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Staff recommends DENIAL, if approved, subject to conditions:

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

Location and Aerial Maps

Conditions and Staff Report

Supporting Documentation

Photo(s)

Justification Letter

Protest Postcards

7. Submitted after Final Agenda Traffic Notes Submitted by the City of Las Vegas Department
of Public Works, Protest/Support Postcards and Support Documentation Not Vetted Comment
Forms (3)
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Motion made by VICKI QUINN to Approve subject to conditions

Passed For: 6; Against: 1; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0

CHRISTINA ROUSH, DONNA TOUSSAINT, SAM CHERRY, VICKI QUINN, LOUIS DE
SALVIO, BRENDA J. WILLIAMS; (Against-TRINITY HAVEN SCHLOTTMAN); (Abstain-
None); (Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None)



a\‘zy 0/6 LM VW Agenda ltem No.: 129.

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: AUGUST 14, 2018

NOTE: CHAIR CHERRY disclosed that he lives directly across the street in the notification
area; however, it would not affect his judgment one way or another, so he would vote on the
item.

Minutes:
CHAIR CHERRY declared thas

s would park, it
® to have the matching

wais MA& i g buildings on it. He was initially
IO ] '

had looked at it incorrectly. He thought this was fit for the area and was in support.

COMMISSIONER ROUSH wished to look at the site plan and asked for clarification on the wall
heights. MR. BORGEL stated that the 11-foot wall is only against the alley. MR. PAWLEY
explained that along Las Vegas Boulevard is a five-foot wrought iron decorative fence that
transitions to six feet then goes to the building, which is 10 feet four inches. COMMISSIONER
ROUSH commented that she does not usually like to see that high of a wall on a street facade.

COMMISSIONER SCHLOTTMAN expressed concern about the variance for the wall along the
alley. The justification for the wall height was so it was even with the carport and provides clean
lines. He did not think that was justification when looking at something from the alley. He
asked the applicant about the nine-foot wall on the north side of the building; he did not know
why it was necessary but did not have an issue with it since it is adjacent to a five-story building.
The Commissioner asked if it was existing or proposed, and MR. BORGEL replied it would be a
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new wall. He showed on the map the area where limousines would be parking noting that they
wanted to have a wall of sufficient height to conceal and provide security for those.

COMMISSIONER SCHLOTTMAN thought this was a great project, but he opined that there
was no justification for a 10 foot two-ingh 2ipnst the alley. He asked if a variance was

for the wall height, ygfCh Yo Mpwhat the approval
recommendation ]

eny the wall height

hrified that the




