of the operator's business license.

Grant a 20 foot wide perpetual, non-revocable public access easement through the
parking lot (Parcel 162-01-101-006 of this application) connecting the existing public
alley to the existing driveway accessing Charleston Boulevard prior to occupancy of this -

site as required by the Department of PubficWorks.

All mechanical equipment, a¡r conditioners and trash areas shall þe screened from view
from the abutting streets (excluding single family development).

5. All C¡ty Code requirements and design standards of all CiÇ departments must be
satisfied.

4OO E. STEV/ARTAVENUE " LAS.VEGAS, NEVADA 89101-2986
(7O2)229-6011 (VOTCE) " (7O2) 386-9108 C[DD)

2 

3 

4 

cLV 7009
^ã¡^ ^rÊ

Êht



Mr. Nimrod Barashy
U-143-97- Page Two
March 24, 1998

b 

7 

B- 

Parking and driveway plans must be approved by the Traffic Engineer prior to the
issuance of any permits.

A fully operational fire protection system, including fire apparatu's roads, fire hydrants
and water supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning prior to constructioi oí any
combustible structures.

Provide plans showing accessible'exterior routes from public transportation stops,
accessible park¡ng, passenger loading zones and public sidewalks to the accessible
building entrance(s) with submittal of plans for buildíng permits as required by the
Planning and Development Department. Accessible routes shall have running siopes
and cross slopes in accordance with the applicable code.

Sincerely,

BARBARA JO RONEM
City Clerk

lac

cc: Planning and Development Dept.
Development Coordination-D PW
Dept- Of Fire Services
Land Development Services

Mr. Falah E Hamika
Mr. lsmaelZ. lsreal
1866 Trilly Lane
Las Vegas, Nevada 89115

Mr. Sam Hamika
1938 Trilly Lane
LasVegas, Nevada 89115



THiS ÐECLARATION ûF EASEMENT is nrade uhis day oíJune ,ZIOZ,by and

betwee¡r NI&'íR'oE) BAR-4SHY,77ù8 wolfc¡eek Road, Las vegas, Nevada B9l2g, hereaíler

ieferred tû âs "Ba¡-sshy," aad the GG[tDOÈl T'R[.]ST, 3 i i3 conners Drive, Las vegas, Nevada

89! 07, hereafrer ¡eferred tÕ as "the Trust," invoiving three (3) pa¡cels oîreaj propeq-, located on

Easr charleston nea¡ Fremoni sn'eet. more parlicularly descri'oed'oelo,w.

R.ectitals:

i. Ba,-ashy is the oqryler of certain ia¡rej in Las Vegas, Claik Counqr, I*{ev&da,::noie

particulariy described as Assessor Pa¡cel Nos, 162c1t0i006 and 16201101004.

2' Bar-ashy operaies a ma¡ket wÍth beer and wine saies on ApN 1620ll0l00a (the

"Mæket Parcel")- The ftont of the Ma¡ket Parcel conteins parking for the sto¡c,

3. Barashy uses ApN 16201101006 íor parking (the..parking Fæcel',).

4' The Cordon Trust is the owner of that certain land in l-as vegas, Clark Corurty,

Nevada, moie pafticuiarly described as Assesso¡ Parcel No. 16201101005 (the

"Gordon Parcei"). The Gcrdon Pareel has parking in front of its store, u¡hich a¡ea is

necessarv for ingiess and egress by the N{a¡ket Pa¡cel and for access to the rna¡ket

frorn rhe parking pa¡ce!.

5' Attached as Exhibit "i" is a diagram of the parceis ownsd by the parties. Thc

diagram iiluskates the conmon d¡iveway foi Lrgress and egress, as well as s. commcn

front parking areas oiihe Pa¡cels, The highiighæd aÍeas represent the access uscd bv

tirc GorCon pa¡cel íor iis loading dooi and ¡ea¡ exits.

6' In i997. Barashy anplied for a specia! use pemii with the eiry cilas Vcgas for fts

sale oíbeei and wine cn ihe Ndarket Farce!, whieh was approvect by the Las vegas

Ciry Courrcil on February ZJ,lggg,



7 ' The Gordon Trust and Barashy agreedthat if rhe Goidon Trust did noÉ object to rhe

special use appiication' Ba¡ashy wouìd not interfere with råe âccess to the loaciing

dooron-rheEastsideorthebackdoorson'.hesouthsideofrJreGordonparcei,
see

the iúghlighied a¡eas of ExÌ¡ibir ,.I.,,

I' it is essential tc the vaÌue of the parceis ihei the psrties enter into this reciproca.l

easemçnt agrecment for the benefìt of the parcels a¡rd their respective tenzurts.

NCw, THÐREFÛI{E, in consicie¡ation for the muiual prorci-ses set forJr herein and o*.,her

good and valuable consicieration, the par-ties agr€ç as folior,vs:

1' Easement- The parties hereb;r crçate mun-ul easements across and onto the Barasliy

Parcel, thc Markct Parcel and the Gordon Pa¡cel for ingress ærd egress, as well es

access to the side and rear dcors of the Gordon Farce!, as highiighted on Exhibir.,l.,,

2- Repqif cnd Maintenance q{Easemenî. Fach perry shall ,_neintain the area used for

vehicula¡ traffic on its parcel in good condition and at irs o-wn cosi,

3' Amendments, The prcvisions of this agreement may be amended oniy by a r¡aittçn

agreernent signed by all of the parries,

4' Êinding Agreement The Ðasennem righis anci responsibility set forih in tÌris

agreerneni shall be perpetua¡ and shall run with the land, and shall be binding on ihe

suecessors and assigns cfthe parcei owners,

IN wîmIESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Declaration efR-ee iproca! Fasenenr

on the date first above written.

TI{E GORÐCN TR.UST

NIIVÍROD EARASHY 
Er.,SY

James Shouglro, Trusiee

F:\AþlDÁTA\Cl{RlS\€onlon r=n¡ar\dcct ÊNåhni.wod

1
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APN:16201101004
APN:16201101005
APN: 16201101006

ÐE CLA,RATION OF RECIPROCAL EAS EMENT

THIS DECLARATION OF RECIPROCAL EASEMENT is made this _ day of June, 

2002, by and between NXMROÐ BARASËIY ,7708 Wolfcreek Road, Las Vegas, Nevada 89128,

hereafter referred to as "Barashy," and the GORDON TR'UST, 3113 Conners Drive, Las Vegas,

Nevada 89107, hereafter referred to as "the Trust," involving three (3) parcels of real property

located on East Charleston near Fremont Street, more particularly described below.

Recitals:

1. Barashy is the owner of certain land in Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada, more

particularly described as Assessor Parcel Nos. 1 620 1 1 01 006 and 162011 0 I 004.

2. Barashy operates a market with beer and wine sales on APN 16201101004 (the

"Market Parcel"). The front of the Market Parcel contains parking for the store.

3. Barashy uses APN 76201101006 for parking (the "Parking Parcel").

4. The Gordon Trust is the olvner of that cefain land in Las Vegas, Clark County,

Nevada, more particularly described as Assessor Parcel No. 16201101005 (the

"Gordon Parcel"). The Gordon Parcel has parking in front of its store, which area is

necessary for ingress and egress by the Market Parcel and for access to the market

from the Parking Parcel.

5. Attached as Exhibit "1" is a diagram of the parcels owned by the parties. The

diagram illustrates the common driveway for ingress and egress, as well as a cornmon

front parking areas ofthe Parcels. The highlighted areas representthe access used by

the Gordon Parcel for its loading door and rear exits.



6. It 1997 , Barashy applied for a special use permit with the City of Las Vegas for the

sale of beer and wine on the Market Parcel, which was approved by the Las Vegas

City Council on February 23,1998.

7. The Gordon Trust and Barashy agreed that if the Gordon Trust did not object to the

special use application, Barashy would not interfere with the access to the loading

door on the East side or the back doors on the South side of the Gordon Parcel. See

the highlighted areas of Exhibit "1."

8. It is essential to the value of the parcels that the parties enter into this reciprocal

easement agreement for the benefit of the parcels and their respective tenants.

9. This Agreement is necessaq/ to prevent the parties from disrupting the flow of traffic

and access that has existed between these parcels for more than thirty years.

10. This Agreementis also necessaryto prevent costly andprotracted litigationregarding

prescriptive easements and easements by contract among the various parties.

NOW, THEREFOR-E, in consideration for the mutual promises set forth herein and other

good and valuable consideration, the parties agree as foliows:

1. Easement. The parties hereby create mutual easements across and onto the Barashy

Parcel, the Market Parcel and the Gordon Parcel for ingress and egress, as well as

access to the side and rear doors of the Gordon Parcel, as highlighted on Exhibit "1."

2. Repair and Maintenance o.f Easement Each party shall maintain the area used for

vehicular traffic on its parcel in good condition and at its own cost.

3. Amendments. The provisions of this Agreement may be amended only by a written

agreement signed by all of the parties.

a



4. Bíndíng Agreement The easement rights and responsibility set forth in this

Agreement shall be perpetual and shall run with the land, and shall be binding on the

successors and assigns ofthe parcei owners.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, theparties have executedthis Declaration ofReciprocal Easement

on the date first above written.

THE GORDON TRUST

By
NIMROD BARASHY James Shoughro, Trustee

STATE OF NEVADA

COTINTY OF CLARK

This instrument is hereby acknowledged before me by NIMROD BARASEIy this
day of June,2002.

Notary Public, State of Nevada

STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF CLARK

This instrument is hereby acknowledged before me by James Shoughro, Trustee of the
GORDON TR.UST, thiS day of June,2002.

Notary Public, State of Nevada

AFIER RECORDING, IIL{IL TO;

The Gordon Trust
c/o ùfr. Jim Shoughro
3l 13 Conners Drivc
Las Vegas, Nevrda 89107

)
)
)

SS

)
)
)

SS:

F:\AMDATA\CHRIS\Cordon Trust\decl.eæemnt.wpd
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2216 E CHARLESTON BL\TD

È,AS lrcAS NV- æ1f¡4-ãr49

and all interested pefsonÊ. 
thereto

.$uP;Í0786

and be'
with

en'v couruG¡L ,

IHARCH ü 2006

l:(}{1F.ffi.
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Mar" 1,2046

,Attention City cou-ncil

RE: Special use perrnit

s[JP-i0786

Item #89

Gordon family trurst-rosman Elliot trust"

In regards to the request for a check cashing business to be located in
the lMaxi rnart, T'he parking problem will not go away by adding a serviee

that requires an even lengthier stay to cornpiete papenwonk" ivly tenant C J

tile has but about 4 spaces to service its customers, as you may be aware it is
a time consuming ordeal to piok out tile.

I beXieve any further irnpact on my tenant may i-rnpose upon his ability to
prosper, being trapped between two financial iilstitr¡tions rnay cause

grievous harm.

If we were to receive soffre relief,from the oity to atlow parking on the

east side of 2276 e. Charleston it rnight cure sorne of the problem, but tr think
it woutrd have to be as a condition bef,ore approval is given.

I believe this was a condition that was approved once before when the

Maxi Mart was first allowed to open, but I have no documentation on this.

R.espectfully yours
Gordon trust Rosman Eltriot trust
Jan¡.es Shoughro managing partner -trustee



:i :i
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May 70,2017

To: ShawnNBarasþ
PO box 80652
Las Vegas Nevada 89180

Regarding:2216 E. Charleston, Las Vegas Nevada

Dear Shawn,

Per our conversation a few months back re
compensating you for our proposed tenant
agreed on $ 150 per month,on a month to m
Business Licensing Department and has just

"end of June, we will start ttrat process. 

Ðæve
&f,asosþ
ReæåÉy 

very clear that we are not responsible topay you anything and a¡e agreeing to do so,
a conflict and just to make life easier- I have-attachLa u íopy of you approvai inyou had to provide an Access easement through that area

I want
to not
1998

Yours,

Agent Jim Shoughro

be 

1i37 S. Rancho Dr., Ste . 120
Las Vegas, NIV 89102

Ph: Q02) 386-8686 Fax: (702) 386_9839

CC Jim Shoughro



January 31tr,2072

Califomia Tire & Accessories
Ishmael Zlbia
2216F' Charleston Blvd
I-as Vegas, NV 89104

Re: Unauthorized activities on Tuesday Properties LLC Parcel.

Mr. Zubia,

On multiple occasions over the past few months I have asked you to stop working,
displaying tires, bumper and other goods on my property and not to park in any other place but
along the east wal.J^ of 2216 E Charleston. We had an agreement that for $150 per month you are
permitted to park three vehicles on my property along the east wall of 2216 E Charleston only. I
received a letter from Dave Mason that he decided to reduce the $150 to $120 due to rent
reduction your landlord granted you. Since then I received no payment.

On Friday January 27,2012I posted violation stickers on your vehicles and placed a new
sign for unauthorized parking giving you until Monday January 30rn,2012 to remove all vehicies
and displayed material from my lot. I spoke to you that day and asked you to remove all vehicles
and material from my lot. You asked for a written notice. Although I have no obtigation to give
you any wriuen notice for the unauthorized parking on my lot I am giving this courtesy notice

one time. Please trernove all tines and material fnom rny property, nemove all
your trucks and other vehicles irnmediately. I)o not perform any autornotive
or other work on my lot" Any vehicle on my property will be towed at your
expense by Monday February 6, 2012" Any of your products remaininE on my
property will be removed"

Tuesday Properties LLC

CC:
Gordon Harry & Ceraldine TR
Rosman Elliot S TRS
3l 13 Connors Dr
Læ Vegas, NV 89107

Dave Mason Realty
516 South 6'h Street
Suite 400
Læ Vegæ, NV 89101

Si



City of Læ Vegas
Depanment of Planning
Development Services Ce'nter

333 North Ra¡cho Drive. 3'ú Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

Return Service Requested
Offïcial Notice of Public Hearing

lf you wish to file your protest or suppon on this rcquest, check the
appropriaæ box below and retum this card in an envelope with posrage to the

Department of Planning, Case Planning Division at the address listed above or
far this side of this card to (702) 385-7268. If you would like to contact your
C<luncil please call 

I SI.JPPORT

this Request 

Please use available blank space on card for your comments.

suP-47591
Planning Commission Meeting of 0l/08/2013
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Gl$ of Las Vegas
Dept. of Planning

(702) 229-6405.
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Agenda Item No.: 19.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA

RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for

a Major Modification of the Lone Mountain West Master Development Plan To Amend the

Future Land Use Designation FROM: MFM (MULTI-FAMILY MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL)

TO: L (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND TO AMEND TABLES 1 THROUGH 4 OF

THE MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN (SECTION 2.2) TO REFLECT CHANGES TO THE

LAND USE CATEGORIES AND NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS on 13.81 acres

adjacent to the east side of the Puli Drive alignment, south of Lone Mountain Road (APNs 137-

01-101-001 and 009; and 137-01-201-001 and 002), Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends

APPROVAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report - MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607, VAR-47609, VAC-

47611 and SDR-47610

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos - MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607, VAR-47609, VAC-47611 and SDR-47610

5.  Justification Letter - MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607, VAR-47609, VAC-47611 and

SDR-47610































































 
Agenda Item No.: 20.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT:

ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: IOTA TUSCAN, LLC - For possible action on a request

for Rezoning FROM: U (UNDEVELOPED) [PCD (PLANNED COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] TO: PD (PLANNED

DEVELOPMENT) on 16.40 acres adjacent to the south side of Peaceful Dawn Avenue,

approximately 630 feet west of Cliff Shadows Parkway (APNs 137-01-101-010 and 011; and

137-01-201-003), Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Location and Aerial Maps

3.  Supporting Documentation







Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 















 
Agenda Item No.: 21.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON-47605 - PUBLIC

HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES,

LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW SIX-FOOT

PERIMETER RETAINING WALLS WHERE 3.5 FEET IS THE MAXIMUM ALLOWED on

55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-

101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and

002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan

Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends

DENIAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Location and Aerial Maps � VAR-47607, VAR-47609 and SDR-47610

3.  Supporting Documentation







Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 













 
Agenda Item No.: 22.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47609 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605 AND VAR-47607 -

PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M

ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW 40-

FOOT WIDE PRIVATE STREETS WITH NO SIDEWALKS WHERE 47-FOOT WIDE

STREETS WITH SIDEWALKS AND AMENITY ZONES ON BOTH SIDES ARE

REQUIRED on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road

(APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-

301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community Development) General

Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff

recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 













 
Agenda Item No.: 23.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607 AND VAR-

47609 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M

ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a Petition to Vacate public rights-of-way

and U.S. Government Patent Easements generally located east of Puli Road, south of Lone

Mountain Road, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

SET DATE:  03/06/2013

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Consolidated Back-up

3.  Supporting Documentation







Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 













 
Agenda Item No.: 24.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SDR-47610 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-

47605, VAR-47607, VAR-47609 AND VAC-47611 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT:

ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible

action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 328-LOT SINGLE

FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of

Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001,

002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned

Community Development) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned

Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Consolidated Backup

2.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 













SDR 47610

Traffic produced by proposed development:

Proposed Use DESCRIPTION #UNIT RATE/# UNIT TOTAL

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 9.57 2,928

AM Peak Hour 0.75 230

PM Peak Hour 1.01 309

Cliff Shadows Pkwy

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 10,198

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 816

Lone Mountain Road

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 3,388

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 271

Adjacent Street ADT Capacity

Astoria Residential

SEC Lone Mountain & Puli

SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED [DWELL] 306

Proposed 306 unit single family residential development.

Existing traffic on all nearby streets:



 
Agenda Item No.: 25.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: NP PALACE, LLC.

- For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A 50-FOOT TALL FLAG POLE

ON THE ROOF OF AN EXISTING BUILDING WHERE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF THE

POLE ALLOWED IS 40 FEET on 10 acres at 2411 West Sahara Avenue (APN 162-08-502-

009), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 03/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter







VAR-47819











 
Agenda Item No.: 26.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 900 FREMONT,

LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW AN SIX-FOOT TALL

FENCE IN THE FRONT YARD WHERE A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF FIVE FEET IS

ALLOWED on 2.75 acres at 902 and 916 Fremont Street (APNs 139-34-612-060 and 075), C-2

(General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter















 

Agenda Item No.: 27.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SDR-47823 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO VAR-47821 - PUBLIC

HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 900 FREMONT, LLC - For possible action on a request

for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A TEMPORARY PARKING LOT AND WAIVER

OF THE DOWNTOWN CENTENNIAL PLAN PARKING LOT SCREENING FENCE

DESIGN STANDARDS on 2.75 acres at 902 and 916 Fremont Street (APNs 139-34-612-060

and 075), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Conditions and Staff Report

2.  Consolidated Back-up

3.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 







 
Agenda Item No.: 28.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: KHANEH

HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW AN OFF-

PREMISE SIGN TO BE ATTACHED TO A BUILDING WHERE OFF-PREMISE SIGNS

ARE REQUIRED TO BE DETACHED AND PERMANENTLY SECURED TO THE

GROUND on 8.14 acres at 5550 Painted Mirage Road (APN 125-34-116-004), C-2 (General

Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps � VAR-47835 and SUP-47834

2.  Conditions and Staff Report � VAR-47835 and SUP-47834

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter � VAR-4835 and SUP-47834

























 
Agenda Item No.: 29.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-47835 - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: KHANEH HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a

Special Use Permit FOR AN OFF-PREMISE SIGN at 5550 Painted Mirage Road (APN 125-34-

116-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Special Map

2.  Consolidated Back-up

3.  Supporting Documentation





Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 







 
Agenda Item No.: 30.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA

RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a

Variance TO ALLOW A MINIMUM LOT SIZE TO BE 15,260 SQUARE FEET WHERE

20,000 SQUARE FEET IS REQUIRED AND TO ALLOW A 28-FOOT FRONT YARD

SETBACK ON LOTS 1 AND 5 WHERE 30 FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.5 acres generally

located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U

(Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff

recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 3/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps � VAR-47839, VAR-47840 and TMP-47838

2.  Conditions and Staff Report � VAR-47839, VAR-47840 and TMP-47838

3.  Supporting Documentation � VAR-47839, VAR-47840 and TMP-47838

4.  Photos - � VAR-47839, VAR-47840 and TMP-47838

5.  Justification Letter - � VAR-47839, VAR-47840 and TMP-47838

































 
Agenda Item No.: 31.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

VAR-47840 - VARIANCE RELATED TO VAR-47839 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT:

ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a

request for a Variance TO ALLOW A PRIVATE STREET TO NOT COMPLY WITH

MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A PUBLIC STREET, INCLUDING NO SIDEWALKS OR

STREETLIGHTS WHERE SUCH ARE REQUIRED AND A WIDTH OF 40 FEET WHERE A

MINIMUM OF 47 FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner

of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U(Undeveloped) [RE (Residential

Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 3/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Back-up

2.  Supporting Documentation



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 







 
Agenda Item No.: 32.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47840 - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For

possible action on a request for a Waiver TO ALLOW A REDUCED SEPARATION

DISTANCE BETWEEN EXTERNAL INTERSECTIONS FROM 220 FEET TO 175 FEET on

2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN

138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4

(Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 3/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Back Up

2.  Supporting Documentation

3.  Justification Letter



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 









 
Agenda Item No.: 33.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VAR-47840 AND WVR-47976

- PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M

ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Tentative Map FOR A FIVE-LOT

RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of

Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential

Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.

C.C.: 3/20/2013

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends DENIAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Consolidated Back-up

2.  Supporting Documentation

3.  School Development Tracking Form



Consistent with the City’s

sustainability efforts to reduce

paper use, backup

documentation pertaining to

related items will appear as

backup under the first item. This

item includes such consolidated

backup documentation. Please

refer to the first related

application in the subject line of

the Agenda Summary Page. 











TMP 47383
Astoria Residential

SEC Juliano & Hammer

Proposed 5 unit single family residential development.

Traffic produced by proposed development:      

Proposed Use DESCRIPTION #UNIT

RATE/#

UNIT TOTAL

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED [DWELL] 5

9.57 48

AM Peak Hour 0.75 4

PM Peak Hour 1.01 5

 
Existing traffic on all nearby streets: 

Alexander Road        

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 6,413

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 513

El Capitan Way        

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 1,888

PM Peak Hour (heaviest 60 minutes) 151

 Adjacent Street ADT Capacity      

Alexander Road 34,500

El Capitan Way 16,300

This project is expected to add about 48 trips per day on Juliano Rd., Hammer Ave., Alexander Rd. & El Capitan Way.
Currently, Alexander is at about 19 percent of capacity and El Capitan is at about 12 percent of capacity. With this
project, Alexander is expected to remain at about 19 percent of capacity and El Capitan to remain at about 12 percent
of capacity. Counts are not available in this vicinity for Juliano or Hammer, but they are believed to be under capacity.

    
Based on Peak Hour use, this project will add about 5 trips in the peak hour, or about one every twelve minutes.

     Note that this report assumes all traffic from this development uses all named streets.



School Development Tracking Form

Date Filed Application Number 

Company Name  

Contact Mailing Address

City State Zip Code

Phone Mobile Fax 

Project Description

Entity  

Email

Project Name  

APN's 

Student Yield  Elementary School Middle School High School

Total

(1) Single Family unit is defined as single family detached home, mobile home, and town homes.

(2) Multi-Family unit is defined as apartment, multiplexes, and condominiums.

(3) Resort Condominium units for tracking purposes only.

Schools Serving the Area*

Address Grade  Name Capacity  Enrollment Site Date

CCSD Comments* 

Approved Disapproved

Real Property Management

4190 McLeod Drive, 2nd Floor

Las Vegas, NV  89121

Contact Name  

* To be completed by CCSD

Single-Family Units (1)   x 0.213 =   x 0.109 =   x 0.139 =

  x 0.052 =  x 0.047 =  x 0.107 =Multi-Family Units (2)

Resort Condo Units (3)

12/28/2012 TMP47838  VAR47840  VAR47839 

THM Enterprises LLC

385-7268

Huliano & Hickam

LV

Juliano & Hickam

138-05-801-006

10200 Centennial 9-12Centennial HS 2,596  2,931 11/16/12

4701 Quadrel 6-8Leavitt MS 1,614 1,498  11/16/12

9400 Gilmore K-5Tarr ES 780 651 11/16/12

Centennial HS is over-capacity for the 2012-13 school year.  No new schools are planned

for the area.

Steve Gebeke

5 1 1 1

000

1 1 1



 
Agenda Item No.: 34.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: JAMES A. LEE -

OWNER: MER-CAR CORPORATION - For possible action on a request for a Special Use

Permit FOR A PROPOSED MORTUARY OR FUNERAL HOME USE at 21 Marion Drive

(APN 140-32-401-010), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Coffin).  Staff recommends

APPROVAL.

MAY GO TO CITY COUNCIL ON 3/20/2013

OR MAY BE FINAL ACTION (Unless Appealed Within 10 Days)

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1.  Location and Aerial Maps

2.  Conditions and Staff Report

3.  Supporting Documentation

4.  Photos

5.  Justification Letter

6.  School Development Tracking Form





































School Development Tracking Form

Date Filed  Application Number 

Company Name  

Contact Mailing Address

City State  Zip Code

Phone  Mobile Fax  

Project Description

Entity  

Email

Project Name  

APN's 

Student Yield  Elementary School Middle School High School

Total

(1) Single Family unit is defined as single family detached home, mobile home, and town homes.

(2) Multi-Family unit is defined as apartment, multiplexes, and condominiums.

(3) Resort Condominium units for tracking purposes only.

Schools Serving the Area*

Address Grade  Name Capacity  Enrollment Site Date

CCSD Comments* 

Approved Disapproved

Real Property Management

4190 McLeod Drive, 2nd Floor

Las Vegas, NV  89121

Contact Name  

* To be completed by CCSD

Single-Family Units (1)   x 0.213 =   x 0.109 =   x 0.139 =

  x 0.052 =  x 0.047 =  x 0.107 =Multi-Family Units (2)

Resort Condo Units (3)

12/27/2012 SUP-47837

Mer-Car Corporation

Hite Funeral Home

LV

Hite Funeral Home

140-32-401-010

6500 E. Sahara 9-12Las Vegas HS 2,576  2,930  11/16/12

825 Marion 6-8Robison MS 1,321 1,118  11/16/12

4551 Diamond Head K-5Edwards ES 564 658  11/16/12

No impact.

Steve Gebeke

0 0 0

000

0 0 0



 

Agenda Item No.: 35.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE - TXT-46131 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For possible action to update the Town Center

Development Standards to make various clarifications and update code references related to

changes made to LVMC Title 19 with the adoption of the Unified Development Code.  Staff

recommends APPROVAL.

THIS ITEM WILL BE FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL IN ORDINANCE FORM 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Abeyance Request submitted by Robert Summerfield



1

Nora Lares

From: Robert Summerfield
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 2:38 PM
To: Peter Lowenstein
Cc: Carman Burney; Flinn Fagg; Andy Reed; Doug Rankin; James Marshall; Nora Lares
Subject: TXT-46131 (TC Manual Update to UDC References and General Clean-Up)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 

 

 January 10, 2013 
 
 
 
Mr. Peter Lowenstein 
City of Las Vegas
Department of Planning 
333 N. Rancho Drive, 3rd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada  89106
 

 
RE:     TXT-46131  -  TEXT AMENDMENT

 
 
Dear Mr. Lowenstein:
 
I would like to request that case number TXT-46131 be held in
abeyance for 30-days at the February 12, 2013 Planning Commission
Meeting.  Holding this item for an additional 30 days (to the March
12th meeting) will allow staff additional time to address concerns that
have been raised since this item was placed on the Planning
Commission agenda. Please let me know if there are any questions.

  
Sincerely,
   
Robert T. Summerfield, AICP
Planner II
Long Range Planning Division

 



 
Agenda Item No.: 36.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE - TXT-47630 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING -

APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For discussion and possible action to amend

Title 19 to establish standards for a Supergraphic Signage. Staff has NO RECOMMENDATION.

THIS ITEM WILL BE FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL IN ORDINANCE FORM 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff has NO RECOMMENDATION.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Proposed Amendments and Staff Report

2.  Concern Email by Mark Fiorentino



TXT-47630

RTS

AGENDA MEMO - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE:  FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING

ITEM DESCRIPTION:  APPLICANT/OWNER:  CITY OF LAS VEGAS

** STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) **

CASE

NUMBER
RECOMMENDATION

REQUIRED FOR

APPROVAL

TXT-47630 Staff has NO RECOMMENDATION. n/a

** PROPOSED AMENDMENTS **

 1. Title 19.08.120 is hereby amended by adding thereto a new Subsection (H) to read as

follows:

  

  H. Supergraphic Signage

   1. Definition.  A large-format wall sign used to identify the principal

business(es) on the subject property.  Supergraphic signs typically feature a

single image or idea, with an emphasis on graphic or pictorial

representations, and may or may not include written text.

   2. Minimum Standards.

    a. Supergraphic signage shall only be permitted within the boundaries

of the Downtown Centennial Plan area, as defined in LVMC Chapter

19.10.

    b. Supergraphic signage shall be limited to buildings occupied by

commercial uses.  Supergraphic signage shall not be located on

unoccupied buildings, multifamily residential buildings, or mixed-

use buildings with a residential component.

    c. Supergraphic signage shall only be permitted on buildings or

building towers with a minimum height of nine stories and a

minimum gross floor area of 120,000 square feet.

    



TXT-47630

RTS

Proposed Amendments Page Two

February 12, 2013  -  Planning Commission Meeting

   3. Dimensional and Other Standards.

    a. Minimum area.  Supergraphic signage shall have a minimum area

of 1,500 square feet.

    b. Maximum area.  None.

    c. Maximum height.  Supergraphic signage shall not extend above the

roof or parapet of the building to which it is attached.  Supergraphic

signage shall be located a minimum of 15 feet above the grade of the

abutting sidewalk or the average finished grade of the subject

property, whichever is greater.

    d. Maximum projection.  Supergraphic signage or its support structure

shall not project more than five feet from the face of a building to

which it is attached.  Any projection from the building façade that

extends over the public right-of-way may be subject to approval of

an encroachment agreement.

    e. Maximum number.  A maximum of three supergraphic signs may

be permitted per qualifying building or building tower, with no more

than one supergraphic sign per building elevation.

    f. Construction.  Supergraphic signage may be constructed of vinyl,

mesh, or other similar material.  LED panels may also be utilized for

supergraphic signage.

    g. Illumination.

     i. Supergraphic signage may be illuminated externally. 

Lighting fixtures used for external illumination of

supergraphic signage shall be shielded so that the light source

is not directly visible from adjacent properties or the public

rights-of-way.  Lighting shall be focused directly on the

supergraphic signage and shall not extend to adjacent

buildings or properties.

     ii. Supergraphic signage located within the boundaries of the

Downtown Casino Overlay District, the Downtown

Entertainment Overlay District or the Scenic Byway Overlay

District, as defined in LVMC Chapter 19.10, shall be exempt

from the requirements for animation or neon illumination.



TXT-47630

RTS

Proposed Amendments Page Three

February 12, 2013  -  Planning Commission Meeting

     iii. Supergraphic signage utilizing LED illumination shall be

limited to static images that change no more frequently than

once every six seconds.

    h. Orientation.

     i. Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District. 

Supergraphic signage for properties within the boundaries of

the Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District

shall not be permitted on any building elevation that directly

fronts or is parallel to Las Vegas Boulevard.  In all other

districts, supergraphic signage may be oriented in any

direction unless otherwise restricted by this section.

     ii. Residential districts.  To reduce impacts to residential

properties, supergraphic signage shall not be oriented towards

any adjacent �R�-zoned properties.

    i. Maintenance.  Supergraphic signage shall be maintained in

compliance with all building codes and with the requirements of this

Chapter at all times.  Supergraphic signage that is faded, torn, ripped,

or in any similar state of deterioration shall be removed, repaired or

replaced within 30 days upon written notice from the City. 

Supergraphic signs that are determined to be a safety hazard shall be

repaired or removed within 72 hours upon written notice from the

City.

   4. Review and Approval Process for Supergraphic Signage.

    a. Certificate required.  All supergraphic signage shall require the

approval of a sign certificate.  No supergraphic signage shall be

installed unless a sign certificate has been obtained.

    b. Master Sign Plan required.  Approval of a Master Sign Plan

application, in accordance with the requirements listed in LVMC

19.16.270, shall be required for all supergraphic signage.  The

Master Sign Plan shall illustrate how the supergraphic signage shall

be integrated with the architectural features of the subject building,

and any other types of existing or future signage proposed for the

site.  A review period may be imposed as a condition of approval of

the Master Sign Plan; however, in no case shall the review period be

less than three years.
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    c. Signage in certain overlay districts.  Applications for supergraphic

signage within the Downtown Casino Overlay District, the

Downtown Entertainment Overlay District and the Las Vegas

Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District, as defined in LVMC

Chapter 19.10, shall be exempt from review by the Downtown

Design Review Committee (DDRC).

    d. Limited to certain types of on-premise messages.  A supergraphic

sign may not include off-premise messages and is limited to

messages that advertise, announce or identify the principal business

operations or attractions that are located on the premises of the

building to which it is attached.

   5. Applicability of Standards.  No variance, waiver, or other exception may

be granted from the minimum standards listed is this Subsection (H).

 2. Title 19.10.100(C)(6), DC-O Downtown Casino Overlay District - Special Sign Standards,

is hereby amended to read as follows:

  6. All new signage located within the Sub-district shall incorporate exposed neon,

LED, animation, or any combination thereof, in at least 50% of the total surface area

of such signage, excluding awning signs.  Supergraphic signage, as permitted in

accordance with LVMC 19.08.120 (H), shall be exempt from the requirements for

neon illumination or animation.

 3. Title 19.10.120(E), DE-O Downtown Entertainment Overlay District - Sign Standards, is

hereby amended to read as follows:

  E. Signage Standards

   Except as otherwise provided in LVMC 19.10.160(C)(2) with respect to properties

located within the SB-O Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District, all

new signage shall incorporate exposed neon, LED, animation, or any combination

thereof, in at least 50% of the total surface area of such signage.  Supergraphic

signage, as permitted in accordance with LVMC 19.08.120 (H), shall be exempt

from the requirements for neon or LED illumination or animation.

 4. Title 19.10.160(C)(2), SB-O Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District - Sign

Standards, is hereby amended to read as follows:

  2. Illumination.  For any development within the Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway

Overlay District, at least 75% of the total sign surface areas for that development

(excluding awning signs) must consist of illuminated signage, in the form of neon 
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   signs, animated signs, or a combination thereof. All signs must be fully illuminated

from at least one hour before dusk until one hour after dawn. Signs may be fully

illuminated during daylight hours also.  Supergraphic signage, as permitted in

accordance with LVMC 19.08.120 (H), shall be exempt from the requirements for

neon illumination or animation.

 5. Title 19.16.270(B)(1), Master Sign Plan - Applicability, is hereby amended to read as

follows:

  1. A Master Sign Plan shall be submitted and approved before any on-premise signage

may be installed for the following:

   a. Any non-residential project with a site larger than 15 net acres; or

   b. Any non-restricted gaming establishment; or 

   c. Any application for supergraphic signage.

 6. Title 19.16.270(D)(1), Master Sign Plan - Procedures, is hereby amended to read as

follows:

  1.  Hearing

   a. General Requirements.  The Planning Commission shall review a proposed

Master Sign Plan within 65 days after it is properly submitted for review.

The Planning Commission, in its discretion, may hold the Master Sign Plan

in abeyance for good cause. Following the review, the Planning Commission

shall make its recommendation to approve, approve with conditions, or deny

the Master Sign Plan. The decision shall be based upon evidence that makes

approval or denial of the Master Sign Plan appropriate.

   b. Supergraphic signage.  Master Sign Plan applications that include

supergraphic signage, whether approved or denied by the Planning

Commission, shall be forwarded automatically to City Council for final

decision.

 7. Title 19.16.270(D)(2), Master Sign Plan - Procedures, is hereby amended to read as

follows:

  2.  Conditions of Approval

   In approving a Master Sign Plan, the Planning Commission may impose the

following conditions, restrictions or limitations as the Commission may determine to 
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   be necessary to meet the general purpose and intent of this Title and to ensure that

the public health, safety and welfare are being maintained. A review period may be

imposed as a condition of approval to ensure that the constructed signage conforms

to required standards and is maintained in accordance with the applicable

requirements; however, in no case shall the review period by less than three years. 

All signs in the Master Sign Plan shall:

   a.  Either conform to all standards for the zoning district in which the sign will

be located, under this Title, or establish sign requirements and limitations

that are more restrictive than those set forth in this Title and that are

consistent with the standards and criteria set forth in the following

Subparagraphs (b) through (g). Master Sign Plans may also be used to

establish the requirements and limitations for signs located in the Gaming

and Downtown Centennial Plan Overlay districts, and the Planned

Community and Planned Development Districts;

   b.  Conform to the Residential Protection Standards set forth in this Title;

   c.  Conform to site plan and development standards regarding circulation and

emergency exit patterns, parking and loading requirements and other

standards related generally to the location of structures within a

development;

   d.  Be compatible with the architectural characteristics and spatial relationships

of the buildings on which the signs are attached, and the placement of

freestanding signs on the site, when considered in terms of location, scale,

proportion, color, materials, and illumination;

   e.  Be professionally designed and fabricated from materials that meet the

physical demands of an urban setting;

   f.  Be creative in the use of two- and three-dimensional forms, iconographic

representations, illumination and graphic design, including the use of color,

pattern, typography, and materials; and

   g.  Be designed as attractive and complementary features of the development,

which it serves.

 8. Title 19.18.020 is hereby amended by adding thereto, at the appropriate locations, the

following:

  Building Façade.  That portion of any exterior elevation of a building extending from

grade to top of the parapet, wall, or eaves, together with the entire width of the building

elevation.

  Sign, Supergraphic.  A large-format sign used to identify the principal business(es) on the

subject property.  Supergraphic signs typically feature a single image or idea, with an

emphasis on graphic or pictorial representations, and may or may not include written text.
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** STAFF REPORT **

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This is a request to amend LVMC Title 19 to establish standards for Supergraphic Signage. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc

08/28/08 

The Planning Commission recommended approval of TXT-26651, which

proposed the creation of a new district within the Downtown Centennial Plan,

and would have allowed the installation of building wrap (supergraphic)

signage within the new district. The text amendment was stricken from the

11/05/08 City Council agenda.

01/25/11

TXT-38353, which established standards for supergraphic signage within the

Downtown Centennial Plan area, was stricken by the Planning Commission

and replaced with TXT-40334.  Planning Commission recommended

approval of TXT-40334 with modifications.

07/05/11

Bill No. 2011-25 (TXT-40334) was stricken by City Council.  Staff was

directed to work with a stakeholder group to reach consensus on supergraphic

signage regulations and return with a new text amendment.

11/08/11

The Planning Commission tabled TXT-43463, which proposed the creation of

a new overlay district which would have allowed the installation of building

wrap (supergraphic) signage on government properties. The text amendment

was not un-tabled within the time provided under LVMC 19.16.010(G) and

was expired.

ANALYSIS

The amendment as proposed would create a new type of sign called �supergraphic,� which is

defined as large-format wall sign used to identify the principal business(es) on the subject property . 

Such signage typically features a single image or idea, with an emphasis on graphic or pictorial

representations, and may or may not include written text.  The new sign type would be limited to

buildings in the Downtown Centennial Plan Overlay District that meet the occupancy and height

requirements. 

As there are concerns that supergraphic signage has the potential to impact residential

neighborhoods, supergraphic signage may not be located on a building elevation that directly faces a

residential zoning district.
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In addition to location and residential adjacency regulations, this amendment will provide for

height, number of signs per parcel, minimum size requirements and other dimensional standards. 

Applications for all supergraphic signage will be processed the same as a Master Sign Plan.

Using comments received during the public hearing processes for the previous amendments

related to building wrap or supergraphic sign standards, staff worked closely with a stakeholder

group to address concerns relative to the potential impacts of this type of signage.  The following

outlines the proposed standards:

� Location:  Supergraphic signage will be limited to the Downtown Centennial Plan area.

� Number of signs permitted:  A total of three supergraphic signs will be permitted per

property.

� Illumination:  External illumination may be used provided it is shielded to prevent spill-

over to adjacent properties.

� Maintenance:  Supergraphic signage must be properly maintained, and any fading or

damage to the sign must be repaired or the sign must be replaced or removed.

� Approval process:  It is proposed that all supergraphic signage be approved as a Master

Sign Plan application in a public hearing that must ultimately be approved by the City

Council.

� Architectural Integration:  Supergraphic signage shall be integrated with the

architectural features of the building to which it is attached.  This will be reviewed by the

Planning Commission and City Council as part of the Master Sign Plan application.

FINDINGS

The proposed text amendment is intended to achieve the following:

� Establish standards for supergraphic signage within the boundaries of the DCP-O

District;

� Requires the approval of a Master Sign Plan application by the City Council;

� Restricts supergraphic signage to buildings with commercial uses that meet minimum

height requirements, limiting the possibility for excessive signage;

� Require approval of a Master Sign Plan application for supergraphic signage to

adequately review the character and integration of the proposed signage and any potential

impacts to adjacent properties;

� Limits supergraphic signage to certain types of on-premise messages.
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Overall this text amendment will provide for regulations of supergraphic signage in regards to time,

place and manner. The following table summarizes the proposed standards: 

BUILDING WRAP 

SIGNAGE

REQUIREMENTS

Minimum

Requirements:
� Min. of 9 stories/ 120,000 SF 

� Limited to buildings with commercial uses only

o Not permitted on residential buildings or mixed-use buildings with a

residential component

� Building must be occupied

o Temporary special event signage may be utilized for buildings under

construction

Off-Premise

Messages:
� Not permitted

On-Premise 

Messages:
� Limited to messages that advertise principal business operations or attractions

Where 

Permitted:
� Downtown Centennial Plan area only

Maximum #: � 3 supergraphic signs per building tower/no more than 1 per building elevation

Minimum Sign 

Area:
� 1,500 SF

Maximum Sign  

Area:
� None

Maximum 

Height:
� Cannot extend above roof/parapet

� Must be minimum of 15� above grade/sidewalk

Maximum 

Projection:
� 5� max from building face

Orientation: � Scenic Byway:  Cannot face Las Vegas Blvd.

� Cannot be oriented towards �R�-zoned properties

Illumination: � External lighting permitted; must be shielded

� LED permitted; limited to static images and 6-second cycles minimum

Maintenance: � Must be removed/repaired/replaced in 30 days if not maintained

� Safety issues must be corrected in 72 hours

Approval 

Process:
� Master Sign Plan (MSP) application required

o MSP for Supergraphic signs must be approved by City Council

� No variances or deviations permitted

Required 

Reviews:
� Required reviews allowed; review period may  not be less than 3 years
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NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED NEWSPAPER ONLY

NOTICES MAILED N/A

APPROVALS 0

PROTESTS 0



Nora Lares

Flinn Fagg
Monday, January 07,2013 1:26 PM
Nora Lares
Fwd: Super graphics Ordinance

RECEIVED

JAN ? 2ol3

Clty of Las Vegaa
Dept. of Planning

Nora - can you include this email in the backup for the planning commissioners for tomorrow night? This is for
item #55...

From: Mark Fiorontino <MFioienJino@kcnvlaw. co

Date: January 7 ,2013, L:I9:23 PM PST

To: Flinn Fagg <FFagg@lasvegasneva

Cc : Jennifer Lazovich <JLaz ovich@.kcnv1aw. com>
Subject: Super graphics Ordinance

1



 
Agenda Item No.: 37.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

TXT-47659 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF

LAS VEGAS - Discussion and possible action to amend Title 19.12 regarding Mixed Use

development to allow non-residential development above the ground floor.  Staff recommends

APPROVAL.

THIS ITEM WILL BE FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL IN ORDINANCE FORM 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

Proposed Amendment and Staff Report



 

Agenda Item No.: 38.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG Consent    Discussion

SUBJECT:

TXT-47865 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF

LAS VEGAS - For discussion and possible action to amend LVMC 19.12.070 and 19.18.020

regarding the Short-Term Residential Rental use by revising the description, requirements and

definition to address community concerns related to the activities allowed under this use and to

provide for other related matters.  Staff recommends APPROVAL.

THIS ITEM WILL BE FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL IN ORDINANCE FORM 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

  Planning Commission Mtg. 0 Planning Commission Mtg. 0

    
City Council Meeting 0 City Council Meeting 0

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1.  Proposed Amendments and Staff Report



                                              

Agenda Item No.: 39.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE  -  PLANNING  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 12, 2013

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 

DIRECTOR:  FLINN FAGG

SUBJECT:

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE

AGENDA MUST BE LIMITED TO MATTERS WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE

PLANNING COMMISSION.  NO SUBJECT MAY BE ACTED UPON BY THE PLANNING

COMMISSION UNLESS THAT SUBJECT IS ON THE AGENDA AND IS SCHEDULED

FOR ACTION.  IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD, COME TO THE PODIUM AND GIVE

YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD.  THE AMOUNT OF DISCUSSION ON ANY SINGLE

SUBJECT, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF TIME ANY SINGLE SPEAKER IS

ALLOWED, MAY BE LIMITED


	AGENDA
	BUSINESS ITEMS:
	1. CALL TO ORDER
	FILES:
	[CALL TO ORDER - Agenda Summary Page.doc]


	2. ANNOUNCEMENT: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW
	FILES:
	[ANNOUNCEMENT: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW - Agenda Summary Page.doc]


	3. ROLL CALL
	FILES:
	[ROLL CALL - Agenda Summary Page.doc]


	4. PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA MUST BE LIMITED TO MATTERS ON THE AGENDA FOR ACTION. IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD, COME TO THE PODIUM AND GIVE YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD. THE AMOUNT OF DISCUSSION, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF TIME ANY SINGLE SPEAKER IS ALLOWED, MAY BE LIMITED 
	FILES:
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	5. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE FINAL MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 2013
	FILES:
	[FOR POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE FINAL MINUTES F - Agenda Summary Page.doc]


	6. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION - Any Items from the Planning Commission, staff and/or the applicant wish to be stricken or held in abeyance to a future meeting may be brought forward and acted upon at this time.
	FILES:
	[FOR POSSIBLE ACTION - Any Items from the Planning  - Agenda Summary Page.doc]



	ONE MOTION - ONE VOTE
	7. SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: EATS, LLC - OWNER: GREAT WASH PARK, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A SUPPER CLUB IN CONJUNCTION WITH AN EXISTING 21,239 SQUARE-FOOT RESTAURANT AND BEER/WINE/COOLER ON AND OFF-SALE ESTABLISHMENT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A 141-FOOT DISTANCE SEPARATION FROM A CITY PARK WHERE 400 FEET IS THE MINIMUM REQUIRED at 420 South Rampart Boulevard, Suite #150 (APN 138-32-615-001), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 2 (Beers).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Location, Aerial and Special Maps]
	[SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Supporting Documentation]
	[SUP-47802 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Justification Letter]


	8. SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: WILSHIRE PLAZA L L C - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE at 5247 West Charleston Boulevard (APN 163-01-501-007), C-1 (Limited Commercial)Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Location, Aerial and Special Maps]
	[SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Supporting Documentation]
	[SUP-47803 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Justification Letter]


	9. SUP-47822 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: WALGREEN CORPORATION - OWNER: FRED AND JILL VOGEL PROPERTIES I, LLC. - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE USE WITHIN AN EXISTING 17,124 SQUARE-FOOT GENERAL RETAIL STORE at 9300 West Sahara Avenue (APN 163-06-816-007), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 2 (Beers).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
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	[SUP-47822 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Supporting Documentation]
	[SUP-47822 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Justification Letter]


	10. SDR-47812  - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING: APPLICANT/OWNER: VOLUNTEERS IN MEDICINE OF SOUTHERN NEVADA -  For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 12,000 SQUARE-FOOT CLINIC on 1.36 acres on the east side of Martin L. King Boulevard, approximately 60 feet north of Madison Avenue (APNs 139-28-601-001 through 003), C-1 (Limited Commercial), Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[SDR-47812  - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SDR-47812  - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[SDR-47812  - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC - Supporting Documentation]
	[SDR-47812  - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC - Justification Letter]



	PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
	11. ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DR HORTON, INC. - OWNER: TIGHI FAMILY, LP - For possible action on a request for a Major Modification of the Town Center Land Use Plan to Amend the Special Land Use Designation FROM: EC-TC (EMPLOYMENT CENTER MIXED USE - TOWN CENTER) TO: ML-TC (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL - TOWN CENTER) on 36.36 acres at the northeast corner of Gilcrease Avenue and Fort Apache Road (APN 125-17-101-001), Ward 6 (Ross).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC - Location and Aerial Maps - MOD-47016 and SDR-47017.docx]
	[ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC - Supporting Documentation]
	[ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC - Photos - MOD-47016 and SDR-47017.docx]
	[ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC - Justification Letter - MOD-47016 and SDR-47017.pdf]
	[ABEYANCE - MOD-47016 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC - Protest/Support Postcards for MOD-47016 and SDR-47017.pdf]


	12. ABEYANCE - SDR-47017 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO MOD-47016 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DR HORTON, INC. - OWNER: TIGHI FAMILY, LP - For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 293-LOT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH A WAIVER OF THE TOWN CENTER SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL STREET STANDARDS AND AN ASSOCIATED ENCROACHMENT INTO THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY ON 36.36 acres at the northeast corner of Gilcrease Avenue and Fort Apache Road (APN 125-17-101-001), T-C (Town Center) Zone [EC-TC (Employment Center Mixed Use - Town Center) Special Land Use Designation] [PROPOSED: ML-TC (Medium Low Density Residential - Town Center)], Ward 6 (Ross).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47017 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47017 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47017 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Supporting Documentation]


	13. ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SHADOW MOUNTAIN MARKETPLACE, LLC - For possible action on a request for an Amendment to Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5050) FOR A PROPOSED DOUBLE DRIVE-THROUGH LANE AT AN EXISTING RESTAURANT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A FIVE-FOOT LANDSCAPE BUFFER ALONG A PORTION OF THE EAST PROPERTY LINE WHERE FIFTEEN FEET IS REQUIRED on 20.95 acres at 6595 North Decatur Boulevard (APN 125-24-811-003), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 6 (Ross).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Supporting Documentation]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Photos]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Justification Letter]
	[ABEYANCE - SDR-47200 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIE - Protest Postcard]


	14. ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For possible action on a request to adopt an updated Housing Element and revise the 2020 Master Plan; All Wards. Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Staff Report]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Supporting Documentation]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Justification Letter]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47449 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Housing Element]


	15. ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request to Amend the 2020 Master Plan Land Use FROM: L (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: ML (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.32 acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Conditions and Staff Report - GPA-47595, ZON-47594 & SUP-47592]
	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Supporting Documentation]
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	[ABEYANCE - GPA-47595 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PU - Support Postcard for GPA-47595, ZON-47594 and SUP-47592.pdf]


	16. ABEYANCE - ZON-47594 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-47595 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Rezoning FROM: R-E (RESIDENCE ESTATES) TO: R-2 (MEDIUM-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.32 acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - ZON-47594 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-475 - Agenda Summary Page]
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	17. ABEYANCE - SUP-47592 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-4759 AND ZON-47594 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 1600 SOUTH VALLEY VIEW ROAD HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR THE CONVERSION OF ONE OF THREE EXISTING SENIOR CITIZEN APARTMENT BUILDINGS TO AN ASSISTED LIVING APARTMENT BUILDING on 2.32 acres at 3900 West Oakey Boulevard (APN 162-06-603-017), R-E (Residence Estates) Zone [PROPOSED: R-2 (Medium-Low Density Residential)], Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47592 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED  - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47592 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED  - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47592 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED  - Supporting Documentation]


	18. ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: MAXI MART - OWNER: TUESDAY 18, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE LIQUOR OFF-SALE USE WITHIN AN EXISTING 3,000 SQUARE-FOOT CONVENIENCE STORE at 2212 East Charleston Boulevard (APN 162-01-101-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Coffin). Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Location, Aerial and Special Maps]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Conditions and Staff Report]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Supporting Documentation]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Photos]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Justification Letter]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Information on Prior Conditions by David Mason.pdf]
	[ABEYANCE - SUP-47591 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC - Protest Postcard.pdf]


	19. MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Major Modification of the Lone Mountain West Master Development Plan To Amend the Future Land Use Designation FROM: MFM (MULTI-FAMILY MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL) TO: L (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND TO AMEND TABLES 1 THROUGH 4 OF THE MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN (SECTION 2.2) TO REFLECT CHANGES TO THE LAND USE CATEGORIES AND NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS on 13.81 acres adjacent to the east side of the Puli Drive alignment, south of Lone Mountain Road (APNs 137-01-101-001 and 009; and 137-01-201-001 and 002), Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Agenda Summary Page]
	[MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Supporting Documentation]
	[MOD-47606 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Justification Letter - MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607, VAR-47609, VAC-47611 and SDR-47610]


	20. ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: IOTA TUSCAN, LLC - For possible action on a request for Rezoning FROM: U (UNDEVELOPED) [PCD (PLANNED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] TO: PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) on 16.40 acres adjacent to the south side of Peaceful Dawn Avenue, approximately 630 feet west of Cliff Shadows Parkway (APNs 137-01-101-010 and 011; and 137-01-201-003), Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[ZON-47605 - REZONING RELATED TO MOD-47606 - PUBLIC - Supporting Documentation]


	21. VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON-47605 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW SIX-FOOT PERIMETER RETAINING WALLS WHERE 3.5 FEET IS THE MAXIMUM ALLOWED on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON- - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON- - Location and Aerial Maps – VAR-47607, VAR-47609 and SDR-47610]
	[VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON- - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[VAR-47607 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606 AND ZON- - Supporting Documentation]


	22. VAR-47609 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605 AND VAR-47607 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW 40-FOOT WIDE PRIVATE STREETS WITH NO SIDEWALKS WHERE 47-FOOT WIDE STREETS WITH SIDEWALKS AND AMENITY ZONES ON BOTH SIDES ARE REQUIRED on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47609 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47609 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[VAR-47609 - VARIANCE RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Supporting Documentation]


	23. VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607 AND VAR-47609 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a Petition to Vacate public rights-of-way and U.S. Government Patent Easements generally located east of Puli Road, south of Lone Mountain Road, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[VAC-47611 - VACATION RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-476 - Supporting Documentation]


	24. SDR-47610 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO MOD-47606, ZON-47605, VAR-47607, VAR-47609 AND VAC-47611 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL - OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 328-LOT SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT on 55.00 gross acres at the southeast corner of Lone Mountain Road and Puli Road (APNs 137-01-101-001, 009, 010 and 011; 137-01-201-001, 002, 003, 011 and 012; and 137-01-301-001 and 002), U (Undeveloped) Zone [PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: PD (Planned Development)], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[SDR-47610 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED T - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SDR-47610 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED T - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[SDR-47610 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED T - Supporting Documentation]


	25. VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: NP PALACE, LLC. - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A 50-FOOT TALL FLAG POLE ON THE ROOF OF AN EXISTING BUILDING WHERE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF THE POLE ALLOWED IS 40 FEET on 10 acres at 2411 West Sahara Avenue (APN 162-08-502-009), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Supporting Documentation]
	[VAR-47819 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Justification Letter]


	26. VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 900 FREMONT, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW AN SIX-FOOT TALL FENCE IN THE FRONT YARD WHERE A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF FIVE FEET IS ALLOWED on 2.75 acres at 902 and 916 Fremont Street (APNs 139-34-612-060 and 075), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Location and Aerial Maps - VAR-47821 AND SDR-47823]
	[VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Supporting Documentation]
	[VAR-47821 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Justification Letter - VAR-47821 and SDR-47823]


	27. SDR-47823 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO VAR-47821 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 900 FREMONT, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A TEMPORARY PARKING LOT AND WAIVER OF THE DOWNTOWN CENTENNIAL PLAN PARKING LOT SCREENING FENCE DESIGN STANDARDS on 2.75 acres at 902 and 916 Fremont Street (APNs 139-34-612-060 and 075), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[SDR-47823 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED T - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SDR-47823 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED T - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[SDR-47823 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED T - Supporting Documentation]


	28. VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: KHANEH HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW AN OFF-PREMISE SIGN TO BE ATTACHED TO A BUILDING WHERE OFF-PREMISE SIGNS ARE REQUIRED TO BE DETACHED AND PERMANENTLY SECURED TO THE GROUND on 8.14 acres at 5550 Painted Mirage Road (APN 125-34-116-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Location and Aerial Maps - VAR-47835 and SUP-47834]
	[VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Supporting Documentation - VAR-47835 and SUP-47834]
	[VAR-47835 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/ - Justification Letter - VAR-47835 and SUP-47834]


	29. SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-47835 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: KHANEH HOLDINGS, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR AN OFF-PREMISE SIGN at 5550 Painted Mirage Road (APN 125-34-116-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-4783 - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-4783 - Special Map]
	[SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-4783 - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[SUP-47834 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO VAR-4783 - Supporting Documentation]


	30. VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A MINIMUM LOT SIZE TO BE 15,260 SQUARE FEET WHERE 20,000 SQUARE FEET IS REQUIRED AND TO ALLOW A 28-FOOT FRONT YARD SETBACK ON LOTS 1 AND 5 WHERE 30 FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: - Location and Aerial Maps - VAR-47839, VAR-47840 AND TMP-47838]
	[VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: - Supporting Documentation - VAR-47839, VAR-47540 and TMP-47838]
	[VAR-47839 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: - Justification Letter - VAR-47539, VAR-47540 and TMP-47838]


	31. VAR-47840 - VARIANCE RELATED TO VAR-47839 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A PRIVATE STREET TO NOT COMPLY WITH MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A PUBLIC STREET, INCLUDING NO SIDEWALKS OR STREETLIGHTS WHERE SUCH ARE REQUIRED AND A WIDTH OF 40 FEET WHERE A MINIMUM OF 47 FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U(Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[VAR-47840 - VARIANCE RELATED TO VAR-47839 - PUBLIC - Agenda Summary Page]
	[VAR-47840 - VARIANCE RELATED TO VAR-47839 - PUBLIC - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[VAR-47840 - VARIANCE RELATED TO VAR-47839 - PUBLIC - Supporting Documentation]


	32. WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47840 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Waiver TO ALLOW A REDUCED SEPARATION DISTANCE BETWEEN EXTERNAL INTERSECTIONS FROM 220 FEET TO 175 FEET on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47 - Agenda Summary Page]
	[WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47 - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47 - Supporting Documentation]
	[WVR-47976 - WAIVER RELATED TO VAR-47839 AND VAR-47 - Justification Letter]


	33. TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VAR-47840 AND WVR-47976 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ASTORIA RESIDENTIAL/OWNER: T H M ENTERPRISES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Tentative Map FOR A FIVE-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION on 2.5 acres generally located on the southeast corner of Juliano Road and Hickam Avenue (APN 138-05-801-006), U (Undeveloped) [RE (Residential Estates) General Plan Designation], Ward 4 (Anthony).  Staff recommends DENIAL.
	FILES:
	[TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VA - Agenda Summary Page]
	[TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VA - Consolidated Backup.pdf]
	[TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VA - Supporting Documentation]
	[TMP-47838 - TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO VAR-47839, VA - School Development Tracking Form]


	34. SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: JAMES A. LEE - OWNER: MER-CAR CORPORATION - For possible action on a request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED MORTUARY OR FUNERAL HOME USE at 21 Marion Drive (APN 140-32-401-010), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Coffin).  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Agenda Summary Page]
	[SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Location and Aerial Maps]
	[SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Supporting Documentation]
	[SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - Justification Letter]
	[SUP-47837 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING -  - School Development Tracking Form]



	DIRECTOR'S BUSINESS:
	35. ABEYANCE - TXT-46131 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For possible action to update the Town Center Development Standards to make various clarifications and update code references related to changes made to LVMC Title 19 with the adoption of the Unified Development Code.  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - TXT-46131 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEA - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - TXT-46131 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEA - Abeyance Request]


	36. ABEYANCE - TXT-47630 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For discussion and possible action to amend Title 19 to establish standards for a Supergraphic Signage. Staff has NO RECOMMENDATION.
	FILES:
	[ABEYANCE - TXT-47630 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEA - Agenda Summary Page]
	[ABEYANCE - TXT-47630 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEA - Proposed Amendments and Staff Report]
	[ABEYANCE - TXT-47630 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEA - Concern e-mail submitted by Mark Fiorentino]


	37. TXT-47659 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - Discussion and possible action to amend Title 19.12 regarding Mixed Use development to allow non-residential development above the ground floor.  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[TXT-47659 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPL - Agenda Summary Page]


	38. TXT-47865 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - For discussion and possible action to amend LVMC 19.12.070 and 19.18.020 regarding the Short-Term Residential Rental use by revising the description, requirements and definition to address community concerns related to the activities allowed under this use and to provide for other related matters.  Staff recommends APPROVAL.
	FILES:
	[TXT-47865 - TEXT AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPL - Agenda Summary Page]



	CITIZENS PARTICIPATION:
	39. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA MUST BE LIMITED TO MATTERS WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  NO SUBJECT MAY BE ACTED UPON BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION UNLESS THAT SUBJECT IS ON THE AGENDA AND IS SCHEDULED FOR ACTION.  IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD, COME TO THE PODIUM AND GIVE YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD.  THE AMOUNT OF DISCUSSION ON ANY SINGLE SUBJECT, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF TIME ANY SINGLE SPEAKER IS ALLOWED, MAY BE LIMITED
	FILES:
	[CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS - Agenda Summary Page.doc]





