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MINUTES 

te.s.liese4 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 E. STEWART AVENUE • 386-6011 

DATE: August 1, 1984 

TIME: 9:45 A.M. 

INVOCATION: 	Reverend Norm Schnaible 
Calvary Lutheran Church 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Gi yen 

CITY COUNCIL 	 PRESENT 	ABSENT 	EXCUSED 

1. 
MAYOR BILL BRIARE 

COUNCILMAN PAUL J. CHRISTENSEN 

COUNCILMAN RON LURIE 
MAYOR PRO-TEM  
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El 	0 

COUNCILMAN Al. LEVY 	 0 	 0 

COUNCILMAN BOB NOLEN 	 jJ 	 0 

CITY ATTORNEY 

GEORGE F. OGILVIE 

APPROVED BY REFERENCE 	 -6 1-4.7k.v 	(C)  	, 19 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 	 \.) 	 MAYOR 
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Department Action 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEVVART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action ITEM 

n commended City 
Clark County for 
1 assistance durinc 
Dave Corlett and 
CT were present. 

Announcement Made. 

(Invocation given by 
(Rev. Norm Schnaible 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST, 1, 1984 

0 001 

kqGEIIIDR 

: 

4L44 ties" August 1, 1984 . 

Full Board Present 

1002  
10 : 12 

4 

9:45 A.M. 

A. COMMUNITY RELATIONS  
- 

A RESOLUTION COMMENDING PAUL LOVATO AND 
STEVEN PRESTON- FOR EXTRAORDINARY 
CITIZENSHIP AND PERSONAL BRAVERY. 

B. SPECIAL EVENTS  

Resolution presented by Mayor, Council 

i 
and City Manager to aul Lovato and 
Steven Preston . 

Councilman Christens 
employees, REACT and 
their work and speci 
last week's floods. 
Mrs. Don Adams of RE 

-10:00 

II • 

:11)bZ  

II. 	10:00 A.M. 

A. ANNOUNCEMENT RE COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN 
.MEETING LAW  

B. 	INVOCATION  

Reverend Norm Schnaible 
Calvary Lutheran Church 

t o:o1 	C.  

11 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE • 

'

Mayor led audience 
in Pledge 

ArROVED AGENDA rrevi 

0, 1/ etitt 



I .  
FROM: 

ASHLEY HALL 
CITY MANAGER 

TO: 
The City Council 

FISCAL IMPACT  

Agenda Item 

I. 	A. 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

ati  41.444.4 
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION  

- 	0002 
Date:  July 30, 1984  

SUBJECT: A RESOLUTION COMMENDING PAUL LOVATO AND STEVEN PRESTON FOR EXTRAORDINARY 
CITIZENSHIP AND PERSONAL BRAVERY. 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

. Two Young citizens of Las Vegas, Paul Lovato and Steven Preston, showed, 
'exceptional Courage in the face of grave personal danger Sunday, July 22, 
when they attempted to rescue flood victims Loree Dennis and Steven House 
after the vehicle House was driving was swept by raging floodwaters into 4 

-nearby ditch , at the intersection of Lamb Boulevard and Washington Avenue. 
Mr: Lovato was submerged twice while.trying'to reach the victims and Mr. 
Preston followed him into the turbulent Water to rescue his friend with a 
'garden hose. 

None 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The City Manager recommends adoption and approval of the resolution commending 
Paul Lovato and Steven Preston for extraordinary citizenship and personal 
bravery. 



301 

31 
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0003 

A RESOLUTION COMMENDING PAUL LOVATO AND STEVEN PRESTON 
FOR EXTRAORDINARY CITIZENSHIP AND PERSONAL BRAVERY 

. WHEREAS, at approximately 6 p.m. on the evening of July 22, 1984 

floodwaters buried the intersection Of Lamb Boulevard and Washington Avenue, 

making the crossing impassable; and 

-WHEREAS, despite the warnings and protests of onlookers, the male driver 

Of a vehicle, accompanied by a woman, prOceeded to travel south on Limb 

Boulevard to cross Washington Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, the raging floodwaters carried the vehicle into the ditch known 

as the Las:Vegas .  Wash, turning it around and flipping it end over end; and 

• WHEREAS, Las Vegas citizen Paul Lovato, 24, of 1200 North Lamb Boulevard, 

#114., saw the vehicle and passengers carried by the floodwaters into the ditch; 

and 

' WHEREAS, Mr. Lovato ran after the vehicle and into the ditch in an 

attempt to free the passengers and in the process was submerged twice by the 

floodwaters; and 

WHEREAS, Las Vegas citizen Steven Preston,- 21, of 1200 North Lamb 

Boulevard, 08, followed Mr. Lovato to the ditch in an attempt to rescue the 

vehicle passengers and went into the floodwaters waist high with a garden hose 

to pull Mr,.Lovato from the treacherous stream; and 

WHEREAS, both citizens displayed rare courage in an attempt to rescue 

those unknown passengers at great personal risk. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Las 

Vegas hereby camMeridtPaul Lovato and Steven Preston for extraordinary 

citizenship and personal bravery in the face of extreme danger. 

. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk be, and she hereby it, 

authorized, empowered and directed forthwith to send certified copies, of this 

20Resolut1on to Paul Lovato and Steven Preston 

.PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED THIS 1st day of August 1984T) 

.- • /i/ 	) 	• ' 

(2/r/L-,(..." - 
- / A P, 

• WILLIAM H. BRIftMAYO'  
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ATTEST: 

• 

39 ' 
- 

:Carol Ann Hawley, City Clerk 
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Subscribeddnd sworn to before me this 
n  "2 	day of 	

ie 

UBLIC in and for said Cou 
and State. . 
My Commission expires: . 	  

1. 
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AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

(Posting required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241) 0 004 

STATE OF NEVADA 	) 

COUNTY OF CLARK 	ss 

ELLAAT 	, an empl oyee of the City of _ Las Vegas, Nevada being 
f rst u y sworn, poses and says that on the 	  day of 

, at the hour of  930,4r,   there were posted copies of 
a NOTICE', the attached ofwhich is a true and correct copy, of a REGULAR MEETING 
of the CITY COUNCIL of the CITY OF LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, to be held on haX, 
day 	 , ija, at 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, 1.. W1.7i70, to 
be posted Bn.Public Bulletin Board at the follming locations: 

1. In the United States Post Office (Downtown), 301 Stewart Avenue; 

2. In the Federal Building, 300 Las Vegas Boulevard South; 

3. In the Clark County Courthouse, 200 East Carson Avenue; 

4. On the Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall, 400 East 
Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Court Clerk's office); and 

5. On the Special Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall, 
400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the City Council 
Chambers) 

DEPARTMENT' 

' 	• 	SAIMA R. LE BOEUn 
teal Public -State et Ncacea 
It Recerece b Ct Crx-ty 

Ec...7.; lb. 15. ISL3 



4 Stfl---421-41.1617 NATUR 

(!6.4..476. • 
DEPARITENT 

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUUST 1- 1984 
frosting  required unaer the provisions Of NU CHAPTER 241) 0005 

. 	. 
'STATE OF NEVADA 

COUNTY OF CLARK 

Skk2atsim4__±iez&r___, an employee of the City  of Las Vegas, Nevada being  
y  sworn, eposes and says that on the 	aalb'4  	day  of 

	 , 	 h ,  at 	the hour of JI204.44 	 there were posted copies of 
AD END NO. / 	to the  AGENDA (NOTICE), of a 062..20,ja..., 	MEETING of the 
CITY COUNCIL-7-TriE CITY OF LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, to b held on the  ba&  day  of 
	 , 15 50.1   , at 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Ve gas, Nevada ;  to be 
posteduon Public Bulletin n Board at the fol 1 owi n g  locations: 

1.1 In the United States Post Office (Downtown), 301 Stewart Avenue; 

2. In the Federal Building , 300 Las Ve gas Boulevard South ;  

. In the Clark County  Courthouse, 200 East Carson Avenue;  

. On the Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City  Hall, 400 East 
Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Court Cleric's office) ;  and 

5. On the Special .  Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of Cit y  Hall, 
400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Cit y  Council 
Chambers) 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

.) 
	 day  of zzey 

,f 4zzi 
NOTAP:,  PUBLIC -in and for sa d oun 
and State. 
My. Commission expires: ' 	  

SAti,...RA R. U.. BOELIF 
Notary Public - State of Nevae.3 

foxl.-3tea bearded i C f 

e'l 1C-XL:=7 

) ss 



AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0006 
(Mailing required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241) 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK 1 ss 

, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada 
b2-42-ngLi du y swo n, deposes and says that on the 	aiw- 	day of 
	 , 	 a copy of an AGENDA (NOTICE), the attached of which is 
a (ileliKd correct copy, of a REGULAR MEETING of the CITY COUNCIL of the CITY OF 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, to be held on the baz, of 6....c 	, 151d, 
was deposited •in the United States Mail, Postage glid, First Class Mail, to 
each person and/or organization whose name appears in the Agenda Register main-
tained in the Office of the City Clerk as having requested, in writing, a copy 
Of said AGENDA (NOTICE). AND ADDENDUM NUMBER ONE (1). 

2FitZiMan1414%cthe Office of 
the. CITY CLERK) 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

,27 dayof  

TARY PUBLIC in and for said Comity 
and State. 
My Commission expires: 	  
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS e  400EASTSTEWARTAVENUE 

PHONE 386-60Th 

Council Action 

III. 	DEPARTMENT OF. BUSINESS ACTIVITY  

JERRY J. CAHILL, DIRECTOR  

ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

MGENDfl 1.44vesm, 
0007 

August 1, 1984, 

Page 2' 

Department Action 

Staff to proceed. 

*CONSENT AGENDA. 

All matters. listed under :Item A are 
considered to be routine by the City 
Council and may be enacted by One 
motion. However, any" teM may be 
dIscUssed if a Councilman or citizen 
so requests.  

GAMING -- Additional  

1. 	EXBER, INC. 

El Cortez Hotel & Casino 
600' Fremont 
50 slots 

2. HORSESHOE OPERATING COMPANY 

Horseshoe 'Club 
128 Fremont 
3 slots 

• CARD IVAN 'COMPANY 

7-Eleven ' Food Store #24172 
4401 North: Rancho 
4 slots 

)VED AGENDA ITE 

ht1,0 Ca4 , 

Lurie -. 
APPROVED Items 1 
thru 6. 
Unanimous with the 
exception that Lurie 
abstained on 'Item 5. 

3. CONSOLIDATED CASINO CORPORATION 

Mint Hotel & Casino 
100 Fremont 
100 slots 



APPROVED 
See Page 2 

See Page 2 
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- 

- 	,0008- 
August 1, 1984, 
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41.44tiesm. 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-601t 

ITEM Council Action Department Action 

III. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
(Cont'd) 

GAMING -- Additional  
(cont'd) 

5. 	CASINO SERVICES 

Viva Zapata's 
3540 West Sahara, Suite 6 
3 slots 

UNITED COIN MACHINE COMPANY 

Bottle Collectors Liquor Shop 
1328 Las Vegas Boulevard South 
1 slot 

Foxy Dog 
326 Fremont 
4 slots 

Jerry's Liquor/Beer Bar 
1604 West Oakey 
1 slot 

Lady Luck Casino 
206 North Third Street 
9 slots 

PRWOEDAGENMAITEM 

44) 	 (6104.: 



VGENDO 4 

1012 

1012 

LIQUOR -- New/Request for 
Preliminary Approval  

1. *SOUTHLAND CORPORATION 
dba 
7-ELEVEN FOOD STORE #25123 
N/E corner Westcliff/Tenaya Way 

Beer/Wine Off-Sale License 

John P. Thompson, Chmn of the 
Board, Chief. Exec Officer, 
Di r 

Jere W. Thompson, Pres, Dir 
et al 

Gary Kirk, District Manager 

*Subject to the provisions of the 
Planning, and Fire codes and 
Health DaPartment regulations 

C. 	LIQUOR -- Change of Ownership  

1. 	From: 	V.I.C., Inc. -- 
Victor Niebylski, Pres 
Aurelia Niebylski, 

Secy 

TO: 	PAUL, INC. 
dba 
TWO GUYS FROM ITALY 
2301 South Eastern 

General On-Sale 
Restaurant Limited 

t APPROI D Aanmm 

Staff to proceed 

Staff to proceed 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

1144 eS144 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011. 

00100 
August 1, 1984 
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ITEM. Council Action Deportment Action 

III. ' DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
(cOnt' 0) 

Lurie - 
APPROVED, subject 
to the provisions. 
Unanimous 

Lurie - 
APPROVED 
Unanimous 

Paulino Lu Gimenes, 
Pres, Secy, Treas, 
Dir, 100% 



TO: 
The City Council 

FROM: 	 - 
DAN PILKINGTON, ACTING 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

ez.9 eft balcirkiNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

• 	 0.0 1 0 

Date: 
 July. 20, 1984 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY -- AUGUST 1, 1984 CITY' COUNCIL AGENDA 
LIQUOR 	,NeW/Request /or Preliminary Approval 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

Item, "B", 1. 

Appearing on the Department of Business Activity agenda is a 
request for preliminary approval of a new beer/wine off-sale 
license for Southland Corporation, dba 7-Eleven Food Store 
#25123, to be located on the Northeast corner of Westcliff 
and Tenaya Way. 

Las Vegas Municipal Code Section 6,.06.050 states the following 
'regarding preliminary approval: 

"(A). The Board of Commissioners may grant preliminary 
approval of an application for a license when such 
approval is requested by'an applicant for any good and 
sufficient reason. 
(B) The Board may impose requirements on any such 
preliminary - approval, and the Department of Business 
Activity shall issue: -the license.only after all 
requirements are satisfied. 
(C) All such requirements must be satisfied and the 
license issUed within six months after the date of the 
preliminary approval unless the Board specifies a 
shorter or longer 'Period in its Preliminary approval." 

Attached is a copy, of a letter dated June 14, 1984 from 
Gary R. Kirk, District Manager for Southland Corporation, 
outlining: their requist. 	If the....Board grants approval Of this . 
application, it is. recommended that the following requirements 
be imposed:: 	- 

1. -  Preliminary approval to be granted for a one-year 
period, 	- 

2. Licensee to obtain all necessary approvals from the 
Planning, Building and Fire Departments of the City, 
and Clark County Health Department. 

3. Premises must comply with Liquor Ordinance  "grocery 
store" definition; i.e..,, 1,200 square feet of floor 
space, $30,000 merchandise inventory. 

ñ 7°1  
A C a hill , r)it-ector 

ptrtment of Business Activity 

Agenda Item 

III 	"B" 	1 
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.1 	0011 

Brilammummum 
7-ELEVEN FOOD STORES • DISTRICT 2052 
2355 REDROCK STREET • SUITE 105 • LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 139102 • PHONE (702) 367-0711 

June 14, 1984 

Mr. Jerry J. Cahill, Director 
Department of Business Activity 
City of Las Vegas 
P.O. Box 1900 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Dear Mr. Cahill: 

In accordance with City Ordinance No. 2187, Bill No. 81-54, 
Article 5-4-10, we request preliminary approval of an appli-
cation for a Beer and Wine License (off-Sale). The request is 
made for 7-Eleven store #25123 to be located on the Northeast 
corner of Westcliff Drive and Tenaya Way. All necessary appli-
cations are submitted with this letter. 

The license approval requested is necessary to comply with escrow 
requirements. 

We anticipate construction start up on or about 9/1/84 and re-
quest that the preliminary approval be valid for a one year period. 

lE .8, I 

Sincerely, 

Gary R:.-Kirk 
District Manager 2052 
GRK:jmb 

DIVISION OF 

111...,Nk THE SOUTHLAND 
tw II CORPORATION 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

1,44 lieSe44 ci 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS. • 400EASTSTEWARTAVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action ITEM 

Lurie - 
APPROVED 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

From: 

001 2  
August 1, 1984 

Page 5 

Department Action 

1012 

JII,1 DEPARTMENT OF -BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
(cont' d) 

LIQUOR--. Change of Corporate 
Ownership  

1. 	R R M, INC. 
dba 
WALDEN POND 
2800 West Sahara Avenue 

General On-Off Sale License 

William Trent, Pres, 
Dir, 50% 

John H. •Midby, Dir, 
20.55% 

Daniel F. Byron, Secy, 
Dir, 8.35% 

James V. Cardwell, Treas 
Dir, 14.6% 

Herman R. Eminger, 3.5% 
Owen Nitz, 3% 

TO: 	Wilburn L. Bentley, 
Sole Officer, Dir, 
100% 

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM 



APPROVED 
See Above 

See Above 

Lurie - 
APPROVED Items 1 & 2 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed. 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0.013 
August 1, 1984 

Page 6 

INGEPIDfl 	1,44  tiegm, 
• CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011- 

ITEM Council Action 	Department Action 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS. ACTIVITY  
• (cont'd) 

1 
I. 

1 

I .  

rH 

1 

E. 	.LIQUOR--Change of Business Name  

1. 	From.: 	Larry's Royal 

	

- 	Champion Meats - 

' 	- TO': 	LARRY HUGHES 
dba 

• LARRY'S -•GREAT WESTERN 
MEATS 
420 South Valley View 

Beer/Wine Off-Sale 

Larry G. Hughes, 100% 

From:  -Don't Ask 

TO: 	C.C.R.L., INC. 
dba 
THE WESTHILL PUB 
3601 West Sahara Avenue 

General On-Sale License 

Joseph H. Rossana, Sole 
Officer, Dir, 100% 

PROVEDAGENMITEM 

41/0 	C ,sota-t.' • 



Lurie - 
APPROVED 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

Lurie - 
APPROVED 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

InGENDfl 

I 1013 

I. 

J 1013  

1 

I 

PROVEDAQ:ENDAITEM 

(20:4 

ITEM 

OM: 

t4i4 V1(1(4 	August 1, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011-  

Council Action 	Department Action 

Page 7 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
:(cont'd) 

G. 	GAMING -- Change from Sole 
Proprietorship to Partnership  

1. 	From: 	Ralph Mosa, 100% 

TO: 	MOSA & WICHINSKY 
dba 
CACO 
2648 South Highland 

Slot Operator License 

GAMING 	Change Of Location  

1. 	From: 	3111 South Valley View, 
1-105 

TO: 	KEMO CORPORATION 
dba 
KEMO CORPORATION 
3599 Polaris, Bldg. #3 

Slot Operator License 

Carl E. Kyle, Pres, 
Secy, Treat, 100% 

Ralph Mosa, 50% 
Mark Wichinsky, 50% 



APPROVED 
See Above 

See Above 

Lurie - 
APPROVED Items H & I 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

11 	
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0015 
August 1, 1984 

Page 8 

INGENDO 	0).• tom•vese449 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011- 

ITEM Council Action 	Department Action 

III. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
(cont'd) 

1 1013 

1 

H. 	SPECIAL EVENT LIQUOR LICENSE  

1. THE NUCLEUS ASSOCIATES LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY 

Location: 950 West Owens 

Dates: 	August 2, 3, and 9, 
1984 

Responsible Licensee: 
Sarah Ann Knight Preddy 
People's Choice 

I. 	SPECIAL EVENT GAMING LICENSE  

1. STATE OF NEVADA POLICE 
OLYMPICS POKER TOURNAMENT 

Location: 	1608 East Gragson 

Date: 	August 18, 1984 

Type: 	Poker Tournament 

PMPROVED AGENDA ITEly'. 

;b C#2040  



4 

1014 Lurie - 
APPROVED Items 1 
thru 3. 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

2. 	UNA - F. SLOAN • 
• dba 
THE BOOMERANG 
2109 East Fremont 

APPROVED 
See Above 

See Above 

1 

110GEMDfl 

ITEM  

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

Le44 ties<44 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEVVART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-601I- 

0016 • 

August 1, 1984 

Page 9 

Council Action 	Department Actio 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
'(cont'd) 	• 	- 

J..LIQUOR . -.7- Request for Approval o 
Nonoperational Status:  

1. LEANDREWACDANIEL 
• dba 	• 

ANDY'S LIQUOR 
1320 North "D" Street 

. .General On-Off Sale License 

Leandrew McDaniel, 100% 

-(Nonoperational status for period 
. .5/7/8 .4 to 8/7/84 approved 4/18/84. 
Request for approval of extension 
for additional three-month period: 
8/7/84 to 11/7/84.) - 

General On-Off Sale License 

Una F. Sloan, 100% 

(Nonoperational status. for period 
5/4/84 tOA./4/84.approved .5/2/84. 
Request for approval ofextension 
for additional three-month period:: 

,.8/4/84 to 11/4/84-) 



FROM: 
DAN PILKINGTON, ACTING 

..DEPUTY CITY MANAGER' 

TO: 
The City Council 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

ei et Livaikk‘s. 
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

• 0017. 

I Date: 
 Ju l y 20, 1984 

sulugcT DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS - ACTIVITY 	AUGUST 1, 19134• CITY COUNCIL' AGENDA 
, 	. LIQUOR 	Request for Approval of .NonoperationalStatus 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

Item, °J."', 1, 2 & 3. 

.Standard requests for exteption .  of nonoperational status on 
liquor licenses as follows: 

1. Leandrew McDaniel, dba Andy's Liquor. 
, 

2.: Una F. Sloan, dba The Boomerang. 

3: 

 

• Charles Winder, dba New Town Tavern. 

Copies of letters requesting,extensions are attached. 

y 	 Director 
artment of Business Activity 

Agenda Item 

III "J" 1, 2 & 3 



APPROVED 
See Page 9 

See Page 9 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

tiesm• 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-60Th 

0018 

August 1, 1984 
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ITEM Council Action Department Action 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY  
s(cotit'd) 

LIQUOR -- Request for Approval o 
Nontpe'rational Status  

! (cOnt'd) 

3. CHARLES WINDER 
dba 
NEW BROWN DERBY 
320 West Monroe 

General On-Off Sale License 

Charles Winder, 100% 

(Nonoperational status forperiod 
H.11/23/83 to 2/23/84 approved 
11/16/83 	Nonoperational status 
for period -  2/23/84 to 5/23/84. 

LaPProved 2/15/84.: NohOperational 
status for 'period 5/23/84 to 
8/23/84 approved 5/16/84. . Request 
for approval of extension for 
latt - thre'e-month.period: 
8/23/84 to 11/23/84.*) 

*Note: License must be activated 
prior to midnight 11/22/84. 

ROVED AGENDAITEZ;: 

(liWL 



00.19 

:July 13, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

City of Las Vegas 
Department of Business Activity 
400 E. Stewart 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

-Re: Andy's  
- 1320 North !To" Street 

General On-Off. Sale 'License 
' 	1,04-1964-0000.5 

Dear Mr. Cahill: 

I Leandrew Mc Daniel, request approval of extension of 
- 

. nonoperational Status for an additional 90 day period. 

This request is necessary in order to allow sufficient 

time for financing and Iodating A new facility. 

Leandrew Mc Daniel 

Sincerely, 
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July 18, 1984 

Honorable Mayor and 
City Councilmen 
c/o Department of Business Activity 
400 East Stewart 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Re: New Brown Derby 
320 West Monroe 
General On-Off Sale Liquor License 

Dear Sirs: 

On May 16, 1984 the City Council approved an 
extension of nonoperational status on the above liquor 
license. 

I would like to request an additional extension of 
this nonoperational status to enable me to consumate the 
relocation of my liquor license. 

Charles Winder 
New Brown Derby 
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Department Action 

II 1014 Levy - 
APPROVED motion to 
install stop signs 
on temporary basis. 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

1015 1011  Staff to proceed 

1017 

II 

IV.(a) 	ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA 
ASHLEY HALL, CITY MANAGER 

A.. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION CONCERN-
' - ING THE PLACEMENT OF STOP SIGNS ON 
. MONTEREY AT gXLEY: 

.DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE 
PROPOSED AGREEMENT BY THE STATE DEPART-
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION . RELATIVE TO THE 

': LAND-UNDER'THE FREEWAY FOR THELAS VEGAS 
HOUSING AUTHORITY'. 

Levy,- 	. 
APPROVED motion to 
follow recommendatio 
of City Manager and 
approve agreement. . 
Unanimous 

10 24.  

.piscussioN AND POSS1BLE ACTION ON ANGEL 
-PARK CONCEPTUAL PLANS AND APPLICATION 
FOR WATER RIGHTS. 

D. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON A 
RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE SCHOOL 
OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE 
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS. 

Lurie - 
APPROVED motion to 
approve conceptual p 
With City Manager 
authorized to sign 
application to State 
Engineer for 1,000.. 
acre feet Of water.  
Unanimous 

Lurie - 
ADOPTED Resolution 
Unanimous 
Copies of Resolution 
forwarded to UNLV So 
Regents, State Legis 
and Public Works off 

Staff to proceed 

an 

Staff to proceed 

to be 
rd of 
ature 
cials. 



0023 
Date:  July 30. 1984  

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The City Manager recommends that if the ,Mayor and Council wish 
installation of stop sight on Monterey at Exley, that it be done on 
-a trial basis 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None. 

Agenda Items- 1 -84 

IV(a) A., 
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0.5,4 W/4,4 
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

TO: 
The City Council 

SUBJECT: 	DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION CONCERNING THE PLACEMENT 
. OF STOP SIGNS ON MONTEREY AT EXLEY. 

Monterey is a relatively short two-block street running between St. 
Louis and Sahara bisected by Exley half way between. There are presently 
yield signs On Monterey at Exley and a stop sign on Monterey at Sahara 
and on Monterey at St. Louis. 

The street immediately adjoining to the west, Mariposa, which has 
relatively the same characteristics as Monterey also has yield signs 
at Exley. The street immediately to the east, San Jose, also has the 
same characteristics as Monterey, and has stop signs at Exley. 

There is relatively, little traffic flow - 945 vehicles on Exley at 
Monterey and 940 vehicles on Monterey at Exley. We have no record of 
any accidents for 1982, 1983, or 1984. 
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Dine: 	JulY._30, 1984 

TO: 
The City Council 

FROM: f VSIVAYLOR.  

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

SUBJECT: 	DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE PROPOSED AGREEMENT BY THE STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RELATIVE TO THE LAND UNDER THE FREEWAY 

' FOR THE LAS VEGAS HOUSING AUTHORITY.  
PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

We have received the proposed agreement from the. State; relative to the 
Flouting Authority using the land under the freeway between 10th Street 
and 14th Street. The Housing Authority 'propOtet developing the area 
as - A park facility. 

The agreement does not have any time limit. It does provide for a 
three-month cancelation clause on the part of either party: In essence, 
if the State should need the property for the freeway or for road purposes 
ind/ot .  the City does not maintain the property adequately or no longer 
wishes to use it, the agreement then Can be abolished. 

The prOpOsed agreement has not been approved by the Federal Highway 
. Administration as Yet and, therefore, the City cannot allow the Housing 
Authority to proceed Until officially notified by the State. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The City Manager recommends that the agreement be approved and the Mayor 
authorized to sign the agreement. 

Agenda Item 8- 1 -84 

IV(a) B. 
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• 01-515-1(2); 70787 
I-515-CL-075.137 

JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT '"IFY 4 41;;A:::=2. 

FOR CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE 
OF A MINI-PARK 

1, 

THIS AGREEMENT, made this day of  1114Miteni1pjr  , 1984, between THE CITY 

OF LAS VEGAS', A Municipal Corporation, hereinafter called CITY, and the STATE OF 

NEVADA, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter called 

DEPARTMENT', 

WITNESSETH: 

'WHEREAS, the DEPARTMENT is empowered to acquire property for highway needs, 

Including prOperty,for purpsoes of Constructing public parks, and recreational 

grounds adjoining highway,or,freeway rights-of-way pursuant to NRS 408.487; and 

WHEREAS, DEPARTMENT has acquired property for the construction and maintenance 

of certain highways in the State of Nevada aiming which is 1-515 between 10th and 14th 

Streets located in the City of Las Vegas, County of Clark; and 

WHEREAS, DEPARTMENT may construct roadside: parks at such locations as may be 

selected by the Director of the DEPARTMENT pursuant to NRS 408.275; and 

. WHEREAS, CITY is the Owner of certain property abutting the aforesaid highway; 

and 

WHEREAS, CITY has requested the 'Director to declare said right-of-way between 

10th and 14th Streets as a roadside park or mini-park; and - 

WHEREAS, the Director has determined that use of the premises as a mini-park 

will be of benefitto the travelling public; and 

Wi:EREAS, the DEPARTMENT and the CITY may enter joint exercise of powers'40reements 

Pursuant to MRS 277.100. 

The parties hereto covenant and agree as follows: 

.DEPARTMENT AGREES: 

1. The DEPARTMENT hereby selects and designates those certain premises between 

10th and 14th Streets as depicted on the map and further described on Exhibit A 

V:tached hereto,-  and made a part hereof, as a mini-park. 

2. To permit the CITY tO:construct and maintain a mini-Park on said premises. 
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prry AGREES: 

1. To construct and maintain, at no cost to DEPARTMENT, a mini-park on the 

.property depicted on attached map. 

2. To ,subtit, and obtain the DEPARTMENT'S and the Federal Highway Administration's 

approval; prior to the Commencement of construction, the plans relative to the aforesaid 

. mini-park. 

If the City proposes significant revisions or Changes to the approved 

plant, said revisions or changes shall be Submitted to the DEPARTMENT for approval by 

'DEPARTMENT And the Federal,Highway,Administrition, prior to their incorporation in 

the construction plans. 

-3. ' To take all steps necessary to effectively protect the viaduct structure, 

. including_the tupOorting columns from damage incident to CITY'S construction on the 

premises of a mini-park, all without expense to 'DEPARTMENT and to be liable to and 

shal,1 reimburse DEPARTMENT for anyilamage to said viaduct structure. and supporting 

columns in any way resulting from or attributable to the construction and maintenance 

of said premises. as a mini-park. 

4. To pay all charges for water, gas, electricity, sewage and trash disposal 

furnished and supplied to or upon any part of the herein described premises. 

5. To secure all necessary permits required in connection with operations on 

the premsies and to comply with all Federal, State and local statutes, ordinances or 

regulations which may affect, in any respect, CITY'S use of the premises. 

. 	6. To keep and Maintain, at CITY'S sole expense, the premises free of all 

weeds, noxious plants, debris, and inflammable or explosive materials of every 

description, and keep the premises at all times in an orderly, clean safe and sanitary 

condition. 	• 

7. 	Not to assign or transfer this Agreement Without prior written approval of 

the DEPARTMENT and the Federal Highway Administration. 

S. 	CITY is responsible for proper inspection, maintenance and repair of all 

improvetents made by CITY tO the premises. 

9. 	To hold the DEPARTMENT, its officers, agents and employees free from all 

liability and claim for damage by reason of any injury to any person or persons, 
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including CITY', or property of any kind whatsoever and to whomsoever belonging, 

including CITY, from any cause whatsoever, while in, upon or in any way connected 

with said premises or any occupancy hereunder. 

10. Any,propOsed-change in the City's authorized use of the premises as a mini- 

park, must be approved by the DEPARTMENT and the Federal Highway Administration 	. 

before the change in use is made. 

11. That CITY shall maintain and operate said mini-park in compliance with the 

requirements imposed pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Department of 

Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Secretary, Part 21, "Nondiscrimination in 

Federally-assisted Programs of the Civil Rights Act of 1964", and as said Regulations 

may be ammendecL 

IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED 

1. 	This Joint Powers Agreement shall remain in full force and effect until 
-- 

terminated by the DEPARTMENT or CITY is hereinafter provided. 

2. This Agreement:may be terminated at any time by the CITY or the DEPARTMENT 

upon three (3) months prior .notice, in writing, serving same upon CITY or DEPARTMENT, 

as the case may be, but'such termination may not be made except upon good cause. 

Good cause includes (1) the property is determined to be needed by the DEPARTMENT for 

expansion or improvement to the existing highway facility, (2) failure of the CITY to 

substantially comply with the material terms and conditions of this Agreement, provided 

that CITY shall have i reasonable time after receiving written notice of non-

compliance from DEPARTMENT in which to comply with such term or condition, (3) an 

unauthorized change in the useof the premises, or (4) use of the premises to constitute 

a nuisance, as defined in-State and Local Laws and Ordinances. 

3. Upon the expiration or termination of this Agreement CITY shall remove or 

cause to be removed, at its Own expense, any and all improvements erected or emplaced • 

by CITY on said premises, Or, at the option of the DEPARTMENT, said improvements 

shall become the property of DEPARTMENT without compensation by DEPARTMENT to CITY. 

:f DEPARTMENT requires CITY_to remove said improvements, the removal shall be completed 

nj later than three (3) months after the date cf the expiration or termination. 
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It is further understood that the provisions of paragraph 9 above shall remain 

in full force and effect until either (1) the improvements have been removed by the 

CITY or (2) the DEPARTMENT has assumed control and maintenance of said improvements. 

4. For purposes of inspection, maintenance or repair of the highway or highway 

structure,'DEPARTMENT and the Federal Highway Administration reserve the right to 

enter in and upon the said premises. 

5. On-premise signs, displays, or devices may be erected by the CITY, but 

shall be restricted to those indicating ownership and type of on-premises activities 

and shall be subject to approval by DEPARTMENT. 

This instrument contains the entire agreement between the parties and shall 

inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, the respective successors and assigns 

of the parties hereto. 



ATTEST 

egAelf  
City Clerk 

MY-  Attorney 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

By 

eputy Attbrney Genera 
Chief Counsel REVIEWED AND RECOMMENDED BY: 

10,  
41614  District Engineer 

	 ,1)Chief Right of Wily.)kgent 

A 

STATE 05' NEVADA acting by and through its 
DepartipEnt of Transportation 

„r  
irec 

SAM A. PALAZZOLO 
r 

• 

- •CLTY COUT■ICIJ. NII.NUT-ES 	AUGUSJ 1, 1984 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this agreement the day and year 
first above written. 

REVIEWED AND RECOMMENDED BY: 

STATE OF 

On this 	day of 	  19 , personally appeared before me, the 
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the 	 , State of 

	I 	  

who acknowledged to me that the said city commission executed the above instrument. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set 
E 	• 	 , my hand and affixed my official seal the day 
A 	 and year in this certificate first above 

written. 	. 

STATE OF NEVADA 
CARSON CITY 

On this  27 7W-'  day of  eAA>V4L4,etv,  19A personally appeared before me, the 

	

undersigned, a Notary Public n and for Carson C1137, State of Nevada, 		  
I  known to me to be the 	 MeputY 	Director of 

tne Department of Transportation of the State of Nevada who executed the foregoing in-
stn..: for the Nevada Department of Transportation under authorization of Nevada Revised 
Stattes, Chanter 408.205; that he affirms that the seal affixed to said instrument is the 
seal of said Department; and that said instrument was executed for the Nevada Department 
of Transportation freely and voluntarily and for the uses and purposes therein mentioned. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set 
my hand and affixed my official seal tne day 
and year in this certificate first above 
writter)e- 

• o" 	  
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BEING a portion of the NW 1/4 of Section 35, T. 20 S., 
R. 61 	M.D.M., and more particularly described by metes 
and bounds as follows, to wit: 

BEGINNING at the intersection of the right or north-
easterly right-of-way line of 1-515 Freeway (Project 1-515- 
1(3)3) and the westerly right-of-way line of 14th Street, at 
a point 86.00 feet right of and at right angles to Highway 
Engineer's Station "A' 1282+23.49 P.O.T., said point of 
beginning being further described as bearing S. 78° .58' 55" 
E. a distance of 7,115.11 feet from the southwest corner of 
Section 27, T. 20 S., R. 61 E., M.D.M.; thence S. 00 0  24' 
42" E. a distance of 213.14 feet to a point on the left or 
southwesterly right-of-way line of said I-515 Freeway; 
thence N. 60° 05' 29" W. along said left or southwesterly 
right-of-way line a distance of 198.08 feet to a point; 
thence from a tangent which bears N. 11 °  54' 28" W. curving 
to the left with e radius of 45 feet, through an angle of 
48° 11' 01", an arc distance of 37.84 feet to a point; 
thence'N. 60° 05' 29"W. a distance of 59.03 feet to a 
point; thence from a tangent which bears the last described 
course curving to the left with a radius of 9.95 feet, 
through an angle of 120° 32' 00", an arc distance of 20.93 
feet to a point of intersection of said left or south-
westerly right-of-way line of 1-515 Freeway and westerly 
right-of-way line of 13th Street; thence N. 60° 05' 29" W. a 
distance of 147.64 feet to a point on the easterly right-of- 
way line of Maryland Parkway; thence N. 00° 54' 30" W. along 
said easterly right-of-way line of Maryland Parkway a dis-
tance of 214.27 feet to a point; thence S. 60° 05' 29" E. a 
distance of 115.03 feet to a point; thence from a tangent 
which bears S. 11 0  54' 11" E. curving to the left with a 
radius of 45 feet, through an angle of 96 0  21' 55", an arc 
'distance of 75.69 feet to a point; thence S. 60 0  05' 29" E. 
a distance of 266.93 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING. Said 
parcel contains an area of 1.85 acres, more or less. 

EN( 1..... r••■ 	 rr 
;1_4 
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I 	

. 
lige :  July 26, 1984'  

• . 	— 	. 
FROM: 

ITY MANAGER 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

ail  latottkpi 
AGENDA DOCUMENTA11ONI 

TO: 
The Oty Council 

SUBJECT: 	DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON ANGEL pARK CONCEPTUAL PLANS AND . 
'APPLICATION FOR WATER RIGHTS. 	7  

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

We have an'approved plan of Angel Park; however, it does not take into 
consideration the full extent of the detention basin and, therefore, 
a new plan should be approved. 

One proposal calls for two golf Courses jointly using the same. clubhouse 
facilities, together with other forms of recreational facilities with 
some of the sport field ,  activity WO located ,  at the north end of the 
north/south leg of the park. AnOther alternative proposes a division 
of the golf courses with 'Separate. clubhouse facilities which allows 
the location of the sports field complex to be More centrally located 
at the southeast Corner of the park .' A third alternative extends a 
portion of the gOlf Course intO the Husite area. 

We presently have an existing well in Angel Park and also have water 
rights for about 75 acre feet Per year We estimate that we will need 
at least an additional 1,000 acre feet; therefore, we request permission 
to submit an application to the State Engineer for this - amount of water. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
• 

. 	The City. Manager recoMMends that approval be given to a conceptual plan 
for Angel .Park and that the City Manager be authorized to sign the 
application to the State Engineer for 1,000 acre feet of water. 

Agenda Item 8-1-84 

IV(a) C. 
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Serial No 	 

0032 APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO APPROPRIATE TM PUBLIC 
WAITERS OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

THIS SPACE FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

Date of filing in State Engineer's Office 	 

Corrected application filelL00•••••••■••••••000e=000...m.ININMOOININIMMOONOININma....--Maip filed. 

The applicant.....___City..a...Lis...Veza.1 

400 East Stewart Avenue 	.01_. 	Las Vegas  
Street and No. or P.O. Doi No. 

Nevada/11SE. 	, hereby make S•  application for permission to appropriate 
St17; and Zip Code No. 

the public waters of the State of Nevada, as hereinafter stated. (If applicant is a corporation, give date and place of 

incorporation; if a copartnership or association give names of 

•■•■■• 

Is applicant a US. citizen? Yes gi No 

Is applicant 21 years of age or older? Yes LE No 

NRS 533.325 requires that applicants be a citizen of the United States or have legally declared their intention to 
become a citizen, and that they be 21 years of age or older. 

1. The source of the proposed appropriation i  . rid ergo u nd  n the Las Vegas Valleybasin. 
Name of stream, lake, spring, underground or other source. 

...... owe • am • • 

2. The amount of water applied for is 	 1 .3.9 ......... second feet. 

(a) If stored in reservoir give number of acre-feet..... 

3. The water to be used for  Recreational  use. 
Irrigation, power, mining, commercial. domestic Or Other Use. Must limit to One ;;;lor use. 

4. If use is for: 

(a) Irrigation, state number of acres to be irrigated. 	  

(b) Stockwater, state number and kind of animals. 	 

(c) Other use (describe fully under "No. 12. Remarks")  . 	 recreational  

(d) Power: 

(1) Horsepower developed. 	  

(2) Point of return of water to stream 	  

My or Town 



000......s.••■•••••••■■ 0111.11M0001••••■••• 

6. Place of use. The north half of the north half of Sections 31  and 32, T.20S.s 

R.60E. 1   M.0.M. 
Describe by legal subdiiisiOn. If on unsuomyed land. It should be on stmed. 

...... •••••■••••••••••••■•••■•••••••■•••••••MOm•*•••■■■••••••••••*0001• •••••• 

. 	 702/386-6272 

APPLICATION MUST BE SIGNED. 
BY THE APPLICANT OR AGEN1 

5. The water is to be diverted frog rilsYsoCutiheriglOrwEigg 	 *44  _of the NE1/4 of 	0033 
Desafise as being unite a *Mae solselivlsion of Wile 

T,2,0§„, RAD.E. ,.3.M..11.,.,...gr at a point frmAlichthe Nicorner of 
surrey. and by course and distance to a section corner. If on unsurveyed land, It ebould be so mated. 

0 
....sait.lect.i.o.n_32.1m.r.s...N._18.17 	ed, 

	of each year. 
Month and Day 	 Month and Day 

S. Description of proposed works (Under the provisions of NRS 535.010 you may be required to submit plans and 

specifications of your diversion or storage pympAstorag_e tanks...end 
State manner in whir* waxer is to be dimmed, Le. efeendon ;;;:giar.  

----------  	 ----- 
ditcbes and flumes, drilled well with pomp and motor. etc. 

9. Estimated cost of vrorks_.1.5D.LIML.... 	_ 	........ 

10. Estimated time required to construct works 	5 1nonths - to begin and complete in 
If weflcompláed, describe work;. 

7. Use will been about 	January  1 
- - 	

end end about_ DeCember 31 
- - 

LyeaLa.tter_ 11. Estimated time required to complete the application of water to beneficial use 

installation of pump. 
010•10.”■■• .......... wwwaq• • wadi... •••• ......... 011mANDIDad*M 

Jr 	12. Remarks: For use other than irrigation or stock watering, state number and type of units to be served or annual 
consumptive use. 

Water to be used to support development and maintenance of recreational 

facilities such as  golf course, baseball and soccer  fields, picnic areas, and 

equgstrian trails.  

By 	  
Signature. applicant or agent 

• 	of  Las Vas 	E.  Stewart Ave.. 
Street and No.. or P.O. Box No. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101  
City, State, Zip Code No. 

21188 (Rev. 4-82)  

SIOO.FILING FEE MUST ACCOMPANY APPLICATION 
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TRANSCRIPT - LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 
IV(a)-C -- DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON ANGEL PARK CONCEPTUAL PLANS 
AND APPLICATION FOR WATER RIGHTS 	 Page 1 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Next, Your Honor. 

CITY MANAGER HALL': 

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
DON SAYLOR: 

Item No. C, Your Honor, discussion and possible action on 
Angel Park Conceptual Plans and Application for Water 
Rights. We have a presentation we want to give you briefly 
that goes over some of the alternatives that we've looked 
at out there. We'd like your conceptual approval today. 
Mr. Saylor will present that. We also want approval to 
go ahead and acquire the water rights that are available 
out there for us. Mr. Saylor. 

Recognizing that this is a very large land area out in a 
relatively undeveloped portion of the City, one with very 
rugged terrain, allows me to comment that you could 
probably come up with 1001 different designs for a park 
utilization of some kind. In order to try to get something 
firmed up at least in terms of direction, we have three 
alternatives to show to you. None of them necessarily 
are bound in concrete. By that, I mean the design can be 
very flexible. You recognize, of course, that on the 
eastern face of Angel Park, we have the Angel Park 
Detention Basin which takes in this area (indicating on 
map). The basic use provided for the rest of the park is 
two golf courses. On this particular design, it's 
arranged so one golf course is to the west, one is to the 
north thereby being able to utilize the same club house/ 
activity area. This plan provides a ball field, soccer 
complex up in this corner, a recreation center in this 
corner. Development, residential development, is approaching 
from the east, so this recreation center would be logically 
located to serve that area. Further to the west, we have 
another ballfield/soccer complex, an equestrian complex, 
and a group picnic area. This plan shifts those uses 
around a little bit keeping the recreation center still at 
this corner close to the residential development, putting 
the golf course in here, moving the softball/soccer complex 
down to this location. The reason it has to be there if 
it's going to be down this end is because of the many gullies 
and washes in the general area. By so doing, however, it 
would necessitate separate clubhouse facilities for this 
golf course and this golf course. And again, the western 
end is the same design with a ball field/soccer complex 
and a nature study area. The third alternative -- again, 
the golf course in here, recreation center at this location, 
the two ball fields/soccer complexes fairly close together, 
equestrian complex up at this corner and a water theme park 
in this area, and again, the nature study area. I have some 
problems with the equestrian complex being there because of 
its close proximity to what I anticipate will be relatively 
dense residential development. However, I'm sure that if 
you decide it should be there, that we can work around that 
potential problem. Now, because of the size of the park, 
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because of the immense cost involved, we're seeking methods 
of involving private enterprise in the development process, 
and one of the avenues we're exploring is the possibility 
of shifting some of the golf course area on private property 
abutting either in this area, somewhat in this nature along 
here further to the south on the Peccole property. I simply 
show that as a degree of flexibility that can be applied if 
we can interest private investment money into the development 
of the park. Without that type of involvement, it's going 
to be a tremendous financial chore for the City to do it 
on its own. Along with this, we need water, and as part of 
the item on the agenda, we have an application which we're 
asking for approval to submit to the State for 1,000 acre 
feet of water on Angel Park. 

Question or comments? 

Mayor, I just have a comment. I think this park is based 
on land that the City acquired many years ago and development 
is finally reaching that area, and that particular area 
on the west and southwest/northwest is going to utilize 
that park when it's completely developed with recreation 
center and ball fields, soccer fields, baseball, golf course. 
I think now is the time that we have to start setting aside 
the funds to develop in phases on the park. We just have to 
approval a particular conceptual plan. I think we have, what 
three, to look at today, but not necessarily one of those 
is the one that will be finally acted upon. I'D LIKE TO 
MOVE FOR APPROVAL OF THE CONCEPTUAL PLAN AND ALSO THE 
APPLICATION FOR THE WATER RIGHTS TO BE SUBMITTED. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Comments? 	Cast your votes. Post. Motion's APPROVED. 

(VOTE: UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY FULL COUNCIL.) 

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
DONSAYLOR: 	• 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

/ch 
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Date: 	July 30, 1984 

TO: 
The City Council 

FROM: 
ASHLEY HALL 
CITY MANAGER 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 4 Wicks. 
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE SCHOOL OF 
ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS. 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

Community leaders have identified a strong engineering and computer science 
program at the University of Nevada Las Vegas as the key to attracting new 
high technology business to Southern Nevada to help diversify our resort 
economy. The University of Nevada Board of Regents recently defeated a pro-
posal that would have given top priority to upgrading the School of Engineer-
ing and Computer Science with a new building. The project is now listed in 
twelfth place on the University's capital improvement list. 

Public agencies and private businesses agree that improvements in the educa-
tional offerings in the high technology field of study will only enhance the 
already attractive climate Southern Nevada can offer to new industries who 
want to remain on the cutting edge of tommorow's technology. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The City Manager recommends passage, adoption and approval of the Resolution 
in support of the School of Engineering and Computer Science at the University 
of Nevada Las Vegas. 

Agenda Item 

IV.(a) 	D. 
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(.1414U414. BRIARE, 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

.A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE AT THE'UNIVERSITY:OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS• 

WHEREAS, the growth and 'prosperity of Southern Nevada depends upon 

economic diversification and attraction of industry to our valley; and 

' 	WHEREAS, the type of industry most desired is One which is 

environmentally Clean, economically stable and of the high technology variety; 

and r 

. 	WHEREAS, several high-;tech companies are interested in Southern Nevada, 

due to climate, tax structure, land availability and proximity to major 

Southwest markets; and 	. 

WHEREAS, these same companies are being recruited by other Southwestern 

cities with similar qualities; and 

WHEREAS, it is acknowledgeO - thit other major Southwestern cities have 

superiorworkforce Capabilities -, due to the availability of high technology 

training in engineering and computer. sciences; and 

WHEREAS, Southern Nevada Must upgrade its educational offerings in the 

areas. of engineering and computer sciences to compete in the recruitment of 

high.  technology 'industries, as noted by the Greater Las Vegas Chamber of 

Commerce r and the Nevada Development Authority. 

NOW, THEREFORE, ,  BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 

Las Vegas stronglisuppOrts the educational and professional upgrading of the 

School of Engineering and Computer Science at the University of Nevada Las 

Vegas and urges the Board of Regents and the Nevada Legislature to affix the 

highest priority ranking to'this project at the earliest possible date. 

PASSED., ADOPTED AND APPROVED THIS 1t 	day of 	August  
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Date: 	  AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 
The City Council 

SUBJECT: 
. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON A TWO-YEAR LABOR AGREEMENT WITH1AFF LOCAL 1285 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

ASHLEY HALL 
CITY MANAGER 

The labOr contract between the City and its 303 classified uniform Fire Services 
employees, represented by the International Association of Firefighters (IAFF) 
Local 12R5, expired on June 30, 1984. The City has been negotiating with IAFF 
Local 1285 since February. 

Rargaining'representatives from both management and IAFF Local 1285 have reached 
What they believe Is a fair and equitable proposal that allows for a reasonable 
wage and budget package. 

The two-year Proposal-calls for a 4.7% wage Increase the first year and 5.0% the 
second, the same level of Wage increase recently Provided to other City classified 
and appointive employees. In addition, the proposal brings the medical insurance 
contribution by the City to the taMe level as is currently provided to the City 
Employees,' Association (CEA.); provides for the Martin Luther King, Jr. Holiday, as 
was done for the other two bargaining units; and sets forth clear-cut annual leave 
scheduling procedures. 	• 

The overall package is fully in line with those negotiated between the City and 
its other bargaining units, the CEA and the Police Protective Association (PPA - 
Court Marshals and Detention staff) and .will, like the other agreements, help 
keep firefighters in the City. abreast of the cost of living. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

The first-year cost . of this proposed contract is $742,480. The money is available 
in the FY 1984-'85 budget. The projected cost of the second year is $678,805 and 
will be budgeted for in FY 1985-'86. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The City's negotiation team and the City Manager recommend approval of the 
proposed two-year labor contract with International Association of Firefighters 
Local 1285. 

Agenda Item 

IV.(a) 	. F. 
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I. 

Item No. F is discussion and possible action on a two-year 
labor agreement with the Iriternational Association of Fire-
fighters Local 1285. I might say to the City Council 
this morning that we have been negotiating with the Fire 
Union for some months. We have reached an agreement, basically 
the same agreement that we reached with other employees on a 
two-year package calling for a 4.7% wage increase the first 
year and a 5% wage increase the second year. We have been 
able to work out the other management-employee rights sections, 
provisions of that agreement and I recommend to the City Council 
along with the negotiating committee that the Council approve 
this today. 

Mayor. I ' D MOVE THAT WE FOLLOW THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE CITY 
MANAGER AND APPROVE THE PROPOSED TWO-YEAR LABOR CONTRACT WITH 
THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIREFIGHTERS LOCAL 1285. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Are there any comments by the Council members? 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 	Yes, Your Honor. I'd like to make a comment on it. I think 
it's a long time since I can remember approving an agreement 
without going to binding arbitration and I think it's a mile-
stone and I'm tickled to death that we were able to solve our 
problems without having to have some third party from out of 
state come in and tell us how to do it. 

11 MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Chief, do you have any comments or questions, I mean, statements? 

11° CHIEF CLELL WEST: 

, 	

Yes, Your Honor, I would like to comment. I feel that it is 
a good agreement. I would like to congratulate both parties 
in sitting down. They did a tremendous job and they went into 
it with'an open mind and set down and really got to business 
and I'd just like to take the opportunity to congratulate the 
negotiating committee, both for the City and for the Union. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Do you think, Chief, that there is any -- the increase is a 
modest increase which would demonstrate that the firefighters 
recognize the budget problems that local governments have. To 

1/ 

 your knowledge are there any monies that are available within 
the budget to further support any on-going programs, such as 

• Bomb Squad or some of that nature? 

CHIEF CLELL WEST: 

1/ 	MAYOR BRIARE: 

I feel that we have come through the process very well. My 
personal opinion is that we can do the things for the community 
this budget year that we need to do. I feel very comfortable 
in the process, yes, sir. 

Is Captain Hampton present? 

II CHIEF CLELL WEST: 	•Yes, he is, sir. 



MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

• MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

• CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

•MAYOR BRIARE: 

-CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 
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Captain. The reason my asking the Fire Chief that question 
is that there was a very well-written report by the Review-
Journal and Carol Cling, who is present here, quoting you as 
making statements that would warrant my question as to 
whether there were monies available to do other things within 
the Fire Department as well as paying salaries and offering 
a modest increase and you heard the answer of the Chief. Do 
you disagree with your Chief? 

No, sir. 

Are you aware of monies that are available to further the 
expertise of your Bomb Squad? 

Yes, sir. 	They have been available. Right now we have a 
man in training back at Redstone to receive this training. 

I think, Mr. Hall, that you as the City Manager and the 
Chief of our Fire Department should make a report to this 
City Council with respect to the Bomb Squad and to its 
future and to the ability of the City of Las Vegas, which 
is the only public entity who is funding a Bomb Squad to 
continue as we are going now I am very distressed that 
a Captain of our department, who has been with the City for 
a number of years -- how long have you been with the City? 

Twenty-two years. 

Do you live inside the city limits? 

No, sir. 

Where do you live? 

I live in the county. I live in the Parkdale area. 

My reason for saying that is because you have indicated 
that for a lousy $12,000, if you were properly quoted -- 
were you properly quoted in the paper? 

I didn't make that quote, sir. 

This is going to be my last question. This is not the time 
nor the place to be discussing -- this is a quote: "For 
want of an additional lousy $12,000 the public is not getting 
what it wants." Is that your statement? 

No. If you read on further, sir, you'll see who made the 
statement. 	 . 
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MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

II MAYOR BRIARE: 

I CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

I.  

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 

Beg your pardon? 

If you read on, sir, you'll see who made the statement. 

I beg your pardon. You are certainly right. I apologize 
to you for -- do you subscribe to that statement? 

Not in that context, sir. 

I apologize and I also apologize to the writer of the 
article. It certainly did not say Captain Hampton. It 
was Mr. Gammon. 

• Since I'm here, sir, I'd like to make a statement about 
that article in general. This is a culmination of a 
problem that we've endured, as I say, in the trenches. 
It was not intended to reflect personally on any member 
of this Council, yourself, Or the County, as individuals. 
It is ,a condition that's created underneath the underlying 
problems that those of us that make the responses have to 
deal with. The comments that I made in there which reflect 
that it's not a problem that you can really put your finger 
on, it's because of the indecision of who pays the bill, 
who signs the tab, that there's a hesitation. There's 
an inability to react spontaneously to this need and that's 
what the intent of the article was.I apologize openly to 
You and anybody else that was reflected in that article. 
I did not intend it to be a personal issue, merely an issue 
of safety regarding my people and the conditions they work 
under. 

Well, Captain, I'm not taking it personally. I don't want 
you to take it personally either and I don't think anybody 
on this Council--we're more concerned with what can be done 
in a positive way to resolve a problem. You're a Captain 
on the head of the Bomb Squad and you didn't show much 
understanding of what the overall problem is and that 
concerns me because if you're an executive in a very high-
placed position, and if there are monies available and 
you know where they are or what should be done, how it 
should be financed and whether you, who live in the county 
and do not pay , property taxes in the city, whether you can 
make some suggestions to where the City would get this money 
to support the county protection against bomb threats, I'd 
wish you would tell us. 

Sir, another point about that article is that for every 
line that was stated in the article, it was also very 
adamantly stated that we are in total support of the City's 
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11 	CAPTAIN HAMPTON: 	issue. You cannot provide a service and not be in reverse 
for it. This is obvious to anybody that knows, you have to 
pay your bills. We attempted to make that come out in the 
article, but that was deleted, and unfortunately, it comes 
out that this is a sensitive problem, and unfortunately, it 

red properly. I am in full support that the bills wasnt ai red 
 to be paid and I think that the service is being given 

and we have to give the best service that we can in the 
community and that was the intent of the article. 

II MAYOR BRIARE: Well, you are working on this particular situation and I 
trust that you're going to have some recommendations for 

II 	
us as to the future of the City being the sole source of 
bomb protection for the entire Southern Nevada, and Chief, 
you're working along with them. 

CHIEF CLELL WEST: 	I am, sir. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Councilman Lurie. 

II COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	Well, I was just going to say in defense of Steve, who is 
probably one of the foremost experts in bombs in the Western 

II 	

United States, I don't think he would let money interfere 
with who is going to pay the bills on a call to take care of 
a situation, whether, it was city or county, because Steve has 
talked to me many times about his department, his men, how 

II 	
it's understaffed, underfinanced, don't have the proper 
equipment to really go on the calls and that we need extra 
money for the Bomb Squad and that the County, probably. the 

II 	
majority of the calls are in the county than are in the 
city, and that they should pay their fair share if we're 
going to risk our people to go out there and handle a 

II 

	

	

particular situation that takes place and I haven't read 
the article because I've been out of town and I haven't had 
a chance to look at it, but I'm sure that whatever Steve has 
said in that article reflects personally how he feels about 

II 	
his people and the safety of them responding to particular 
calls. We have to increase -- I know that I worked with 
Steve and with Sam. I haven't talked to the new Chief about 

II 	
it, but I know that there's some sincere concerns with the 
men in that department about their safety when they go on 
a particular call, so we should take a look at that and if 

II 	

the County has to pay, which I'm sure the City Manager is 
working on to purchase and help us develop new techniques 
and equipment, then they should do that, and if they don't, 
well then, let them furnish their own Bomb Squad and we'll 

II 	. 	
just handle the City responses and that's what we're getting 
down to. I respect Steve's comments and ability to come up 
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here and answer some of these questions. I'll take a look 
at it. All I looked at when I read the paper last night 
was the picture. I didn't read the article, but I'll read 
the article now. 

Well, it's not the matter of what the article says or what 
is it -- I think we should know what the future of the Bomb 
Squad is. The thing that was the most touching of all in 
that whole story was, and I hope I'm attributing this to 
you now, Captain Hampton, because I improperly attributed 
another quote here, but these are the kind of things that 
just -- I can't sleep good at night and I'm looking you 
right in the eye saying this when you say, but because, 
quote: "My people haven't had their arms blown off, the 
Problem remains in the background, Hampton said." Well, 
it might just well be that when one of your men, God-forbid, 
has his arms blown off, they're blown off somewhere outside 
the City of Las Vegas which has 60% of the calls and 100% 
of the expense is that borne by the city taxpayers. Mr. Hall, 
we cannot have any persons arms blown off and that's why I'm 
saying that this has got to be taken care of, whether -- 
the article, you haven't read it, Councilman -- and these 
things are things that we can't put off to a study committee. 
These things have to be done immediately and steps have to be 
taken that this kind of a matter is resolved. I'm very very 
touched about this and I didn't want to get into this so deeply 
because that's a managerial responsibility, but I would like 
to publicly declare that the Manager should put a high priority 
on seeking a solution to this problem so that, God-forbid, 
we don't have something like that happen. Anyway, you're 
entitled to your opinion. Anything that you expressed in 
here is fin by me, Captain. You are entitled to do that 
and I respect your speaking out on it because maybe ft's 
been too long since there has been an outspoken person that 
can talk about this and call it to the attention of the 
community, but do so, or have it done so in a manner that the 
responses and the follow-up that has to be done will also 
be well-known in the community. Any further comments? 
Let's go on to the next item. 

We have to vote. 

I need your actions, Your Honor. 

We need to vote on this. 

Did we have a motion? Cast your votes. Post. Motion is 
APPROVED. 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 

Voting was as follows: 
"AYES" BriAre, Christensen, Levy, Lurie and Nolen 
"NOES" None 

/lo 



COUNCILMAN LEVY_.: .  

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0045 
TRANSCRIPT - CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 - 10:00 A.M. - PAGE 1 

11 
 IV.(a). ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA. ITEM H. STATUS ON PROPOSED EXPANSION OF CITY OF 

LAS VEGAS ANIMAL CONTROL FACILITY AND COUNTY PARTICIPATION. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Mr. Hall. 

II CITY MANAGER HALL: Item H, Your Honor, is the status on proposed expansion 
of City of Las Vegas Animal Shelter Facility and the 
County's participation. I might inform you that I met 
yesterday with Mr. Denny, the Manager of the County, and 
his staff and we discussed at great length several issues. 
The fire issue, I might inform you, is pretty well resolved, 
and I'll come back to you at a later time. The issue of 
animal control -- the County wishes to have until August 
the 24th, that was the day Mr. Denny requested of me, that 
we give them an extension until the 24th. That will give 
him sufficient time to adequately study the alternatives 
for them, either continuing service with the City or going 
their own direction in the Dewey Center south of Tropicana. 
It's my recommendation to the Council today that we give 
them that time extension. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	Mr. Mayor. 

41 	MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Councilman Levy. 

II 	COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	Mr. Hall is going through the County shuffle, going from 
one person to the next, and he came to me and explained 
because I was the one that requested the August 1st deadline. 

I .  In dealing with the County you've got to continue to give 
them a little more time to study it because they're such 
busy people and because of their staff's inability to get 
across to their manager and to the rest of the County 
Commissioners exactly what we're telling them. I cannot 
believe that the County would consider a second thought 
on the facility on Dewey Avenue or Dewey Lane, whatever 

I/ 	
it is, but since they are, I'll go along with your 
recommendation, Mr. Hall, but I feel that we had better 
set some more ground rules. Come September, what's the 

I . 	 date, August 24th 	? 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 	Yes. 

-- our meeting thereafter, the first meeting in September, 
either way we give them so many days to get out of our 
facility and if they planned on staying and not going to 
Dewey, fine, we've got to get some answers. We're not being 
fair to the citizens of Las Vegas and the animals of this 
community. We were going to have all the different animal 
groups in town, the Humane Societies and others, down on 
top of us because the way we're operating this facility 
out here. We've got a fine director out here, Dr. Williams, 
who is doing a great job. He's trying to get accredability 
from the national organizations and we're never going to get 
it the way we're operating this. I'll go along with them 
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	ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA. ITEM H. STATUS ON PROPOSED EXPANSION OF CITY OF 
LAS VEGAS ANIMAL CONTROL FACILITY AND COUNTY PARTICIPATION. 

I/ 	COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

and Make the MOTION THAT WE APPROVE YOUR RECOMMENDATION - 
AND THAT"S IT. 

I have just a comment that I think the County should 
receive a letter and we should receive a letter from 
them stating that they need this additional time and 
that this will be the last extension of time that 
they're going to ask for and that they can make a 
decision by the September 1st meeting. 

I have requested that. 

My concern is what Al's concern is, we need to get 
started with the expansion of that center because of 
the overcrowding conditions that we're faced with. I 
think I'm going to go along with the extension of time 
because I believe in the spirit of cooperation and 
working with the County. 

- We're cooperating for a long time. I don't know what 
-you're talking about. 

The idea, Ashley, to keep coming back asking for these 
extensions, pretty soon you've got to cut the cord. 

I think today's the day to cut the cord. I think we 
told them a long time ago and they've accused us in the 
media, they've accused us of not setting down with them, 
they've accused us of surprising them, playing games with 
them. They come up here and make representations to us 
that they'll be ready by this date and then we get another 
request for more time and I for one am not willing to give 
them any more time. I think today is the day we told them 
to be ready. I'm ready. I think we should tell them, 
"Get out or get in with us," one or the other. 

Further comments? 

My understanding is, Mr. Mayor,if I could. They never did 
renew the agreement that we have with them back in 1982, is 
that correct? Are we working with an agreement or without 
an agreement with them? 

We're working without an agreement at the present time. 

So I mean, really, we don't have an agreement. We can just 
give them a thirty day letter, written notice, to vacate 
now or is the agreement over with? 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Comments? Councilman Lurie. 
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111 LAS VEGAS ANIMAL CONTROL FACILITY AND COUNTY PARTICIPATION. 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 	I'd defer that to Mr. Ogilvie. 

11 	COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	George, could you answer that? I don't know where we stand. 

CITY ATTORNEY OGILVIE: 	We do not have an agreement. We could give them reasonable 
notice to get out. I believe that thirty days would be a 
little too short, since they have no facilities whatsoever 
and it would create a significant problem in the unincorporated 
area if we were to kick them out of the center. 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 	How about sixty days? 

II CITY ATTORNEY OGILVIE: 	I can't give you a -- 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 	Your Honor, at this time I'D MAKE A MOTION THAT WE DO IN FACT 
GIVE THEM SIXTY DAYS and that'll carry it past the August 24th 
date, but we've already started the clock running. If we give 
them notice today, give them sixty or ninety, I don't care, 
ninety days. It makes no different to me, but give them that 
notice and quit playing games because that's all they keep doing 
with us is playing games, more time. 

II 	COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	Can I ask Ashley a question? What did Joe Denny tell you 
as far as the reason they need an extension of time? Are 
they seriously considering the Dewey location and that's 
the reason they need more time to evaluate the $358,000 that 
we're askina them or the 91 million that they want to spend 
to buy this shelter? We're wasting our time with dollars 
here. I kind of agree with Councilman Nolen. Sixty-day 
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notice is 'what we need because we've got to get started with 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 	Councilman Lurie, other members of the Council, Your Honor, 
I'm as frustrated as you are. They came in to us and we 

our expansion if we're going to continue with this. 

started meeting with them in October of 1983. They came in 

I/ 	 - 	

to us in April. We wanted to have an agreement reached by 
that time They asked for a thirty-day extension. We gave 
them a thirty-day extension to May They came in in May and 
asked for one until June, from June to July, from July to 
August. Now they're asking for one more. Mr. Denny's 
reasoning is that he became the County Manager in June. 
Shortly after assuming that responsibility, as all of you 

II
know, he was in the hospital for two weeks, recuperating 

 for another two weeks. He simply indicated to me personally 
that he had not personally had time to set down and review 
all of the questions that he had on his mind regarding that. 
He simply asked me as a courtesy if this City Council wouldn't 
delay until -- or wouldn't give them a time extension until 
the 24th of August. He said by that time he will know and 
he will be able to recommend to his County Commission if they 
should stay with the City or if they should pursue other 
interests. 
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MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

Councilman Levy's motion .was to the effect that we adopt that 
date. Councilman Nolen in a sense is proposing an amendment 
to allow LID to seventy-five days or something. 

I didn't realize he had made a motion, but if you want to 
vote on that motion, I'm ready to vote against it at this 
time. 

Could I make one comment? Councilman Lurie and I somewhat 
agree. We just can't believe the County is even considering 
this other facility. One good thing is, if the County only 
signs a five-year agreement with us, that facility will still 
be sitting there five years from now and they can always get 
on it then and probably at a hell of a lot better price. I 
really feel sorry for Paul Christensen. 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 	Your Honor. 

MAYOR BR1ARE: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

11 , 	COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE:  

Councilman Christensen, Commissioner Christensen. 

I can't believe that we're in this kind of a discussion 
because to me if the County is willing to give us in 
writing that they will meet a deadline, which is what the 
City Manager has indicated to us, I don't know why we're 
giving it all this nashing of teeth and so forth. I think 
we should just maybe consider the animals and go with the 
extension of time and we have the letter forthcoming stating 
what time We've never had on paper a date that they will 
meet before and I recognize Mr. Denny's heart surgery and 
so forth and I don't think it's going to make that much 
difference. 

I would only ask why would it be in writing any more 
effective than the verbal representations made on the 
record right here before •this Council on numerous 
occasions and that's a matter of official record? 

I think they're still paying the bill, aren't they? 

Yes, they are. 

Well, if they're current with the bill, I don't see that 
there's that big of a problem. 

But we're overcrowded now. We've got to make a decision. 
I would support Mr. -- 

Are there any other comments on Councilman Levy's motion? 

I've just got to anwer Paul. I don't think we're going to 
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COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

II COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

4 

	

	CITY MANAGER AHLL: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

throw the animals out. We're not going to be that heartless; 
I mean, we're concerned with the animals. We're concerned with 
the overcrowding. I think wehave a decision to make on the 
expansion of the shelter. Dr. Williams has requested it. I 
think that we have to make a move. 

Well, .I think we've made a decision on the expansion of the 
shelter. If the County stays with us we have to -- 

They have until the 24th because that gives you September 1st -- 
our next meeting won't be until September, so naturally they've 
asked for the 24th. Why didn't they ask for the 14th, the day 
before our next meeting? I'm going to go along with it because 
I want to try to get along with the County and get this resolved 
because I think the County is making a big mistake in looking 
at that other facility, but if they want to go ahead and review 
it and keep playing with those numbers, that's their prerogative. 
I think that this is the last extension. 

The City of Las Vegas must execute 	expansion of that facility 
for it to meet any kind of a deadline by around September the 
1st and that was the date that Mr. Donovan had given me some 
time ago. That's the date that I will still stand by We need 
to have some indication by around the 1st of September to 
execute that construction -- 

You'll know where they're coming from' by then, right? 

I woad hope so, Mr.' Levy. 

You have direction from Us. 

' That's correct. 

Are there any further comments on Councilman Levy'.s motion? 
Are :there any questions on it?. Are you ready to vote? Cast 
your vote. Post. MOTION IS APPROVED. 

END 'OF TRANSCRIPT 

Voting was as follows: 
"AYES" Briare, Christensen, Levy and Lurie 
"NOES" Nolen 
Motion carried by a 4/1 vote. 

/lo 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

TO: 
The City Council 

FROM: 	. 
ASHLEY HALL 

' 	CITY MANAGER 

tutunt: pIscussIO AND'POSSIBLE ACTION TO AUGMENT THE LAS VEGAS'METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 
(LVMPD) BUDGET BY .$48.640.41:-RECEIVED  THROUGH A METRO NARCOTICS OPERATION. 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

. 	The revision of the narcotic seizure laws in 1983 by the Nevada Legislature 
permits local law enforcement agenicet to seize cash and other assets associated 

• , with illegal narcotic COOratiOnt.. LVMPD Was awarded $107,768 under this new law _ 	_ 	 . 
in the early part•of 1984. 

The LVMPD Fiscal Affairs ComMittee received a request from Metro that these 
monies be used to augment Metro's budget' to be used in acquiring specialized 
equipment for the Narcotics Bureau. 

. 	. 
The Fiscal Affairs Committee unanimously approved: the'request,.but the District 
Attorney ruled that all funds Obtained by Metro in this manner must be redis-
tributed back to the City and County according to the present funding ratio. 

The Department of Treasury released the money to Metro and on July 20, 1984 
the City received 45.5% of $107,768 or $49,034.44 	• 

'Due to the Change in the Metro funding percentage for Fr-84-85, if the City returned 
the total amount of $49,034,44 Clark County would have to return $59,448.83 or 
$71527 more than Was Igiven them. 

Clark County has indicated they do not want to augment Metro more than the amount 
• 

returned to them from Metro. Therefore, for the County to return $58,733.56 the 
City, per the 14w. Can only return $48,640.41 ($394.03 less than received). 

FISCAL IMPACT  

RECOMMENDATIONS  • 

It is the City Manager's recommendation that the City Council augment the LVMPD 
•. 	budget by $48,640.41 and direct the City Manager to return this amount to Metro 

'at the earliest convenient date, contingent upon proportionate augmentation by 
Clark County. 	• 

Agenda item 

IV.(a) 	I. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES -AUGUST 1, 1984 

ail etwk s.4 

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 
ASHLEY HALL 
CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT:  DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION OF INCLUSION. OF CERTAIN PORTIONS OF THE CITY OF LAS, 
VEGAS WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE COUNTY'S DESIGNATED AREA OF FLOOD DISASTER. 	' 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

. 	 , 	. 
The severe rainstorms And resulting flash flooding during the weekend of July 21 
and 22, 1984 caused considerable damage to certain road and drainage facilities 
belonging to and within the City of 44 Veges. Primary damage was to Washington 
Avenue and to the Washington Avenue Channel west Of Lamb Boulevard, channel erosion 
along the Las Vegas.Wash and the railroad channel near Oakey. 

. 	 . 	 . 
The County of Clark has adopted i resolution declaring certain areas in the 
County as areas of disetter. By adoption Of the attached resolution, the City 
of Las Vegas can join the County of Clark and benefit in any disaster funds 
that become available through the County from State and/or Federal fund's. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

This may enable the City to recover damage repair costs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

It is the recoMmendation of the City Manager that the City Council adopt the 
attached resolution. 

Agenda Item 

IV.(a) 	J. 
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WILLIAM H. BRIARE, 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES- AUGUST 1, 1984 

RESOLUTION REQUESTING COUNTY OF CLARK TO INCLUDE THE 
AREA IN THE VICINITY OF THE WASHINGTON CHANNEL AND 
ENVIRONS IN THE AREA OF EXTREME PERIL TO LIFE AND PROPERTY. 

WHEREAS, the Clark County Board of Commissioners of the County of Clark, 

Nevada found that on July 26, 1984, due to heavy rains, windstorms, and floods, 

a condition of extreme peril to life and property does exist in the community 

of Moapa Valley, and in the metropolitan Las Vegas area along the Las Vegas 

Wash; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada found on 

August 1, 1984, due to heavy rains, windstorms, and floods, a condition of 

extreme peril to life and property does also exist in the metropolitan Las 

Vegas area along the Washington Channel which is a major tributary to the Las 

Vegas Wash; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with State law, the Las Vegas City Council 

declares an emergency exists throughout said area; and 

WHEREAS, immediate action is required to repair damaged flood control 

facilities and streets which place life and property in jeopardy, and restore 

damaged, hazardous streets and roads to a safe condition; and 

WHEREAS, it is found that local resources are unable to cope with the 

effects of said emergency; and 

WHEREAS, the City desires to be included in any disaster funds which 

may be available through State and Federal assistance. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this resolution is based upon a 

finding of emergency; and 

IT'IS FURTHER DECLARED AND ORDERED that a copy of this resolution be 

forwarded to the Chairman of the Clark County Conznission requesting that the 

City of Las Vegas be included within the Clark County area of extreme peril. 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED THIS _1st day of August 1984. 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

ATTEST: 

Sandra R. LeBoeuf, Deputy OTty Clerk 

39 !! 

I I 
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MAYOR BRIARE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

Item J, in order to comply with our agenda rules, will be 
taken up at 2 o'clock this afternoon with respect to 
adding to the County's request for flood disaster funds. 

'That's correct. 

Two o'clock, Mrs. Hawley. 

PM SESSION - THIS MATTER BEGAN AT 2:25 P.M.  

MAYOR BRIARE: 	Mr. Hall, did you want to take up the flood project at 
this time? 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 	If you'd like, Your Honor. Yes, we're prepared to. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

<S4 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

Well, it is 2 o'clock and we're in compliance with the 
notification under the public meeting law, so why don't 
you go ahead and do it. 

Very good. This item, Your Honor, Item J, is discussion 
and possible action of inclusion of certain portions of the 
City of Las Vegas within the purview of the County's 
disaster area of flood disaster. On July 22nd, 27th and 
28th, the Las Vegas Valley had three very severe rainstorms 
which resulted in a lot of flooding in and around the City 
of Las Vegas which caused considerable damage to certain 
roads and drainage facilities belonging to the City. 
Primary damage was to the Washington Avenue area, to the 
Washington Avenue Channel west of Lamb Boulevard, channel 
erosion along the Las Vegas Wash, and the Railroad Channel 
near Oakey. Clark County has adopted a Resolution declaring 
certain areas of the County as areas of disaster. By 
adoption of the attached Resolution, the City of Las Vegas 
can join Clark County and benefit in any. disaster funds 
that become available through the County from State and 
Federal funds. The financial impact is to help us 
recuperate the tosts that it has cost the City of Las Vegas 
in repairing and cleaning up. It is the recommendation of 
the City Manager that the Council adopt the attached 
Resolution. 

Comments by the Council? 

I have a comment. 

Go ahead. 

You know, this Lamb Boulevard being one of the major 
arterial streets in the Las Vegas Valley and that Las 



COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 
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COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN 'LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

Vegas Wash just cuts right through it and then just a 
hundred feet or so south - of it, you have the Washington 
Channel going through it there, and I think that we're 
in a situation that we've got to get a span across there 
so that we'll stop having the flood problems and in this 
particular case the loss of lives that we had recently, 
even though granted that was -- 

Bob, we have been fighting with the State. The State has 
considered that to be one of their streets -- Lamb Boulevard. 
Ron and I have been meeting with the Governor and -- 

Well, I don't care whose street it is. We had two people 
die on it and you guys -- I know -- I've seen some of the 
comments you've made. You've tried a lot on that, and I 
think -- right now, I'D MOVE THAT THIS COUNCIL PETITION 
THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS TO ALLOCATE 1.5 MILLION 
DOLLARS OF ROAD AND FLOOD CONTROL BOND ISSUE FUNDS FOR 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO BRIDGES OVER THE WASH AREA THERE -- 
LAMB BOULEVARD AND WHERE IT INTERSECTS WITH THE VEGAS 
WASH AND WITH THE WASHINGTON CHANNEL. 

Where are they getting that money from? 

WelL.it's the flood bond issue: money that they've 
that's previously been approved, hasn't it? 

What was the question? 

The moneys that the County has on their flood bond issue. 

I think that's been well spent. 

don't think so. I think -- 

There might be some of that money. There was 32 Million 
Dollars allocated for flood control on the 56 Million 
Dollars on the Bond Issue. 

Yes, I know. 

And possibly the interest earned on that money is in a 
separate account that could be delegated for the use of 
those bridges that Councilman Nolen 's mentioning. 

Let's see what he's got to say. 

Yes. Mr. Donovan, I've asked him to come today and 
delineate or explain basically what happened  damage-wise 
and where we're at with the flood,control issue. 
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Well, can you answer his-question, Gene? 

Yes. There is a possibility that there will be some money 
that is not used on the street or the road bond issue and 
the flood control bond issue. In other words, some of the 
projects have come in for less money than we estimated in 
the beginning. Now, once those are tabulated, it's possible 
there will be enough money left to do these two bridges. 
What we're suggesting here -- I believe what Councilman Nolen 
is suggesting is that we ask the County to tabulate the bill 
as they anticipate it will be at this time and any moneys 
left over, allocated for these two bridges. 

COUNCILMAN 'LEVY: 

GENE DONOVAN: 

0056 

di' 	

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

GENE DONOVAN: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

GENE DONOVAN: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

GENE DONOVAN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

GENE DONOVAN: 

. COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

GENE DONOVAN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

I'LL AMEND MY MOTION TO REFLECT THAT THEN. 

Also, can you give us maybe an update. I understand that 
with this last flooding, the cutting that took place in the 
Wash and the Washington Channel is very serious, and what 
can be done besides concrete channels through there to 
handle that water, and if we have to go with the concrete, 
maybe now's the time to go out to a bond issue and work 
with the County and get this plan developed and get it 
approved so we can alleviate many of these problems that 
we're facing with the Wash. 

There is a Master Plan on the Washington Channel that's 
being prepared and I believe the preliminary estimated costs 
for putting that channel underground, which I think it 
should be, is about 14 Million Dollars. 

It's 14 and a Half. 

Fourteen and a Half Million Dollars. 

And that's just a rough estimate. 

Is this money that we're talking about -- is this to fix 
the repair or is this for the future? 

No, that would be to put the channel through. 

Not the 14 and a Half. I'm talking about -- 

Well, the money here that we've estimated -- 

-- what we're asking here today. 
• 

The money that's being suggested here is for the construction 
of two bridges 	' 

I heard that. I'm talking about the original item on the 
Agenda. That was not the original item. 
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GENE'DONOVAN: 

_ COUNCILMAN LEVY.: 

No, that was for the reconstruction of the facilities that 
have been damaged. They cannot be upgraded utilizing that 
money. We think there's about $400,000 damage. 

Well, if that is the case, can we talk about making a motion 
of that sort, George, what's being proposed here today? 
We're talking about -- I think what's on the Agenda is 
asking to request for monies to repair the work that was 
hurt by the storm. 

CIPLATTORNEY,OGILVIE: 	I think you're pretty well confined to what is on the Agenda. 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 	The Agenda Item is discussion and possible action of 
inclusion of certain portions of the City of Las Vegas 
within the purview of the County's designed area of flood 
disaster. I think that the Washington Drainage Ditch where 
it intersects with Lamb and the Las Vegas Wash where it 
intersects with Lamb is definitely a flood disaster area. 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: Excuse me, Councilman Nolen. You said, "the County's designed  
area of flood disaster. Did you really mean that? 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

Designated. I lost my head. 

I was just checking. 

Did you make a motion? 

Yes, I did make a motion. And I think the motion is in order 
in relationship to the agenda item. 

Comments? 

Exactly what is the motion? 

Restate your motion, would you, Councilman Nolen. 

I'd MAKE A MOTION THAT THE CITY COUNCIL PETITION THE BOARD 
OF COMMISSIONERS OF .CLARK COUNTY TO ALLOCATE ANY FUNDS 
THAT ARE AVAILABLE 	originally, I said 1.5 Million because 
that's probably the. estimated. cost. to do what we want to do, 
but I-WOULD AMEND THAT- TO:SAY ANY FUNDS THAT ARE AVAILABLE 
THROUGH THE FLOOD. CONTROL BOND ISSUE FUNDS FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF TWOBRIDGES ON LAMB BOULEVARD AT ITS 
INTERSECTION WITH THE LASNEGAS WASH AND AT ITS INTERSECTION 
WITH THE WASHINGTON CHANNEL. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: When you say -"available", are you talking about moneys that 
have not been assigned? 



COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 
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COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 	Moneys that perhaps have-been assigned but not expended 
because of bids coming in at less than anticipated or any 
other reason moneys would be available. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	Well, let me ask you. Isn't Angel Park our number one 
concern at this time? 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 	That has been. It's under construction. Phase One is 
completed. Phase Two and Phase Three is almost completed. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

And then we'll be through. 

We'll be through with that particular project, yes. 

That money has already been allocated on the Detention 
Basin. 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: I'll admit I missed the first part of this discussion, 
but there's something that bothers me here. We're talking 
about two items. We're talking about discussion and action 
on inclusion of certain portions of Las Vegas within the 
purview of the County's designated area of flood disaster 
in order to secure disaster relief funds. That doesn't 
have anything to do with what's left over from the bond 
issue money. That's where the question comes of whether 
that's a valid motion at this time. 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 	It's part of the flood problem. Washington Avenue and 
Lamb and the Las Vegas Wash and Lamb are part of the flood 
problem and that's on the agenda and that's what we're 
discussing. 

No, that's not on the agenda. I'm sorry, but it isn't on 
the agenda. 

Within the purview of the County's designated area of 
flood disaster. 

• 
Yes. 

And you're saying there wasn't a flood disaster at the Las 
Vegas Wash and Lamb Boulevard? 

We're talking about federal funds. 

No, I didn't say that. We're talking about Federal 
Disaster Relief Funds, not -- it *doesn't have one thing 
to do with what's already been allocated for flood 
control. That wai through a bond issue that passed a 
year ago, or whatever it was. 
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MAYOR BRIARE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

Let me see if I can state what is on the agenda. The matter 
that was held over from this morning because of the late 
notice and we had to hold off until two o'clock is now 
before us. It's Item J on Council's Page 13. The backup 
material that goes with Page 13 from the City Manager states 
in paragraph two, "The County of Clark has adopted a 
Resolution declaring certain areas in the County as areas 
of disaster. By adoption of the attached Resolution," which 
we're discussing right now, "The City of Las Vegas can join 
the County of Clark and benefit in any disaster funds that 
become available to the County , from State and/or Federal 
Funds." I take this to mean that the adoption the other day 
at a special meeting, I believe it was, in order to place 
on the Governor's desk a declaration of emergency included 
certain areas of the County. "We by this Resolution are 
expanding upon that and requesting the County include that 
in the emergency message. " 

In our conversation with the County, Your Honor, they've 
indicated that we are probably under that Resolution 
presently, but they asked us to come back to this Council 
and specifically identify those areas that we feel to be 
disaster areas. I've delineated those to include 
Washington Avenue which has been undermined considerably 
by the underwashing along the channel, the channel itself. 
west of Lamb Boulevard, the channel erosion along the Las 
Vegas Wash, which is along some of the mobile home parks 
in that area, and the railroad channel near Oakey. 
All of those need some attention by the City and it will 
cost us a Million, Million and a Half Dollars, to put those 
back in the same condition they were prior to the flood. 

I think that's what Councilman Nolen is trying to do. He's 
trying to add to the Resolution that we have to include 
those two areas. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	No. No, he isn't. 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: No. 

MAYOR, BRIARE:. 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

'Oink I know where you're coming from, Paul, and I think 
' Councilman Nolen- .- you didn't intend to get into the 
flood control program at the County? You want to get in 
on this emergency aid? 

That's correct. 

But not going to the bond money? 

No, we're not going to the bond money. 
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I don't care where it comes from as long as we get the money 
to get the problem fixed. 

And we have to repay that money. 

It's got to come from the taxpayers no matter where it comes 
from. It's taxpayers dollars whether we have to repay it, 
whether it's come out of a bond issue or whatever. It's 
taxpayers dollars and somewhere along the line the tax payer 
pays it, but I feel that -- you know, Bonanza Road also had 
problems. The Wastewater Treatment Plant also had problems. 
I think all of these ought to be included in what we're 
asking for from the State and in support of the County's 
Resolution. 

But if we're able to get this Angel Park situation finished, 
we'll probably be able to save all the area. 

That's not true. 

Well, I'm not sure about that. You know, the detention 
basin over in North Las Vegas, because that's there, Lamb 
Boulevard had to be closed an additional day because of 
the design of the detention basin requires that the flood 
waters receed slowly out of the detention basic; therefore, 
Lamb Boulevard was closed for an extra day because of that. 

Well, Your Honor, the problem I have with this and the 
reason I raise the issue is because I was under the 
tmpression this was for disaster relief and that was the 
end of it. If I had known we were going to reestablish 
a priority list for all the flood control in the Valley, 
then I would have wanted to include some areas in my 
district, and I don't have the backup and the research to 
name the roads and streets, so I don't know which bridges 
are washed out, Which roads are out or anything else. 
And if we're going to include a whole reallocation of the 
priorities of the flood control system, then I think we're 
going to have to hold it off until we get a chance to look 
at it. 

You're very capable, Councilman Nolen, of speaking for yourself. 
I don't want to speak for you, but I don't think you intended 
to add on, you know, things that are under a long range 
plans for flood control in the emergency measure that the 
Governor requested local governments to give to him. It's 
just that only the County can declare that state of emergency 
which they did and now we're going to try to get these into 
that state of emergency, and if it's not eligible -- if 
Councilman Nolen's plans or suggestions are not eligible 
for those funds, then they won't be included. If they are 
eligible, then why not include them. 
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CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

I might indicate that I've had Gene Donovan meet with 
the Public Works Director of the County. We've already 
talked about the bridges that Councilman Nolen has mentioned, 
either with Federal Disaster money or without, and they've 
indicated a willingness to work with us in trying to 
accomplish that particular task because it is a very 
significantly impacted area with flooding everytime it 
floods. 

And what have you done about Oakey and Industrial then? 
That happens to be in my area. I mean, that's a very 
important problem right now that we're having there. 

I indicated that the railroad channel on Oakey was one of 
those areas. It's in the backup. 

We almost lost some people there. 

I'm just indicating to you to bifurcate the question that 
the one you're on today is for flood disaster through the 
Federal Disaster Agency. The other issues we're also 
addressing, or attempting to address with the County in 
light of our present financial status with the moneys left 
over in the road and flood control issue. 

Are we attaching a list of the amounts of money that we had 
to expend to take care of the flood with this Resolution of 
that money that we would like to get reimbursed from? 

Yes. Mr. Donovan is preparing that, finalizing that, with 
all of his people and we will attach to that to go to the 
County. 

Does this conversation clarify the motion in everybody's 
mind as to what we're voting on? 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: It's clarified in mine and that's the problem I have with 
it. It's too clear to me. We have in essence two items 
here that we're considering under one agenda item and one 
of them doesn't relate to it, and I have a problem with 
that. I'm certainly in favor of including our areas in the 
Disaster Relief Program, but I'm not in favor of using that 
as a vehicle to rearrange the priorities for any money 
that's left over from the flood control bond issue and the 
street bond issue to put it in one particular district when 
we all haven't had a shot at that same privilege. That's 
where I have my problem. 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	Well, you can't take that money. That item would have to 
come up before the Regional Transportation Commission. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST I, 1984 

0062 
TRANSCRIPT - LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
IV(a)-J -- DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION OF INCLUSION OF CERTAIN PORTIONS 
OF THE CLV WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE COUNTY'S DESIGNATED AREA OF FLOOD 
DISASTER 	 Page 9 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: Then why do we take it up here? That's exactly my point. 
Why belabor the point here of something that can't be 
considered? 

Any money that's left over from the bond issue is going 
to have to come before Regional Streets and Highways, 
which then we'll take up your concerns and we'll make 
that possibily a -,priority after we go to the Technical 
Committee and let them review it. 

• COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: .  It may not be necessary if it fits within the Federal 
monies available. It may not be necessary to go to 
Regional Streets. All I'm saying is I wish to include 
that. 

It's a Resolution. 

I don't see it in the Resolution; I don't see it in the 
backup on the agenda -- those particular streets. If we 
were going to start into a program of looking around and 
picking out the favorite streets and bridges and so forth 
we've got in the various districts, I think we've got to 
look at what's good for the total community, not what's 
good for just one district. Flood control is a major issue 
of the whole community, not just the bridges in my district 
or your district. That's where I have a problem with the 
motion. 

I think basically we represent the whole City of Las Vegas. 
I don't think we're looking at districts. I think this 
area gets flooded no matter how small the rain is or how 
large, and you can't go to almost any other area in the City 
and find the same problem. 

I can show you about ten if you want to ride around with 
me Saturday. 

I ride around every time it rains. What I'm saying is 
on the agenda item it says "the County's designated area 
of flood disaster" -- "within the purview of the County's 
designated area of flood disaster. 	This was a flood 
disaster. We lost two lives at that location. Maybe by 
ignorance, but we still lost them. 

Well, we have a Resolution before us, gentlemen. 

I MAKE A MOTION WE ADOPT THE RESOLUTION AND INSTRUCT STAFF 
TO PROCEED WITH WHATEVER PLANS ARE NECESSARY TO SEE IF WE 
CAN'T GET SOME OF THESE PROBLEM AREAS, AND ALL OF THEM 
INCLUDING THOSE THAT ARE THE CONCERN OF COUNCILMAN 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: Well, if that's included in the agenda item, then I don't 
see the names of it here; 
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MAYOR BRIARE: 
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CHRISTENSEN INCLUDED IN THE FEDERAL. AND/OR STATE MONIES 
THAT ARE AVAILABLE. 	' 

Well, I think that's repetitive of what it says in the 
Resolution, Councilman Nolen. If your motion is adopt 
this Resolution, then I would ask if there is any Council 
member that has a question on this particular Resolution 
we have typed up in front of us, and the important clause 
in my opinion is the last Whereas on Line 18 -- "Whereas, 
the City desires to be included in any disaster funds 
which may be available through State and Federal assistance." 
The rest of the whereas, I don't know -- 

I have no problem with that kind of a motion. 

Now, if there's another motion to come about as a result of 
the matter that's before us, we can argue it at that time 
as to whether it's properly on the agenda or not, but in 
order to move it along, if this is Councilman Nolen's motion 
to adopt this Resolution, then we can proceed. 

That was the motion. 

Is it, Councilman Nolen? Is that your motion? 

That's what it was. 

Okay. I think everybody's clear that the paper I hold in 
my hand is what we're voting on. Okay? Questions or 
comments? (No response.) Cast your votes. Post. The 
motion's APPROVED; the Resolution is ADOPTED. 

(VOTE: UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY FULL COUNCIL.) 

Now, while we are on this Agenda item, Mr. Hall, that you 
brought up and we had to hold over until two o'clock this 
afternoon, there are some things that I think are important 
that could be brought up, and not in order to take action 
today, but in order to give some direction because this is 
Our first meeting where we are properly established and we 
can legally discuss things that we might want on our agenda 
at the next meeting without taking any particular action. 
I'm distressed that there's not enough knowledge amongst 
the people of the City of Las Vegas in my opinion that knows 
how much the City has done with respect to flood control and 
I wish that maybe you might compile a history dating back 
to -- maybe I might have some help from my fellow members -- 
as to what the City has appropriated out of its general fund 
and out of it's normal budget year -- what activities the 
City has been involved in with respect to flood control. 
We have been rejected from time to time on votes that have 
gone before the general public, but nevertheless, acting 
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MAYOR BRIARE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

in the responsible manner that we try to do, we have under-
taken some flood control projects. So that being the case, 
I think what we might do is have an inventory of those 
things that are outstanding flood hazards within the City 
of Las Vegas. Of course, we have to look at outside because 
that's where the water comes from is outside the City limits 
into the City limits. But can you do that with your 
Engineering Department and so forth? 

Yes, Your Honor. We'll have it prepared for next Council 
meeting. 

I think it's important that the people know how much money 
the City has expended over the years in a meager effort to 
try to do something to combat the flood waters that come 
every time it rains. But for the notion to come forth that 
we have all been sitting on our hands is very unfair, and 
I would like to be able to least disseminate that 
information if we can. And while you're doing it. then 
we're going to address Councilman Nolen's other interests, 
and Councilman Christensen, Councilman Levy and Councilman 
Lurie, and mine -- these are all my districts. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	Yes. 

CITY MANAGER HALL: I might also state that the City of Las Vegas as a public 
entity has cooperated with the County of Clark who has the 
overall flood control responsibility, for -- 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 BY State law they are the overall responsible -- 

CITY MANAGER HALL: For the County to help and assist and work with them. In 
fact, we have spent some of our own money to adequately 
Prepare for the flood measures that we have prepared up 
until this Point in time. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Further comments? Anything else at this particular time 
on this subject? 

(END OF DISCUSSION ON THIS 

/ch 
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Levy - 
APPROVED Items I 
thru 3. 
Unanimous 
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ITEM Council Action 	Department Action 

IV. (Li) DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND COMPUTER 
SERVICES: 	' 

. 	MARVIN A,. LEAVITT, CPA, DIRECTOR  

All matters listed under:Item A:are. considered 
be routine by the City Council and maybe 

enacted by one motion. However, any items may 
be discussed if a Council member or citizen to 
requests..  

— 1051 A. 	SERVICE AND MATERIAL WARRANTS/PAYROLL ,  
WARRANTS/OTHER WARRANTS AND INVESTMENTS  

1. Service and Material Warrants 
In the amount of $4,255,370.94 

. Payroll Warrants 
In the amount of S7584 808,59 

.-Other Warrants and: Investments 
In theamount of $26310.90 • 



Total payroll S 758,808.59 

TOTAL NET AMOUNT  	a80,490.43  

APPROVED; SI :TOR OF fINAN,CiAL ACER 

I hereb% certify that I have audited the above warrants: 
and aporove same for payment as being in compliance with all appii best of my knowleldge and belief. 

Cr- A., ;"c,: 	. 

oac anc tne City Tr 
1984   , The Boar:. of City Commiskners ordered the above v.arrants 

to disperse the warrants as presented. 

AMT S 758,808.59 otscelynoN PP/E  July 14, 1984 49706 	r., 151225  

/".• 

"+"-- 
CITY CLERK 
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Warrant Register Summaries Recap 

SERVICE & MATERIAL WARRANTS AND OTHER WARRANTS 
0066 

Ara $ F9(18060  
62176462  
C7t1R749  
(42naGsd 	G208855  
c9nARS7 	8208862  
APtIRR63  
CWIAR64  

at491719166  
rronnnl  

	

(20.00) 	cmcorticsk  

	

(1,500.00) 	Void  
' 	(56.00) 	Void  

	

127458.81 	-Service & Materiels  

	

806,360.51. 	Service - A - Materiels..  

	

66,310.90 	Corporate Bonds  

	

130,856i5 	Service & Materials  

	

3,192,271,37 	service & Materials 

	

200,000.00 	_ 	Bank Transfer  

Total Senice & Material $ 4-255-370-94 

Total Other S 266,310.90  

PAYROLL WARRANTS 



POSITION(S)  

Electrical 
Inspector 

Planning 
Assistant 

Detention 
Specialist 

Stenographer 
(2) 	. 

Lurie - 
APPROVED as recom-
mended Items A & B. 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed. 

AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND 
- CONTRACTS FOR SPECIAL INSPECTORS  

B. APPROVED 
See Above 

See Above 
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ITEM Council Action Department Action 

- 1051 

IV. 	(t) DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL & 
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 

JAN TAIT, DIRECTOR .  

A. 	AUTHORIZATION TO FILL 
' 	POSITIONS. (CRITICAL HIRES)  

I. BUDGETED VACANT POSITIONS TO BE FILLED: 

MONTHLY 
DEPARTMENT 	RANGE 	FUNDING  

Building & 	$1,845- 	City 
Safety 	2,242 

Community 	$1,477- 	City 
Planning & 	1,795 
Development 

Detention & 	$1,504- 	City 
Correctional 	1,965 
Services 

Economic 	$1,274- 	Grant 
& Urban 	1,548 
Development 

Secretary, 

Management 
Analyst I 

Economic 
& Urban 
Development 

Parks, 
Recreation 
& Senior 
Citizen 
Activities 

$1,406- 	City 
1,709 

$1,542- 	 City 
1,963 

'ROVED AGENDA 

.4) root 
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11):- 	 1 FROM: 	 DAN PILKINGTON 
The City Council ACTING DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

Appointive 
Classified 
Contract , 
Elective 
,Hourly , 

Total 

CsV COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 ei ti4, 404  

AGENDA  DOCUMENTATION 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF 'PERSONNEL & EMPLOYEE RELATIONS -'AUTHORIZATION TO FILL POSITIONS 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

Of the 1,608 positions in the City's 1984-85 Fiscal Budget, 8.6% (139 positions) 
are currently vacant. 

The staff is recommending the filling of seven (7) critical positions at this time. 

The chart below gives you a summary of our current staffing, as well as showing 
the seven (7) requests to fill positions. 

STAFFING SUMMARY 

FISCAL IMPACT  

The seven vacant and budgeted positions shown above are included in the City's 
approved fiscal year '84-86 budget. There are no Additional min-budgeted expenses 
associated with these positions'. , 

The total dollar savings realized through vacancies thus far in fiscal year 
1984-'85 is $80,739. If the positions tkat are currently vacant were to remain 
vacant for the remainder of the fiscal' year 1984-'85, the estiMated total 
savings for the year would be $1,481,990. 

RECOMMENDATION  

Staff recommends the filling of the seven , (7)positions indicated above. 

RECOMMENOEO 
Tait, pi rector 

ersonnel A Employee Relations 

Agenda Item 

IV. 	(c) A. 

CURRENT STAFFING •:. 	 REQUESTS TO BE FILLED 
, 	. 

FILL 
AUTHORIZED 	NUMBER OF EXISTING 	FILL NEW 	TOTAL 
POSITIONS 	EMPLOYEES 	VACANCIES . 	, VACANCIES 	POSITIONS 	REQUESTED  

	

154 	 142 	 12 	 1 	 0 	 1 

	

1136 	1081 	 55 	 6 	 o 	 6 

	

17 	 13 	 4. 	 0 	0 	 0 

	

9 	 9. 	. 	. 	. 	0 	 o 	0 	 0 
o 	o 	0 

	

68 	_ 

	

292 	 224 	_ 

	

1608 	1469 . 	139 	 7 	 o 	 7 

1 
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TO: FROM: 
DAN PILKINGTON 
ACTING DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

The City Council 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

SUBJECT: RENEWAL OF SPECIAL INSPECTOR AGREEMENTS 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

The City's annual Special Inspector contracts, which provide for fully-reimbursed  
Special Inspectors on private construction projects, expire July 31, 1984. These 
Inspectors are essential to assuring compliance of private construction with City 
and State building codes and regulations. 

Pursuant to existing agreements with the private companies who reimburse the costs 
of the Special Inspectors, the renewal agreements have been modified to run for 
another year and to reflect the same salary increase as was granted regular City 
employees. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None. All costs for salary and fringe benefits are fully reimbursed by the companies 
served by the Special Inspectors. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

Staff recommends approval of the five (5) Special Inspector contracts. 

RECOMMENDED _9Z244—.44246:1' 
TlifttIlWector 

ersonnel & Employee Relations 

Agenda Item 

IV(c) B 



DEPARTMENT  

Ruilding A Safety 

Rusiness Activity 

EMPLOYMENT 
CATEGORY • 

Hourly 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Appointive 
Contract 
Classified/CEA 

Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Hourly 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Hourly 

City Manager 

Community Planning A Development 

0070 

VACANCY REPORT/STAFFING SUMMARY  
July 24, 1984 

POSITION 

Construction Coordinator II 
Electrical Inspector (2) 
Fire Protection Engineer 

' Project Management Coordinator 	' 
Puhlic Works Inspector (2) • 
Duality Control •ngineer 
Special Inspector (3) 
Senior Mechanical /Plumbing Inspector 

Auditor I 
Office Assistant 
Parking Garage Assistant (6) 
Parking Garage Attendant (7) 
Senior Parking Garage Attendant (5) 
Utility Worker I (2) 

City Attorney 

Design A Development 

Chief Civil Deputy City Attorney 
Legal Secretary 

Office Assistant 

Deputy Director, Community Planning 
A Development 

Chief, Engineering Design 
Civil Engineer II 

• Deputy Director, Design A Development 
Engineering Designer 
Engineering Technician 	. 
Improvement District Coordinator 
Management Analyst II 
Parking Enforcement Officer (2) 
Sr. Right of Way Agent 

Appointive 
Classified/CEA 

Classified/CEA 

Appointive 

Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 

Detention A Correctional Services 

Economic & Urban Development 

Fire Services 

General Services 

municipal Court 

Detention Specialist 

Secretary I (2) 

Communications Specialist 
Fire Equipment Mechanic 

Automotive Mechanic 
Sr. Reproduction Equipment Operator 

Chief Court Marshal 
Court Counselor II (2) 
Junior Office Assistant (4) 
Office Assistant 
Sr. Municipal Court Marshal 
Traffic School Coordinator 
Warrant Collection Officer 

Classified/PPA 

Classified/CEA 

Classified/Fire 
Classified/Fire 

Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 

Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/PPA 
Contract 
Classified/CEA 
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DEPARTMENT  • 

Parks, Becreationl.Sr..-Citizen 
Activities 

Public Services. 

CURRENT STAFFING • 	 REQUESTS TO BE FILLED 
, 	  

FILL 
AUTHORIZED 	mumBER OF 	 EXISTING 	FILL NEW ' 	TOTAL 
POSITIONS 	' EMPLOYEES, 	.VACANCIES 	VACANCIES: 	POSITIONS 	REQUESTED  
- 	_  

	

154 	142 	12 	 1 	0 	-- 	1 

	

1136 	1081 	55 	 6 	0 	 6 

	

17 	 13 - 	4 	 0 :. 	0 	 0 

	

9 	 9 	0 	 0 	- 0 	 0 
' 	292 	224 	6Er 	 0 	0 	 0 

	

• 1808 	1469 	139  .,, 	0 	 7 
- 

Appointive 
Classified 
Contract . 
Elective. 
Hourly 

Total 
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POSMIXI 

Adaptive. Senior Recreation Leader 
.C.PmMunitY'tenter - Supervisor 
'CUlfural - Center-SuperOsor 
Grounds. Crew Leader 
Instructor 
Lifeguard::: 	• .. 
Mainteriande'Laborer - 
Management Analyst 1 
Recreation Assistant (4) 
RecreitiohlnttructOr (6) 
Recreation Leader (2) 
Senior Citizens Aide 1 
Senior. Citizens Aide 
'Senior Citizens AssiStentT 
-Senior Citizens Attistant II (4) 
Senior Citizens Instructor (12) 
Senior Recreation ASSistent. (6) 
Senior Recreation Instructor (7) 
Special Activities Assistant •(4) 
Specialty: Recreation Instructor (4) 
Utility Worker I• (2) • 
Utility Worker 11 (5) 

Chief., Streets Division 
ElectricaT'TradesHelper 
Field Operationt Engineer .  
'KennWAttendant 
Light Equi. pment Operator  , 
Maintenance Mechanic' 
:Volunteer Coordinator 

EMPLOYMENT 
CATEGORY 

Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Classified/CEA 
Appointive 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Classified/CEA 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 
Hourly 

Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Appointive 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Classified/CEA 
Hourly 

STAFFING .SUMMARY 
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for " 
PROFESSIONE SERVICES  

1 . - - 

SPECIAL INSPECTOR  

This Agreement is made and entered into this 	1st 	day of 

August 	 , 1984, by and between the CITY Of LAS VEGAS,• 

a municipal corporation of the State of Nevada (hereinafter referred to as 

"CITY"), and 	JOHN F. HARRIS 	, a private citizen 

(hereinafter referred to as 	"HARRIS" 	- 	), for the perfor- 

mance of Professional.services'as erSpecial Inspector for the CITY. 

SECTION 1  

DUTIES 	• 

• . The duties of 	HARRIS 	shall .  be  to perform on-site 	• 

inspections as•reqUired by 'Section 306 of the Uniform Building Code and the 

	

ordinances of the CITY. 		. 	HARRIS 	. 	will be assigned work hours 

and specific projects by the Director of CITY's .Department of Building and 

Safety.' .  

SECTION 2  

DURATION  

The duties enumerated above shall commence on August 1, 1984  , 

and shall continue until June 30, 1985 	, unless terminated earlier 

or 'extended thereafter as provided herein. 

' SECTION 3  

TERMS 

1. HARRIS— 	is an independent contractor with CITY 

and shall he paid at the hourly rate of 514.47 	per hour actually worked 

by 	:HARRIS . 	HARRIS 	shall receive the same percen- 

tage annual salary increase allowed for regular employees of CITY. 

2. During the course of this contract, 	HARRIS 	• 

may he required to work more than 40 hours per week, according to the work 

load. Hours worked in excess of an hours per week shall he paid at a rate 

00Val to one and one-half - times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above-. 
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Any work required by CITY on legal holidays shall be paid at a rate equal to two 

and one-half times the hourly rate  set forth in Paragraph 1 above. Legal holi-

days shall he those identified in Paragraph ,4 below. The specific daily hours 

on duty shall be set by the 0ireCtor of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

3. Under this contract, CITY will provide 	HARRIS 	with 

coverage by the Nevadiladustrial Insurance System for job-related injuries and 

diseases. 

4. HARRIS 	shall he entitled to the following benefits: 

Employee coverage under CITY's group insurance plan; participation in the 

Public Employees Retirement System of the State of Nevada if this contract is 

in effect for an excess of 120 calendar days (pursuant to MRS 286.421) and time 

Off with pay calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 above for the following 

holidays: 

. New Year's Day 	 ' 	. Labor Day 

• Martin Luther King's Birthday 	Nevada Day 

• Washington's Birthday 	 Veterans Do 

Memorial Day 	 Thanksgiving Day 

• Independence Day 	 Christmas Day 

If any of the above holidays fall on Sunday, the following Monday 

Shall he considered as the legal holiday. If Any of the above 'holidays fall 

on Saturday, the preceding .Friday shall be considered as the legal holiday. 

koins 	, in Order to be entitled to be paid for work performed 

on a legal holiday at Provided above, shall he on full pay status on his . 

scheduled - Work - day imMediately preceding .and'imMediately following such holi-

day. - 

agrees to reimburse CITY for the cost of 

criVerage under mrs. grnopAntUrance plan during periods of leave without pay. 

5. 	- HARRIS -  ; 	herein agrees to.apply all time compensated 

hy CITY to tasks specified hy CITY. 

invest AO any Outside employment venture or transaction which is incompatible 

with the proper discharge of his official duties 'hereunder, which might create 

;. HARRIS . 

HARRIS 	shall not engage or 

-2- 
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a conflict of interest with the performance of his assigned tasks for CITY or 

which could or might tend to impair his or CITY's efficiency or independence 

of judgment in the performance of official duties. 

HARRIS 	hereby agrees to disclose any existing outside 

employment venture and agrees to secure prior approval of the City Manager for 

any ventures undertaken subsequent to the execution of this Agreement. The 

existence of any compromising relationship, whether entered into prior to or 

after the signing of this Agreement, shall constitute grounds for termination o 

this Agreement. 

6. 	HARRIS 	agrees that he will render the services 

called for herein to the best of his ability. 

SECTION 4 

MODIFICATION AND RENEWAL  

This Agreement may be modified by mutual written consent of the 

parties. This Agreement, and all of the terms herein, may be extended beyond 

the herein-stated termination date upon written consent of both parties. 

SECTION 5  

STATUS 

CITY hut is an independent contractor. CITY will withhold federal income takes 

from his  pay, and 	• HARRIS_ 	.  agrees that  he  shall be solely respon- 

sible for any other federal takes and Social Security payments for which he may 

he liable. 

SECTION 6  

TERMINATION  

• 	Any breach of this Agreement may constitute grounds for terminaticn 

by either party within three calendar days after written notice of said breach 

and notice of termination has been served on the breaching party. Additionally, 

the Agreement may he terminated' by either party upon two weeks written notice t 

the other party. 

-3- 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement 

the day and .year first above written 

ATTEST: 	 . 	 CITY OF LAS VEGAS_ 
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AGREEMENT 

PROFESS IOW SERVICES  

SPECIAL INSPECTOR  

• . This Agreement is made and entered into this 	1st 	day of 

August 	1984, by and between the CITY OF LAS VEGAS, 

a municipal corporation of the State of Nevada (hereinafter referred to as 

"CITY"), and 	.wAunutTAMRAW 	a private citizen 

:(hereinafter referred to as 	%CRAW" 	), for the perfor- 

mance of professional services as a Special Inspector for the CITY. 

SECTION 1  

DUTIES 

• The duties of 	GAORAW 	shall he to perform on-site 

inspections as required by Section 306 of the Uniform Ruilding Code and the 

ordinances of the CITY. 	.GAnRAw  

and specific projects by the.Director of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

SECTION.  2. 

• . OURATION  

The duties enumerated above shall commence on 

and shall continue until 	. June 30, ,  1985 	, unless terminated earlier 

or extended thereafter as provided herein. 

SECTION 3 	. 

TERMS 

1. 	GADRAW 	is an independent contractor with CITY 

and shall he paid At the hourly rate of 514.47 

hy 	GA0RAw 	GADRAW  

tage annual salary increase allowed for regular employees of CITY. 

-2. During the course of this contract,  GADBAW  

may he required to work more than an hours per week, according to the work 

load. Hours worked in excess of 40 hours per week shall he paid at a rate 

equal to one.and one-half times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph I above. 

will he assigned work hours 

August 1, 1984 , 
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Any work required by CITY on legal holidays shall be paid at a rate equal to two 

and one-half times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above. Legal holi-

days shall he those identified in Paragraph 4 below. The specific daily hours 

on duty shall be set by the Director of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

3. Under this contract, CITY will provide 	GABBAW 	with 

coverage by the Nevada Industrial Insurance System for job-related injuries and 

diseases. 

al„ 	GADBAN 	shall be entitled to the following benefits: 

Employee coverage under CITY's group insurance plan; participation in the 

Public Employees Retirement System of the State of Nevada if this contract is 

in effect for an excess of 120 calendar days (pursuant to NRS 286.421) and time 

off with pay calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 above for the following 

holidays: 

New Year's Day 	 Labor nay 

Martin Luther King's Birthday 	Nevada Day 

Washington's Birthday 	 Veterans Day 

Memorial Day 	 Thanksgiving Day 

Independence Day 	 Christmas Day 

If any of the above holidays fall on Sunday, the following Monday 

shall he considered as the legal holiday. If any of the above holidays fall 

on Saturday, the preceding Friday shall he considered as the legal holiday. 

(*MAW 	, in order to be entitled to be paid for work performed 

on a legal holiday as provided above, shall be on full pay status on his 

scheduled work day immediately preceding and immediately following such holi-

day. 

:GAMOW 	agrees to reimburse CITY for the cost of 

overage under CITY's .group insurance plan during periods of leave Without pay. 

herein agrees to 'apply all time compensated 

by CITY to tasks specified by CITY. 	MAAW 	shall not engage or 

invest in any outside employment venture or transaction which is incompatible 

With the proper discharge of his official duties hereunder, which might create 

t. 	AABRAw 

-2- 
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a conflict of Interest with the performance Of his assigned tasks for CITY or 

which could or might tend to impair his or CITY's efficiency or independence 

of judgment in the performance of official duties. 

GADBAW 	hereby agrees Wdisclose any existing outside 

employment venture and agrees to Secure prior approval •of the City Manager for 

any ventures undertaken subsequent to the exetUtion of this Agreement. The 

existence of any compromising relationship, whether entered into prior to or 

after the signing, of this Agreement, shall constitute grounds for termination of 

this Agreement. 

6. 	GADRAW 	agrees that he will render the services 

called for herein to the best of his ability. 

SECTION 4 

MODIFICATION AND RENEWAL  

'.This Agreement may be modified by mutual written consent of the 

parties. This Agreement, and all of the Urea herein, may be extended beyond 

the herein-stated termination date upon written consent of both parties. 

SECTION 5  

STATUS 

The parties hereby agree that 	GAORAW 	As not an employee of 

CITY hut is an independent contractor. . CITY will withheld federal income taxes 

from his pay, and 	GADRAW 	agrees that he shall be solely resPen- 

sible for any other federal taxes and Social Security payments for which he may 

he liable. 

SECTION 6' 

TERMINATION  

Any breach of this AgreementAmy constitute grounds for termination 

by either party within three calendar dais after written notice of said breach 

and notice of termination has been served on the, breaching party. Additionally, 

the Agreement may he terminated by either party upon two weeks written notice to 

the other party. 

OOOOOO 0006 

-3- 
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, 	IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement 

the day and year first above written 

ATTEST: CITY OF LAS VE .GAS 

-4- 
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AGREEMENT
•  for -  

PROFESSiceor SERIRCES  

• SPECIAL INSPECTOR  

This Agreement is made and entered, Into this 	1st 	day of 

• August 	19B4, by and 'between the CITY OF LAS VEGAS, 

a municipal corporation of the State of Nevada (hereinafter referred to as 

'TITY!). and 	ROGER B. CORD 	 , a Private citizen 

(hereinafter referred to as 	. 	"FORD" . 	), for the perfor- 

mance of professional services as 4 Special inspector for the CITY. 

SECTION 1  

DUTIES 

• The duties of 	FORD 	shall be to perform on-site 

inspections as required by Section 306 of the Uniform Building Code and the 

Ordinances of the CITY. 	FORD 	will he assigned work hours. 

and specific projects by the Director of .CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

SECTION 2  

DURATION 

The duties enumerated above shall commence on  August 1, 1984  , 

and shall continue until . • June 30, 19B5- • Unless terminated earlier 

or extended thereafter as provided herein. 

SECTION 3  

• TERMS 	 • 

1. • FORD 	• 	is an independent contractor with CITY 

and shall he paid at the hourly rate Of 514.47 	per hour actually worked 

by 	FoRp 	 FORD_ 	shall receive the same percen- 

tage annual'silary increase allowed for regular ehpinyees of CITY. 

2. During the Course of this contract,  ' FORD  

1,1 .), he required to work more than an hours per week, according to the work 

lnAH. Hours worked in excess of 40 hours per week shall he paid at a rate 

equal to one and one.;half.times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above. 

- 
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Any work required by CITY on legal holidays shall he paid at a rate equal to two 

and one-half times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above. Legal holi-

days shall he those identified in Paragraph 4 below. The specific daily hours 

on duty shall he set by the Director of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

3. Under this contract, CITY will provide 	FORD 	with 

coverageby . the Nevada Industrial Insurance System for job-related injuries and 

diseases. 

4. 	FORD 	shall be entitled to the following benefits: 

Employee coverage under CITY's group insurance plan; participation in the 

Public Employees Retirement System of the State of Nevada if this contract is 

in effect for an excess of 120 calendar days (pursuant to NRS 286.421) and time 

off with pay calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 above for the following 

holidays: 

• Nftes Year's Day 	 Labor Day 

Martin Luther King's Birthday 	Nevada Day 

Washington's Birthday 	 Veterans Day 

Memorial Day 	 Thanksgiving Day 

Independence flay 	 Christmas Day 

If any of the above holidays fall on Sunday, the following Monday 

shall be considered as the legal holiday. If any of the above holidays fall 

on Saturday, the preceding Friday shall he considered as the legal holiday. 

FORD 	, in order to he entitled to he paid for work performed 

on a legal holiday as provided above, shall be on full pay status on his 

scheduled work day immediately preceding and immediately following such holi-

day. 

FORD 	agrees to reimburse CITY for the cost of 

overage under CITY's'group . insurance plan during periods of leave without pay. 

-2- 
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a conflict of interest with the performance of his assigned tasks for CITY or 

Which could or might tend to impair his or CITY's efficiency or independence 

of judgment in the performance of official duties. 

FORD 	hereby Weis to disclose any existing outside 

employment venture and agrees to secure prior approval of the City Manager•for 

any ventures Undertakensubseguentto the execution of this Agreement.' The 

existence of any coMPromising relationshi0..whether  entered into prior to or 

after the signing of this Agreement, shall constitute grounds for termination of 

this. Agreement. 

6. 	FORD 	agrees that he will render the services 

called for herein to the best of his Ability. 

SECTION 4  

MODIFICATION AND RENEWAL  

This Agreement may be modified by Mutual written consent of the 

parties. This Agreement, and all of the terms herein, may be extended beyond 

the herein-stated termination date upon written consent of, both  

SECTION 5  

STATUS  • 

, 	The parties hereby agree that 	FORD 	is not an eMployee of 

CITY hut is an independent contractor. CITY will withhold federal income taxes 

from . hisfay„ and  . 	FORD 	agrees that he shall he solely respon- 

sible for any other federal taxes and Social Security payments for which he may 

he liable. 

SECTION 6  

TERMINATION  • 

Any, breach of this Agreement may constitute' grounds for termination 

by either party within three calendar days after written notice of said breach 

and notice of termination has been served on:the breaching party. Additionally, 

the Agreement may he terminated by either party upon two weeks written notice to 

the other party. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement 

the day and year first above written 

ATTFST: 
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1473‘" 	 AGREEMENT 
for 

PROFESSIONNE SERVICES.  

SPECIAL: INSPECTOR 

This Agreement is made and entered into this 	1st 	day of 

	

August 	 , 1984, by and between the CITY OF LAS VEGAS, 

a municipal corporation of the State of Nevada (hereinafter referred to as 

	

"CITY"), and 	KARL NIESCHALK 	 , a private citizen 

(hereinafter referred to as 	uNIESCHALK ' 	 ), for the perfor- 

mance of professional services as a Special Inspector for the CITY. 

SECTION 1  

DUTIES 

The duties of 	NIESCHALk 	shall be to perform on-site 

Inspections as required by Section 306 of the Uniform Building Code and the 

ordinances of the CITY. 	NIESCHALK. 	will be assigned work hours 

and specific projects by the Director of CrTY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

.SECTION 2  

DURATION 

The duties enumerated above Shall commence .on 

and Shall continue until 	June 10, 1985 	, unless terminated .earlier , 	, 
or extended thereafter as provided herein. 

SECTION 3  

TERMS 

1. 	NIESCHALK 	is an independent contractor with CITY 

nd shall he paid at 'thehourly rate of 5111.47 

hy 	NIESCHALK 	..  • 	NIESCHALK 	shall receive the same percen -- 

tageannual salary increase allowed for regular employees of CITY. 

During the course of this contract,  NIESCHALK  

may he required' to work .tillOe than 40 hours per week, according to the work 

load,: Hours Worked in excess of 40 hours per week shall he paid at a rate 

Oqual to one and one-half times the hourly: rate set forth in Paragraph I above. 

August 1, 1984  , 

per hour actually worked 
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Any work required by CITY on legal holidays shall be paid at a rate equal to tw 

and one-half times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above. Legal holi-

daYs shall be those identified in Paragraph 4 below. The specific daily hours 

on duty shall he set by the Director of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

3. Under this contract, CITY will provide 	NIESCHALK 	with 

coverage by the Nevada Industrial Insurance System for job-related injuries and 

diseases, 

4. 	NIESCHALK 	shall he entitled to the following benefits: 

Employee coverage under CITY's group insurance plan; participation in the 

Public EmplOYees Retirement System of the State Of Nevada if this contract is 

in effect for an excess of 1,20 calendar days (pursuant to MRS 286.421) and time 

off with pay calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 above for the following, 

holidays: 

New Year's Day 	 . 	Labor Day 

Martin Lutt,er .  King's Birthday 	Nevada 'Day 

Washington't Birthday 	 Veterans Day 

Memorial Day ' 	 Thanksgiving Day 

Independence Day 	 Christmas Day 

If, any of the above holidays fall on Sunday, the following Monday 
• 

shall he considered as the legal holiday. If any of the above holidays fall 
- 

On Saturday, the preceding Friday shall be - considered as the legal holiday. 

NIESCHAlK . 	, in order' to be entitled to be paid for work performed 

on a legal holiday as provided above, shall he on full pay status on his 

scheduled work day imMediately preceding and immediately following such boll - 

day. 

NIESCHALK 	agrees to reimburse CITY for the cost of 

coverage under - CITY's group insurance plan during periods of leave without pay. 

S.  NIESCHALK,  herein agrees:to'apply all time compensated 

by CITY to tasks specified by CITY.  NIESCHALK  shall not engage or 

invest in any outside employment venture or transaction which is incompatible 

with the proper discharge of his ,official duties hereunder, which might create 

-2- 
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a 'conflict of interest with the performance of his assigned tasks for CITY or 

Which could or might tend to impair his or CITY's efficiency or independence 

of judgment in the performance of official duties. 

NIESCHALK. 	hereby agrees to disclose any existing outside 

employment venture and agrees to secure prior approval of the City Manager for 

any ventures undertaken'tubseguent to the execution of this Agreement. The 

existence of anycomproadsing relationship, whether:entered into prior to or 

after the sighing of this Agreement, shall constitute grounds for termination o 

this Agreement. 

• 	6. 	NIESCHALK 	agrees that  he  will render the services 

called for herein to the best of his ability. 

' 	 SECTION 4  , 	• 

MODIFICATION AND RENEWAL  

This Agreement may be modified by mutual written consent of the 

Parties. This Agreement, and all of the terms herein, may be extended beyond 

the herein-stated termination date upon written consent of both parties. 

SECTION 5  

STATUS 

The parties hereby agree  that 	. NIESCHALK 	is not an emploYee of 

CITY:hUt is an independent contractor. CITY. will withhold federal income taxes 

from his pay, and  .NIESCHALK ' 	'  agrees that he shall he solely respon- 
. 	. 

sihle for any other 'federal taxes and Social Security payments for which he may 

he liable. 

SECTION 6  

TERMINATION  

' Any breach of this Agreement may constitute grounds for termination 

by either party within three calendar days after written notice of said breach 

and notice of termination has been served on the breaching party. Additionally, 

the Agreement may he terminated by  either party upon two weeks written notice tc 

the other party. 

-3- 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto .  have executed this Agreement 

the day and year first above written 

ATTEST: CITY OF !AS VEGAS 
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1 1  
AGREEMENT 	k • 

for , - 
PROFESSIONAL' SERVICES  

SPECIAL INSPECTOR  

• This Agreement is made and entered into this , 	1st 	day of 

kigust 	 , 1984, by and between the CITY OF LAS VEGAS, 

a municipal corporation of the State. Of Nevada (hereinafter referred to as 

"CITY"), and 	JOHN L. MERCHANT 	• 	, a .private citizen 

'MERCHANT" 	), for the perfor- 

mance of professional services as.a Special Inspector for the CITY. 

SECTION 1  

DUTIES 

The duties of 	MERCHANT • 	shall be to perform on-site 

inspections as required by Section 306 of the Uniform Building Code and the 

ordinances of the CITY. 	MERCHANT 	will be assigned work hours 

and specific projects hy the Director of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 	. 

SECTION 2  

DURATION 

The duties enumerated above shall commence on 

and shall Continue - until 	June 30, 1985 	unless terminated earlier 

or extended thereafter as provided herein. 

SECTION 3  

TERMS 

1. MERCHANT 	is an independent contractor with CITY 

and shall he paid at the hourly rate of $14.47 	per hour ntually worked 

hy 	MERCHANT 	• 	MERCHANT 	shall receive the same percen- 

tage annual salary increase allowed for regular employees of CITY. 

2. During the course of this contract, 	MERCHANT  

may he required to work more than 40 hours per week, according to the work 

load. Hours worked in excess of An hours per week shall he paid at a rate 

equal to nne and one-half times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above. 

n^ , 1  

(hereinafter referred to as 

August I,  1984  , 
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Any work required by CITY on legal holidays shall he paid at a rate equal to two 

and one-half times the hourly rate set forth in Paragraph 1 above. Legal holi-

days shall be those identified in Paragraph 4 below. The specific daily hours 

on duty shall be set by the Director of CITY's Department of Building and 

Safety. 

, 	3. Under this contract, CITY will provide 	MERCHANT 	with 

coverage by the Nevada Industrial Insurance Systemfor job-related injuries and 

diseases. 

4. 	MERCHANT 	shall be entitled to the following benefits: 

Employee coverage under CITY's group insurance plan; participation in the 

Public Employees Retirement System of the State of Nevada if this contract is 

in effect for an excess .  of 120 calendar days (pursuant to NRS 286.421) and time 

off with pay calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 above for the following 

holidays: 

' New Year's ,  Day 	. 	 . 	Labor Day 

Martin Luther King's Birthday 	Nevada Day 

Washington's Birthday 	 Veterans Day 

Memorial Day 	 Thanksgiving Day 

Independence Day 	 Christmas Day 

If any of the above holidays fall on Sunday, the following Monday 

be.continered as the legal holiday. If any of the above holidays fail 

on Saturday, the'preceding Friday shall be considered as the legal holiday. 

MERCHANT 	 , in order to be entitled to be paid for work performed 

on a legal holiday as provided above, shall be on full pay status on his 

scheduled work day iMmediately preceding and immediately following such holi-

day. 

agrees to reimburse CITY for the cost of 

coverage under CITY's group insurance plan during periods Of leave without pay. 

5. 	MERCHANT 	herein agrees to. apply all time compensated 

I hY CITY to tasks, specified by CITY.  'MERCHANT .. :  shall not engage or 

invest in any outside,employment venture or transaction which is incompatible 

itl.  the Proper discharge of his official duties hereunder, which might create 

MEPCHANT 

-2- 
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a conflict of interest with the performance of his assigned tasks for CITY or 

which could or night tend to impair his or CITY's efficiency or independence 

of judgment in the performance of official duties. 

MERCHANT 	hereby agrees to disclose any existing outside 

employment venture and agrees to secure prior approval of the City Manager for 

any ventures undertaken subsequent to the execution of this Agreement. The 

existence of any 000promising relationship, whether entered into prior to or 

after the signing. of this Agreement, shall constitute grounds for termination Of 

this Agreement. 	. 

6. 	MERCHANT 	agrees that he will render the services 

called for .herein to the hest of his ability. 

• SECTION 4  

. . . 	 MODIFICATION.AND'RENEWAL  . 	 . 

	

. 	. _ . 

• r  This Agreement.may he modified by mutual written consent of the 	. 

parties. This Agreement, and all of the terms herein, may be extended beyond 

the herein-stated termination :date . upon written consent of both Parties. 

- SECTION 5  
. 	. 

1 	 STATUS 	 , 

	

. ------ 	 , 

. The parties hereby agree,that 	. MERCHANT 	it not an'employee of 

ITT but is an independent contractor. CITY will withhold federal income taxes 

rom his pay, and 	MERCHANT_ 	'Agrees that he shall be solely respon ,  

ible . for any other federal takes and Social Security payments for which he may 

O. liable. 	r ' 

SECTION 6  

TERMINATION 	. 

Any breach of this Agreement may constitute grounds for termination 

y either party within three calendar days after written notice of said breach 

nef notice of termination has been served on the breaching party. Additionally, 

he Agreement may he terminated by either party upon two weeks written notice to 

he other party. 

-3- 
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• IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement 

the.day And year first above written 

ATTEST: CITY OF LAS VEGAS 

4 

5 CAROL Y, City Zler 

tAusi"iyii  
S'fiii5r177gRi 

• 1 J 	 • 



Lurie - 
Motion to, hold Item 
1 in ABEYANCE and 
APPROVED , Item 2 - 
carried unanimously. 

8/15/84 Agenda 

Staff to proceed. 
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ITEM Council Action Department Action 
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IV (f) 	:DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES  

DAN R..PILKINGTON, DIRECTOR  

*CONSENT AGENDA ' 

All items listed under Item *A are considered 
to be routine by the 'City Council and may be 
enacted by one Motion. However, any item may 
be discussed if a Council member or citizen 
so - requests.: 	 -  

PURCHASING & CONTRACTS _DIVISION  

*A. PURCHASE ORDER APPROVAL  

I. 	Maintenance .of 'Data Processing Systems 
Department of Finance & Computer Services 

2. : 'Maintenance of Word Processing Systems - 
Department of General Services' 

Note: Verbatim Tran 
Final Minutes. 

NOte: .  Lurie directe 
provide• data relativ 
maintenance required 
Previous year. 

cript made part of 

City Manager to 
to actual 

for equipment in 

ROVED AGENDA ITEM 

Cost 
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Date: 	JULY 20; 1984  , 

An R Fifkingon, ulrepror 
Department of General Services 

SECTION A PAGE I 
IV (f) 

Agenda Item 

CITY COUNCIL MINUILS - 	I, 1' 

ati eft Iivtikkvi 

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

AGENDA - CITY COUNCIL:MEETING -AUGPST -L 1984' 
• IV (f) DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

TO: 
The City Council 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 
MICHAEL P. COOL, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

*A. PURCHASE ORDER APPROVAL  

1. ITEM: 	SERVICE 	 PURCHASE REQUEST: 	1042-001 

DESCRIPTION: 	MAINTENANCE OF 	 FUNDING: 	 GENERAL FUND 
COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 

DEPARTMENT: 	FINANCE AND 	 ESTIMATE: 	 $216,000.00 
COMPUTER SERVICES 

NEED FOR PURCHASE  

THIS SERVICE J5. NECESSARY TO PROVIDE FACTORY TRAINED, QUALIFIED PERSONS TO 
MAINTAIN AND REPAIR THE CITY'S COMPLEX AND SOPHISTICATED DATA PROCESSING 
HARDWARE SYSTEMS. SOLE SOURCE  

• STAFF RECONMENDAJI0A 

22.1.1)LIRC AELERTUPIELALV 

BURROUGHS CORPORATION  LAS .VEGAS 	NV 	$215,934.36 

FISCAL IMPACT  

FUNDS BUDGETED FOR FISCAL YEAR 84785. FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE IN THE GENERAL FUND. 

• RECOMMENDATIONS  - 	 • 
THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES HAS INDICATED THAT THIS ITEM IS IN ORDER 

! 	BASED ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE USING AGENCIES ... . 

IT IS THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE CITY .MANAGER THAT THIS ITEM BE 
AWARDED. : 
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Date: 	JULY 20, 1984. 

TO: FROM: 
The City Council MICHAEL P. COOL, 

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

Agenda Item 

SECTION A PAGE 2 
IV (f) 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

eeo Cle 1.144tkier4 

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

SUBJECT: 	 ' 	AGENDA - CITY COUNCIL 'MEETING - . AUGUST I, 1984 
. IV (f) DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

*A. PURCHASE ORDIRAPPROVAL  

2. ITEM: 	SERVICE 	 pURCHASE REQUEST: 	1231-3164 

DESCRIPTION: 	MAINTENANCE OF EQUIPMENT 	FUNDING: 	 GENERAL FUND 
(VARIOUS) 

DEPARTMENT: 	GENERAL SERVICES 	 ESTIMATE: 	 $11,868.00 

NEED FOR PURCHASE  

THE NEED FOR THIS PURCHASE STEMS FROM THE NEED TO CONTINUE -  THE MAINTENANCE OF 
CPT WORD PROCESSING EQUIPMENT LOCATED. INVARIOUS DEPARTMENTS AND DIVISIONS OF 
THE CITY. (SOLE SOURCE) 

STAFF RECOMMtMOATIDN  

. FOR PUROASf_ORDER-APPROYAL  

QUALITY BUSINESS EQUIPMENT LAS VEGAS 	NV 	$11,868.00 

FISCAL IMPACT  

FUNDS BUDGETED FOR FISCAL YEAR 84-85. fUNDS:ARE-AVAILABLE IN THE GENERAL FUND. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

THE. DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES HAS INDICATED THAT THIS ITEM IS IN ORDER 
BASED ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE USING AGENCIES. 

• 	' IT IS THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER THAT THIS ITEM BE 
AWARDED. 

DjPfttor 
Department of Generfl Services 
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1/ 	I CITY MANAGER HALL: 

' 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

TRANSCRIPT - CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 - 10:00 A.M. - PAGE1 
IV (f) DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES. A. PURCHASE ORDER APPROVAL. ITEM 1. 	t/L/Z/t) 
MAINTENANCE OF DATA PROCESSING SYSTEMS-DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE & COMPUTER SERVICES. 
ITEM 2. MAINTENANCE OF WORD PROCESSING SYSTEMS-DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

DAN PILKINGTON: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

The next is_the - DepartOent of General Services, page 16. We 
have recommendations on Purchasing and Contracts, one and two. 

I Just have a question on Item 1. Is it that expensive to 
keep the compUter equipment up? . Is that a maintenance contract? 

It is. 

Can't we hire somebody? 

How long is that for? 

Mr. Pilkington. 

That's for one year. 

Wouldn't it be cheaper to hire one or two or three people and 
put them on it all the time? 

It seems like an awful lot of money for a maintenance contract 
even though those people are probably the sole source because 
of that equipment, but it seems awful expensive. 

I might add that that equipment is very sophisticated equipment 
that requires a lot of attention. We will come back to you -- 
I will -- over the next several months to update our computer 
facility. That's the best contract we could get at the present 
time. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY. : 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

You know, it very well might be, Mr. Hall, that we're getting 
too complex and sophisticated. There might be new hardware on 
the market that can do the job as effectively, or close to as 
effectively, with not this tremendous need for maintenance and 
upkeep by the company that sells you the equipment in the first 
place. 

- 
That's correct. 

I hate it when they've got you. 

I've heard this. Of course, nobody from Burroughs said it, but 
I've heard it from other computer manufacturers who would like 
to get in to the City of Las Vegas' computer program. 

I was going to say, in my business if I have a good technician, 
one of the casinos will steal him and then they just have to 
purchase parts from me and they do their own repair and maintenano 



leil CITY MANAGER HALL: 
COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST I, 1984 

TRANSCRIPT - CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 - 10:00 A.M. - PAGE 2 
IV.(f) DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES. A. PURCHASE ORDER APPROVAL. ITEM 1. 0096 
MAINTENANCE OF DATA PROCESSING SYSTEMS-DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE & COMPUTER SERVICES. 
ITEM 2. MAINTENANCE OF WORD PROCESSING SYSTEMS-DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES. 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: - . 

CITY MANAGER HALL: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

MAYOR BRIARE:  

on their equipment. It seems to me that because we have their 
equipment it doesn't mean that we have to have their service 
contract from them. I'm sure they're going to make parts 
available if we had people on board that would handle the 
situations when they're rushed. !I'd like to know maybe 
from last year how many calls that they made and how much 
time they spent for one year repairing or doing preventive 
maintenance on our equipment. 

Fine. 

Do we have to approve this today or can we get that report? 

Is there a representative of Burroughs present? I'm sure 
they weren't asked, but I just wondered if they have -- 

If you wish to hold this until the next meeting and act, fine. 

Mayor, I'd like to hold the Item A until our next meeting so 
we can get a full report on the problems in the past concerning 
spending this kind of money for maintenance. 

I believe there is quite an article, Councilman Lurie, in the 
1W1 Street Journal a number of months ago indicating that 
Burroughs has been having some very difficult times in other 
areas of the country besides some that are being referred to 
right here now. Then the motion would be only for Item 2. 

Yes, Mayor. ITEM 2, I'LL MOVE FOR APPROVAL. 

Item I would be held. Comments or questions? Cast your vote. 
Post. MOTION IS APPROVED. ITEM 1 IS HELD. ITEM 2 IS APPROVED. 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 

Voting was as follows: 
"AYES" 13riare, Christensen . , Levy, Lurie and Nolen 
"NOES" HNone 
Motion carried unanimously. 



APPROVED AGENDA ITEM 

446? edit 

Lurie - 
APPROVED as recom- 
mended... 
Unanimods 

Staff to proceed' 
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COMMISSION CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

OGENDO 

ITEM  
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Commission Action 	Department Actior 

I/ 1055 

IV. (g). DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES  

DONALD E. DONOVAN, DIRECTOR 

A. 	REPORTS/ACTION  

1. Ratification of Street Repair Work 



Director of Public Services 
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I Date: 	July 13, 1984 

FROM: TO: 
The Board of City Commissioners 

SUBJECT: 
RATIFICATION OF STREET REPAIR WORK 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

MICHAEL P. COOL 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

A condition of issuance of a building permit for construction of the new Clark 
County jail is improvement of a portion of Lewis Street and First Street. 

Recently, at the time the County's contractor commenced work on these required 
street improvements, it was called to our attention that portions of the 
remainder of these streets outside of the areas to be improved by the County 
have deteriorated over the years to the condition that they should be recon-
structed. It became evident that it would be most economical to have the 
County contractor reconstruct the additional street areas at the same time 
he did the other work. The contractor submitted a written proposal to accom-
plish the work for an amount of $7,300. 

Through a misunderstanding, the contractor's workers commenced work on the City 
of Las Vegas portion prior to our approval. 

In working with the City Attorney and through additional negotiations, we have 
been able to negotiate with the contractor a lower price of $6,300 for accom-
plishing the same work. This is a very reasonable price for the work. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

Funds are available in the 1984 -85 approved budget. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

It is the recommendation of the Director of Public Services that the City 
Council ratify the emergency action of the City Manager in authorizing the 
construction work by WI Construction Co. 

Agenda Item 8/1/84 

IV. (g) A.1. 
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APPROVED Items 1 
thru 4. 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCILCHAMBERS,.• 400jASTSITWAFiTAVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 
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Department Action 

,IV (h). DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT  

THOMAS IL GRAHAM, AICP, RLA, DIRECTOR  

*CONSENT AGENDA 

All matters listed under Item A, recommended 
for approval by the staff, are considered to be 
routine by the city Council and May be enacted - 
by one motion. ...However, any item may be dis-
cussed if a Council_membei..'ot citizen so 
requests. 

A. 

1. Grant Deed 
From: 	Farley Anderson, Jr., as 

trustee 
To: 	City of Las Vegas 
For: 	A portion of SE-1/4, Sec. 

23, T20S, R60E, M.D.M. 
Previously recorded as 
Document No. 1919551 in 
Book 1960, Official 
Records of the Recorder of 
Clark County, Nevada on 
July 23, 1984 (7/19/84) 
Lake Mead Blvd. and Torrey 
Pines Blvd. rights of way 

ACCEPTANCE OF: RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 

2. Grant Deed 
From: 	Rudolph Novosel, Karen 

Kay Adams, and Thomas L. 
Lawyer, as trustees to 
that certain trust deed 
dated June 25, 1973 

To: 	City of Las Vegas 
For: 	A portion of the N-1/2, 

NE-1/4, SE-1/4, Sec. 1, 
T. 20 S., R. 60 E., 
M.D.M. (7/19/84) for 
Decatur Blvd. right-of-way 
(Northwest sewer trunk 
line project). 

APPOVED AGENDA ITEM 



ITEM 

APPROVED 
See Page 18 

See Page 18 

APPROVED 
See Page 18 

See page 18 

Deputy City Manager 
Don Saylor and 
C.E. Gilpin present 
plans. Council 
directed this item 
to be brought back 
to them at the next 
meeting. 

8/15/84 Agenda 
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tivs, vesm. 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action Department Action 

IV (h). DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT 
(Continued)  

A. 	ACCEPTANCE OF RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 
(Continued)  

3. Permission to appraise, purchase or 
condemn necessary rights of way for 
the Lamb Boulevard relief sewer 
line between Charleston Blvd. and 
Wyoming Ave., along the section line 
paralleling Lamb Blvd. (approximately 
19,000 sq. ft. strip for permanent 
easement with an additional 9,500 sq. 
ft. for temporary construction 
easement). 

4. Permission to appraise, purchase or 
condemn necessary rights of way for 
S.I.D. No. 457 (to install paving, 
curbs and gutters, sewers, sidewalks 
and street lights on Cory Place, 
Alpine Place, Upland Blvd., Mohawk, 
Wellington and Bartona Streets). 

REPORTS/ACTION  

1. Selection of alignment for Northwest 
Interceptor Sewer. 
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Come: July 26, 1984  

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION  
FROM 	MICHAEL P. COOL 

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
TO: 

J., 	The City Council 

SUBJECT: SELECTION OF ALIGNMENT FOR NORTHWEST INTERCEPTOR SEWER 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

. One of the projects,. on the current $20,500,000 bond issue program 
is the Northwest Sewer Interceptor from Vegas Drive near Simmons 
Street to Decatur Blvd. near Lone Mountain Road. 

The purpose of this Interceptor is two-fold. First, to provide sewer 
availability to a presently partially built up area of Las Vegas 
where no sewers are now available; second, to Provide sewer capacity 
to permit growth in the North and Northwest area. 

The engineering firm of VTN, Nevada has studied several promising 
alignments within the terminal points described above. The Department 
of Design and Development staff, together with VIN, Nevada will 
present their findings and recommendations resulting from these 
studies so that the Mayor and Council can select the most feasible 
route. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

RECOMMENDATIONS  
Recommendations will be made at the presentation. 



COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 
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IV(h). DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT. ITEM B. 1. SELECTION OF ALIGNMENT 0102 
FOR NORTHWEST INTERCEPTOR SEWER. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

ASHLEY HALL, 
CITY MANAGER: 

DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

Item B. Selection of alignment for Northwest Interceptor 
Sewer. 

Your Honor, Mr. Saylor and Mr. Gilpin have been working on 
this. They will make the presentation to you. Once again, 
there are several alignments. We have been working with 
the City of North Las Vegas and which could potentially 
benefit from this alignment and share the expenses with 
us. Mr. Saylor. 

Sometime in the early part of '84 the City sold a bond 
issue in the amount of twenty million dollars for 
sanitary sewer improvements, primarily, interceptor lines. 
A portion of this money is being spent for the downtown 
interceptor and the East Sahara Avenue/Oakey line. One 
of the other primary projects of the bond issue was the 
construction of an interceptor to serve the northwest 
area. Now keep in mind that all of this area to the west 
and to. the north in the City of Las Vegas flows to 
the east. Therefore, the interceptor must go essentially 
north and south. Our original design in terms of location 
proposed that the line come up Rancho Drive to Decatur, 
Just south of Cheyenne and then north on up to Lone 
Mountain Road. Because of the terrain, however, it 
would mean that in order to sewer the area in here, 
we would have to build a lift station, which, generally 
speaking, is workable, but not desirable; in other words, 
if you can avoid it, you do so. The advantages of going 
this line are the fact that it is the cheapest, it can 
be done in two phases because we can utilize this existing 
line in Rancho for a time being until that capacity is 
used up and then we would have to go back and put in a 
bigger line there. It's completely within the City of 
Las Vegas, provides no service to the City of North 
Las Vegas, which borders it on the east. 

Why wouldn't it? 

Well, because of the terrain. 

They'd have to put a lift station in then. 

Well, if they were going to utilize this line, yes. They 
would have to pump to the west, which really would be an 
undesirable and not even feasible system. In order to 
avoid the lift station, we asked our consultant, VTN, to 
pursue other alternatives. The first alternative that 
they came up with kept the line as far west as possible 



COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
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DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

DON SAyLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

and as close to the city limits as possible, yet with 
suffiCient fall to eliminate the lift station. This 
is the alignment of it. It comes up about half way 
between Simmons and Rancho Road. It hits the end of 
the air, terminal, the end of the runways, and follows 
this alignment. This would allow us to sewer everything 
to the west into this line without a lift station. 

Isn't it cheaper, too? I think I was told it would be 
cheaper to go this -- 

It's not really cheaper. It's about the same cost as 
the other line would be with a lift station, but keeping 
in mind the other line has the benefit of being able to 
phase it; in other words, we wouldn't have to put the 
total 3.65 in the ground at this time, but it balances 
out essentially costwise because doing away with the lift 
station. This does have some more benefit to the City of 
North Las Vegas, but again, relatively little, only serving 
a little over two and a half square miles of area. This 
plan, when discussed with North Las Vegas, proved to be 
completely unacceptable to them because they felt it did 
not.serve enough of this area, plus the Hughes people that 
own the -- 

Whose sewer line is this? 

Well, if you'll let me finish the presentation, then I 
can get -- yes, sir? 

Excuse me. Oh, no, go ahead. 

Furthermore, it was of no benefit to the air terminal 
property, the Hughes property because they own all of 
this land, but again, could not serve back into that 
sewer, so we looked a little further east. One of the 
alignments going further east completely in the City of 
North Las Vegas, although it's our sewer line, would go 
up along Simmons, completely be able to serve the air 
terminal property, which they have plans for industrial 
development somewhere along the line and additional acreage 
in the City of Las Vegas; again, no lift station involved 
and it would serve this much from this blue line west of 
North Las Vegas; again, still satisfying all of the needs 
of our property to the west. One additional alignment is 
essentially the same on the southern end, but goes a little 
further to the east, taking in 4.33 square miles of North 
Las Vegas. The reason we're discussing this with you is 
two-cr three-Fold, I believe. Number one, of course, we 
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I DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 	wanted to avoid our lift station if at all possible. 

Number two, under agreements with the City of North 
Las Vegas, if we were to select one of these -- this 
one or the previous one, we could receive revenue 
through hookup fees as development took place in here. 
Now, of course, that's a gamble. You don't know how 
soon or how fast. And the third factor being that if 
it were agreed to do this, we would require that they 
come up with some of the up-front money, so we would 
not have to gamble on the whole issue being paid for 
by hookup fees. We feel that it's immaterial to us 
whether C or D. It really makes no difference in terms 
of our service to the City of Las Vegas. We do believe 
that it's mutuallybeneficial to service some of the 
North Las Vegas area because of the potential revenue 
that we can receive from the hookup fees helping to 

ell 	
pay for the line. We must reach a decision real soon. 
We have been kicking this around for several months. 
It's held status quo in design. What we would like to 

• recommend to you -- incidentally, there's a difference 
• of approximately $380,000 between the line furthest 

east and the line furthest west, which we could con-
struct without the lift station. We would like to 
recommend that staff be allowed to negotiate with the 

• City of North Las Vegas to provide an adequate agree-
ment, if they want it built on this alignment whereby 
we would get back one-third of the difference in cost 
as up-front money with the rest to be gotten back over 
a period of time as hookups take place. 

• COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

	

	 How will they get that money? They're not going to 
get any money out of it. 

II DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 	They will make money on it because they charge more 

11 	

in their hookup fees than we do, plus the big advantage 
to the City of North Las Vegas, of course, is that they 
have no sewer system out in this western part and this 
would open up for development that area. However, -- 

I COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	Are we running that sewer for their convenience or for 
our convenience? 

II DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 	We're running it for our convenience, Councilman Lurie. 

II 	COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	Do we have to make a decision today on those four plans 
because just to present them to us today and want us to 
make a decision, I'm not ready to make a decision yet, 
until I get a chance to review each one of those plans. 

1 
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I think they also want to know what North Las Vegas will 
do. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

COUNCILMAN. NOLEN:. 

II 	DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER:.  

' 	COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 
AlMb, 

I.  
DON SAYLOR, 

11 	DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 
.mAyoR BRIARE: 

11 	DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

1 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN NOLEN: 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - 

TRANSCRIPT - CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 
IV(h). DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT. 
FOR NORTHWEST INTERCEPTOR SEWER. 

All they're asking for is permission to negotiate with 
North Las Vegas and see what they want to do; that's all 
you're asking for. 

That's right. We want to be able to come back in two 
weeks with a firm recommendation after we have given -- 
staff has given their staff notice that we need an 
answer right away. Do you want to have it built here? 
If so, what financial participation would you become 
involved in? 

The bottom line here i$, you're telling us we really 
,40W.t want to construct'one with a lift station if we 
can get away with it* 

If we can get away with it, plus, there is a possibility 
of additional revenue to the City by going a little further 
east. 

Mr. Saylor, you're going to Provide -- you're probably 
going to provide a cost benefit recommendation to us 
and after you meet with the City of North Las Vegas and 
all that sort of stuff. I'm not ready to begin my 
practice of engineering yet and I'm going to depend upon 
you to come back with some recommendations. 

What we're asking today is, do you even want us to entertain 
the thought of locating it further east than our original 
alignment? If so, we will come back to you in two weeks 
with a firm recommendation after we've received the 
necessary information from North Las Vegas. Now, if you 
don't want to entertain that, then, fine, we'll just go 
ahead as we originally planned. 

Be practical. 

I'll make a motion, Your Honor, WE AUTHORIZE STAFF TO SIT 
DOWN WITH NORTH LAS VEGAS AND SEE IF THEY CAN WORK SOMETHING 
OUT. 

I've got a question I've got to' ask, you. If you move that 
alignment that far east, what does that do to the cost 
of the people that want td book:  on in Las Vegas? Don't 
they have to then go another mile to reach that sewer main? 

1 
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DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 	Well, there is that possibility; it's quite unlikely, but, 

yes, you're right, the further east we go the further these 
lines have to be extended, but we would anticipate that they 
will be extended in the City of North Las Vegas so that they 
will reach this boundary anyhow with very little -- 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 	Okay, that's my next question. If they're extended, you'll 
have to have that part of the agreement that they'll have to 
be extended because if somebody builds, if we have some 
reason that we're building something in the area west and 
come down to Decatur, then you've got two problems. Number 
one, you've got to go the expense of going over the sewer, 
and Number two, you've got to get all of that right-of-way 
from North Las Vegas and they, could hold you up on it, so 
You'd have to make sure that in the negotiations we get 
that extension and that right-of-way with no questions 
when it comes time to develop; otherwise, we've got to move 
the line over on the city boundary. 

You're absolutely right and that has been discussed and 
that will all be part of the agreements on that. 

Any other comments? If there's no objections, we'll follow 
Councilman Nolen's recommendations. 	. 

END.  OF TRANSCRIPT 

DON SAYLOR, 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER: 

/l o 
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Department Action 

	

. 	GEORGE F. OGILVIE 	CITY ATTORNEY 

II  1108 	A. 	Appeal of Work Card Denial: 	 Levy _ 	 Clerk to notify 
Appeal DENIED 

Ms. Michele Deck 	 Unanimous 	 Lt. Hanief, LVMPD, 
and the appellant 

II 	
Police Report dated 	appeared. 
7/13/84, which is on 
file at LVMPD, made 

II part of record. 

ell 	  

	

. 	Approval of Policy re: Licensing of Liquor 
1111 	Establishments in Areas Annexed to City 	Referred to Liquor 	8/13/84 Agenda 

Committee comprising Recommending 

II of Levy & Lurie. 	Committee meeting. 

Weiner & Brown, Al 

11 	 appeared. 

II 

11 1117 	C. 	Annexation Resolution A-8-84 (First 	 Nolen- 	 Staff to proceed 
Amendment) 	 ADOPTED Resolution 

as amended. 

corners of Lake Mead 	
Unanimous 

II 	
Property Located: 	Northwest and Southwest 

Boulevard and Torrey 

I Pines Drive 

Petitioned by: 	Farley M. Anderson, Jr., 
et al 

II Acreage: 	 Approximately 33 acres 

II 	
Zoned: 	 R-E (County classificatior 

N-U (City equivalent) 

I 

II 

II 
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July 9, 1984 

Mt. Michele Deck 
1500 Fremont #306 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Dear Ms. Deck: 

I am in receipt of your formal appeal to the City Council regarding the 
denial of a work card. Please be advised that this matter will be heard 
on Wednesday, August 1, 1984, at the regularly scheduled City Council 
Meeting. This natter will be heard sometime between 10AM and 12 Noon. 
I would advise You to be present at 10AM and wait your turn. This meet-
ing will be conducted in the Council Chambers at 400 East Stewart Avenue. 

Occasionally, the City Council has been persuaded to grant a work card 
to any applicant through the intercession of the applicant's prospective 
employer. Therefore, if you think that your prospective employer would 
acknowledge either in writing or personally before the City Council at 
Your hearing, that he is aware of the reasons that your work card was 
originally denied and wishes to hire you anyway, I urge you to request 
him to do so. Also, you should bring to the hearing all other materials 
which you feel may assist you in your. appeal. 

Sincerely 

• CAROL ANN HAWLEY 
City Clerk 

OlkW.t.t.,47  

Monice P. Keller 
Deputy City Clerk 

By: 

CAH:jp 

cc: City Attorney 
Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department - SIB 

GI-v-6218 40" E. STEWART AVENt • LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89101 • (7021 386-6011 
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July 9, 1984 

Ms. Carol Hawley 
City Clerk 
400 E. Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Dear Ms. Hawley: 

This letter constitutes my formal appeal of denial of a work card by 
the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department. I wish to appeal this 
denial before the City Council. 

Sincerely, 

--yy\ioNap..., t■iAsc-kca . 
Michelle Deck 
1500 Fremont #306 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Phone: Manager's Office 

Plaza 1500 Apartments 

VA 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 	•

LMV-4444  
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

FROM:. 
The City Council 

I Date: July 20, 1984, 

011,0 
Val Steed qi-4147  
Deputy City A torney 

SUBJECT: Annexation Resolution A-8-84 (First Amendment) 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

The attached resolution begins the annexation process for certain 
real property, directs the City Clerk to give notice of public 
hearing, sets public hearing and directs the Director of 
Engineering Services and Director of Community Planning and 
Development to prepare certain maps. 

The following is pertinent information: 

Annexation Bo.: 	 A-8-84 

Property Located: 

Petitioned By: 

Acreage: 

Zoned: 

Northwest and southwest corners 
of Lake Mead Boulevard and 
Torrey Pines Drive 

Farley M. Anderson, Jr., et al. 
712 Glen Abbey Circle 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Approximately 33 acres 

R-E (County classification) 
/413 (City equivalent) 

FISCAL IMPACT  

RECOMMENDATIONS  

It is recommended that the City Council take the appropriate 
steps to adopt the attached resolution. 

Agenda Item 
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R E,S'O_LUTIO N 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Las Vegas, 

Nevada deems it appropriate and in the best interests of the 

public health, safety, welfare, and cOnvenience that Certain 

territory hereinafter described that is contiguous to the City 

of Las Vegas be annexed thereto; and 

. 	WHEREAS, by a Resolution passed, adopted and approved 

on July 5, 1984, theCity Council previously indicated its 

intention to annex said'territory. and directed that an annexation 

report respecting said territory be submitted to the City Council 

On July 18, 1984, and thata public hearing on the question 

Of such annexation be conducted on August 15, 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council deems it necessary to set 

a new date for the submission - of . the annexation report and a new 

date for the public hearing on the question of such annexation. 

NOW, THEREFORE,J1E IT RESOLVED by the City Council 

of the City of Let Vegas, Nevada, at a regular meeting thereof 

held on the 1st day' of August, 1984: 

- 1. :  Annexation Resolution A78-84, dated July 5, 1984, 

'which declared .  the City Council's intention to annex the 

territory hereinafter described and Set forth the date for 

submission of the. annexation report and the date of the public 

'hearing on the question Of such annexation, is hereby rescinded 

2511and replaced by this Ahnexation Resolution A-8..84 (First Amend- 

97 	- 	 2. That it is the intention of the said Council to 

9S annex to the City of Las Vegas the fclloving described real .  

*29 trope-:y. 
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That portion of the West Half (W 1/2) of Section 
23, Township 20 South, Range 60 East, M.D.M., 
in the County of Clark, State of Nevada, described 
as follows: 

.COMMENCING at the North Quarter (N 1/4) corner 
of said Section 23; thence along the North-South 
centerline of said Section 23, South 00°26'01" 
West a distance of 1673.34 feet to the North-
east corner of the South Half (S 1/2) of the 
Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) 
of said Section 23, said Northeast corner being 
the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; thence continuing 
along said North-South centerline, South 00°26'01" 
West a distance of 2335.73 feet to the Southeast 
corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of the 
Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of said Section 23: 
thence along the South line of said Northeast 
Quarter (NE 1/4) of the Southwest Quarter (Sic 1/4), 
North 89°26'33" West a,distance of 550.00 feet 
to the East line of that certain parcel of land 
annexed to the City of Las Vegas under C.L.V. 
Ordinance NUmber 2046; thence along the East 
line of said annexed parcel, North 00 0 2601" 
East a distance of 1334.01 feet to the East-
West centerline of said Section 23; thence along 
said East-West centerline, North 89°12'19" West 
a distance of 299.68 feet to the Southwest 
corner .of the East Half OS 1/2) of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) 
of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of the North-
west Quarter (NW 1/4) of said Section 23; thence 
along the West line of said East Half (E 1/2) of 
the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Southwest 
Quarter'ISW 1/4) of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) 
of the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4), North 00°16'27" 
East a distance of 334.99 feet to the North 
line of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of the 
Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) 
of said Section 23; thence along the North line 
of said Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of -the South- 
west Quarter (SW 1/4) of the Southeast Quarter 
(SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4), South 
89°11'02" East a distance of 170.12 feet to the 
West line of the East Half (E 1/2) of the South-
east Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4) of said Section 23; thence along the 
West line of said East Half (E 1/2) of the South-
east Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4), North 00 0 12 1 22" East a dista...ce of 
669.85 feet to the Northwest corner of the South 
Half (5 1/2) of the Northeast Quarter ;NE 1/4' 
of the Southeast Quarter (.SE 1/4) of the North-
west Quarter (NU 1/4) of siid Section 22; thence 
along the North line cf said South Half (E 1/2 
of the Northeast Quarter. (NE 1/4% of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter (M7 1/4', 
South 29°0220" East a distance of 622.0!: feet 
to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINN2NG. 

r 
- - - 
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3. That said City Council shall meet on Wednesday. 

September 5, 1984, at the hour of 2:00 o'clock p.m. in the Council 

Chambers, City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, 

to conduct a public hearing on the question of such annexation. 

4. That the City Clerk be, and she hereby is, dl:ected 

to give notice of such public hearing by publication thereof 

at least three (3) times in the LAS VEGAS SUN, a newspaper 

published in the City of Las Vegas and of general circulation 

in the above-described territory; the first publication to be 

at least twenty (20) days prior to the said September 5, 1984, 

and not less than six (6) days shall intervene between the first 

publication and the last publication, and by mailing notice there° .  

by certified mail, return receipt requested, to each record owner 

of real property within the said described territory, said notice 

to be mailed at the time of the first publication thereof. Said 

notice shall be in substantially the same form as attached 

hereto as Exhibit "A". 

5. That the Director of Engineering Services and the 

Director of Community Planning and Development are hereby directed 

to prepare and submit to the said City Council of the City of 

Las Vegas, on mednesday. August 15, 1984, a report setting forth 

22 plans for the extension into said described territory all major 

23imunicipal,services presently furnished by the City of Las Vegas 

24 to its residents and citizen's; Which report shall include, but 

251! not be limited to: 

A. An accurate map or plat of the territory 

27 	 proposed to be, annexed', prepared under the 

os 	 . superyision , Of.*' co170etent surveyor or 
- 

op 	 engineer; 

30 	 B., A map or maps of the City and the adjacent 

, 	 territory to show the foflowing information: 

• The ;resent and :c. ropbsei bouhdariee cf 
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I.  

• 1 
I. 

I. 

the City; 

(2) .  The present streets and sewer interceptors 

and outfalls; 

(3) The proposed extension of the present 

streets and sewer interceptors and outfalls; 

(4) The present and proposed general land use 

8 	, 	 pattern into the territory proposed to 

9 	 be annexed. 

	

, 10 	 C. A stateientshowing that the territory proposed to 

	

.11 	 be annexed is eligible for annexation-under 

12 	 W.E.S. 268,570 to 268.608, Inclusive. 

12, 	 PASSED,. ADOPTED and APPROVED this 1st day of August, 

14 1984. .1 

15 

16 

-17 

18 
- ATTEST: 

19" 	' 

21 Carol Ann 40.771eY, City 

22 

.23 

24 

25 

- 26 

271! 

28 1.:1 

99.1 .  

30 

31 . ' 

4 

5 

6 

7 

APPROVED: 

- 4 - 
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0 .115 EXHIBIT "A" 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON QUESTION Op AN 	TNEXAION OF 
TERRITORY WITHIN PROPOSED LAS. VEGAS, NEVADA, BY ANNEXATION 
A-8-84: 

NOTICE 2S HEREBY GIVEN to the property owners within 
the area proposed to be annexed into the City of Las-Vegas, 
Nevada, by Annexation A-8-84, that: 

1. The City Council of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada, 
has by Resolution duly passed, adopted and approved on the 1st day 
of August, 1984, dedlared,its'intentiOn to annex to said City the 
territory generally located' on the northwestand southwest 
-cornett Of Like Mead Boulevard and Torrey Pines. Drive. 

• The territory proposed to be annexed is more particu-
larly desicribed as follows: 

That portion of the West Half . (W 1/2) of Section 
23, TOWnship 20 South, Range 60 East, M.D.M., 
in the, County of Clark, State of Nevada, described 
as follows: 

COMMENCING at the North Quarter (N . 1/4) corner 
of said Section 21; thence along the North-South 

• centerline of said Section'23, South 00°26'01" 
West a dittance:of 1673.34 feet to the North-
east corner Of the South Half (S 1/2) of the 
Northeast Quitter (NE 1/4) Of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE: 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) 

' Of said Section 23, said Northeast corner being 
• the TRUE POINT •OP BEGINNING; thence continuing 
• along said North-South centerline, South 00°26'01" 
• West a 4i1Oti,00 of 2335.73 feet to the Southeast 

corner of the Northeast Quarter (142 1/4) of the 
Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of said Section 23; 
thence along the South line Of said Northeast 
Quarter (NE 1/4)-Of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4), 
North 89°26'33" West a distance of 550.00-feet 
to the East line of that Certain parcel of land 

. annexed to the City of Las Vegas Under C.L.V. 
Ordinance Number 2046; thence along the East 
line of said annexed parcel, North 00°26'01" 
Sett a.diitance of 1334.01 feet to the East- 

' 	:West Centerline of said Section 23; thence along 
said East-West centerline, North . 89°12'19" West 
i distance. of 299.68 feet to the Southwest 
corner of the East Half (E 1/2) of the Southeast 

• Natter (SE 1/4) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) 
of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of the North-
west Quarter (NW 1/4) of said Section 23; thence 
along the West line of said East Half (E 1/2) of 
the Southeast Quartet (SE1/4) of the Southwest 

- Duarte: (SW 1/4) of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) 
of the Northwett'Quarter (NW 1/4), North 00'16 1 27" 

• - 	East a distance of 334.99 feet to the North 
• • line of.the Souj::heast Quarter (SE. 1/4) of the 

Southwest Quarter (SW 1/.4) of Ehe Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Sorthweit Quarter (NW 1/4) 
of said Section 22; thence along the North line 
of said SoutheaStQuarter (SE 1/4) of the South-
west Quarter (SW 1/4) Of the SoutheastQuarter 

: (SE 1/4) of-the,Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4), South 
• 89"1 1 02" East a distance of 1 , C.12 feet to the 
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West line'of the East Ralf (E 1/2) of the South-
east Quarter  (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4) of said Section 23; thence along the 
West line of said East Half (E 1/2) of the South- 
east Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4), North 00°18'22" East a distance of 
669.85 feet to the Northwest corner of the South 
Halt (S 1/2) of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) 
of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of the North-
west Quarter (NW 1/4) of said Section 23; thence 
along the North line of said South Ralf (S 1/2) 
of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter ow 1/4), 
South 89°08'30" East a distance  of 682.00 feet 
to the TRUE POINT 0? BEGINNING. 

2. That said City Council shall meet on Wednesday, 
September 5, 1984, at the hour of 2:00 o'clock p.m in the Council 
Chambers, City Ball, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, 
to conduct a public hearing on the question of such annexation. 
Said public hearing shall be in lieu of the public hearing origi-
nally set and noticed for August 15,1984, at the hour of 2:00 
o'clock p.m. at the same location. 

3. That a report setting forth the plans for the 
extension into said territory of all major municipal services 
presently furnished by the City to its residents and citizens 
will be available for examination by the public in the Office 
of the City Clerk, City Ball, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, 
Nevada, twenty (20) days prior to the date of the public hearing. 
Such report shall include: 

A. An accurate map or plat of the territory proposed 
to be annexed, prepared under the supervision of a 
competent surveyor or engineer; 

• B. A map or maps of the City and the adjacent 
territory to ..show the following information: 

Cl) The present and proposed boundaries of 
the City;. 

(2) The present streets and sewer interceptors 
and outfalls; 

(3) The proposed extension of the present' 
streets and sewer interceptors and 
outfalls; 

(4) The present and proposed general land use 
pattern into the territory proposed to be 
annexed. 

C. A statement showing that the territory proposed 
to be annexed is eligible for annexation under 
N.R.S. 268.570 to 268.608, inclusive. 
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4. The following is a list of the names and addresses 
of all record owners of real ,property within the said described 
territory and proposed to be annexed hereunder: 

NAME E. ADDRESS 	 PARCEL NUMBER  

Parley M. Anderson, Jr., Trs 	 300-620-003 
712 Glen Abbey Circle 
Las Vegas NV 89107 

Bodell, Maude C. F. Tr 	 300-620-004 
Bodell, Maude Cameron Pulcher Trs 
5737 Eldora Avenue 	 . 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 

Las Vegas Valley Water District 	300-610-010 
3700 W. Charleston Boulevard 
Las Vegas, NV 99102 

5. Any record owner of real property within the said 
described territory may appear and be heard either in favor of 
or in protest of the proposed annexation at such public hearing 
and/or may file with the City Clerk a written protest of such 
annexation at any time within fifteen (15) days after the 
conclusion of said public hearing. 

Unless a majority of the property owners in the terri-
tory proposed to be annexed protest such annexation either 
orally or in writing at the public hearing or in writing within 
fifteen (15) days after the conclusion of such public hearing, 
the City Council shall have authority to adopt an ordinance 
extending the corporate limits of the City of Las Vegas to 
include all or any part of the territory described in this Notice. 

By ORDER of the City Council of the City of Las Vegas, 
Nevada. 

DATED this 1St day of August, 1984. • 
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Department Action 

REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES:.  

• , BILL NO. 84-35 - DESIGNATES DIRECTOR OF - 
• BUILDING AND SAFETY AS "BUILDING OFFICIAL" 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ENFORCEMENT, OF UNIFORM 
HOUSING CODE-. 	 •  
Committee: - :Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

First Publication': • SUN '-'7/18/84 

Committee. Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/1/84..• 	. • 

BILL NO. 84-36 - ANNEXATION NO. A-7-84(A), 
PROPERTY LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 673.74 FEET 
WEST OF TORREY PINES DRIVE ON THE NORTH 
SIDE OF VEGAS DRIVE; PETITIONED BY: LAS 
VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT; ACREAGE: 
APPROXIMATELY 0.25 ACRES; ZONED: R-E 
(COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) 'C-V (CITY 
EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

First Publication: SUN - 7/18/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/1/84. 7AGENDA ITEM 

1 	e04 
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AGENDA DOCUMENTATpN  
TO: 

4. 	The City Council 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

SUBJECT: 	Bill No. 84-35 -- Designates Director of Building and Safety as 
"Building Official" Responsible for Enforcement of Uniform 
Housing Code  

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

As a result- of the departmental -  reorganization which 
became effective on July 14 1984, the responsibility for the 
enforcement of the City's Housing Code has been transferred 
to the Department of BUilding:ancl'Wety. ..Accordingly, it 
is appropriate to designate the Director of Building and 
Safety as the building official who is responsiblefor the 
enforcement of the Housing Code, And Bill No 84-35, if it 
is adopted, Will acCOmplish that objective. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None 

RECOMMENDATIONS 	' . 	. 
This Bill should be submitted to A Recommending Committee 

for review -, hearing and recommendation to the City Council for 
final action. 

Agenda item 

vi - A 



TO: 
The City Council 

FROM: 

June 22, L9201.20 
q iis4,t&R4OUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984, 

AGENDA 	DOCUMENTATION . . 	. 	pa":  
Val Steed retie 
Deputy City Attorney 

SUBJECT: Bill No. 84-36 
Annexation No. A-7-84(A) 

PURP2SE/BACKGROUND  

The proposed ordinance annexes certain real property located 
approximately 673.74 feet west of Torrey Pines Drive on the 
north side of Vegas Drive. The annexation process has now 
been completed in accordance with the NRS and the final date 
of annexation (August 10, 1984) is set by this ordinance. 

The following is pertinent information: 

Annexation No.: 	 A-784.(A) 

Property Located: 	 Approximately 673.74 feet west 
th of Torrey Pines Drive on e 

north side of Vegas Drive 

Petitioned By: 	 Las Vegas Valley Water District 
3700 W. Charleston Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89153 

Acreage: 	 Approximately 0.25 acres 

Zoned: 	 R-E (County classification) 
C-V (City equivalent) 

FISCAL IMPACT  

RECOMMENDATIONS  

, 

This Bill should be submitted to a Aeconimending Coridnittee for 
review,  hearing:and.recoMmendation to the City Council for 
final action. 

Agendo Item 

VI - 
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ITEM Council Action Department Action 

1119 

I. 

111120 

11 

VI. REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES (Cont'd  

C. 	BILL NO. 84-37 - ANNEXATION NO. A-9-84(A), 
PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF 
BALZAR AVENUE AND TORREY PINES DRIVE; 
PETITIONED BY: MS. TOBY GREEN; ACREAGE: 
APPROXIMATELY 5 ACRES; ZONED: R-E (COUNTY 
CLASSIFICATION) N-U (CITY EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

First Publication: SUN - 7/18/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/1/84. 

D. 	BILL NO. 84-38 - ANNEXATION NO. A-12-84(A), 
PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 
LORENZI BOULEVARD AND kAKE MEAD BOULEVARD; 
PETITIONED BY: ERNEST A.BECKER, J R.; 
ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 5.223 ACRES; ZONED: 
R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) N-U (CITY 
EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

First Publication: SUN - 7/18/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/1/84. 

AP MOVED AGENDA ITEM 

Cep • 



TO: 	 I FROM: 
The City Council 

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

I'M  VY4 	 0122 . 	' Date: 	June 22, 1984 • 

Val Steed 
Deputy  Citi Attorney  

3:814c 

Petitioned By : 

Zoned: 

Acreage: 

SUBJECT: 	Bill No. 84-37 
Annexation No. A-9-84(A) 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

The proposed ordinance annexes certain real propert y  located 
on the northwest corner of Balzer Avenue and Torre y  Pines 
Drive. The annex 	 e annexation process has now been completed in 
accordance with the NRS and the final date of annexation 
(August 10, 1984) is set by  this ordinance. 

The following  is pertinent information: 

Annexation No.: 	 A-9-84(A) 

Property  Located: 	 Northwest corner of Balzer Avenue 
and Torrey  Pines Drive 

Ms. Toby  Green 
9059 Cattaraugus Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90034 

R-E(County  classification) 
N-U (City  equivalent) 

Approximately  five acres 

FMCAL1MPACT• 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

This Bill should be submitted to a  RecomMending  Committee for 
review , bearing  and recommendation to the City  Council for 
final action. 

Agenda Item 

VI - C 



Val Steed A?7  
r1,..qhm,d 

Deputy City Attorneyr 

TO: FROM: 
The City Council 

Annexation No.: 

Property Located: 

ik.,12-84(A) 

On the Southeast corner of I.orenzi 
Boulevard and Lake Mead Boulevard 

00,,44440UNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1 , 1984 1  

.  AGENDA DOCUMENTATION  I Date 
June 18,  19840 12 3 

SUBJECT: Bill No. 84-38 
Annexation No. A-12-84(A) 

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND  

The proposed ordinance annexes certain real property located 
on the southeast corner of Lorenzi Boulevard and Lake Mead 
Boulevard. The annexation process has now been completed in 
accordance with the NRS and the final date of annexation 
(August 10, 1984) is set by this ordinance. 

The following is pertinent information: 

Petitioned By: 	 . Ernest A. - Secker, Jr. 
50 South 'Jones Boulevard ' 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Acreage: 	 Approximately 5.223 acres 

Zoned: 	 (County' classification) 
N-U (City equivalent) 

FISCAL IMPACT  

RECOMMENDATIONS  

This Bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for 
review, hearing and recommendation to the City Council for 
final action. 

Agenda Item 

VI - D 
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11 1121 
Gary Maria, 
Cliff McKinney & 
Rich Hudson *pear( 
in opposition. 

8/15/84 Agenda 
li 
' 1143 
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ITEM Council Action Department Action 

REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES .(Cont'd)  

• BILL NO. 84-39 - PROHIBITS THE SALE OF 
"ORIENTAL STARS" OR ANY OTHER STAR-LIKE 
FLAT METAL OBJECT, HAVING THREE OR MORE 
POINTS AND CAPABLE OF BEING THROWN AT 
ANOTHER PERSON.  
Committee: Councilmen Nolen and Lurie 

First Publication: SUN - 7/18/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/1/84. 

BILL DEFEATED 
(Note: Lurie moved 
to amend Bill to 
allow the sale of 
Oriental Stars to 
persons 18 years or 
older which carried 
unanimously. Nolen 
then moved to adopt 
Bill as amended. 
This motion FAILED 
with Briare, Levy & 
Christensen voting 
"No.") 

Recommendation 
Noted 

F. BILL NO. 84-40 - AMENDS THE R-MH ZONING 
DISTRICT REGULATIONS TO REQUIRE THE SAME 
FRONT AND SIDE YARD SETBACKS As ARE 

' REQUIRED IN THE R,1 ZONING DISTRICT.  
Committee: Councilmen Christensen and .Lurie 

First Publication: SUN - 8/1/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/15/84. 

NOTE: No action may be taken at the 
8/1/84 meeting. 

OVED AGENDA ITEM 
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AGENDA 	DOCUMENTATION 

TO: 
The City Council 	 ' FROM: 	RaertIgUgln 

Deputy City Attorney 

0125 
June 12, 1984 

SUBJECT: Bill No. 84-39-- Prohibits the sale of "Oriental stars" or any other 
star-like flat metal object, having three or more points and capable of 
tocOng  44Nrcitiln af Janni-hor rarann_  

PURTMUBACKGROUND  

Bill No. 84-34 would prohibit the sale of "Oriental stars" and 
similar objects in the City of Las Vegas. This bill does not 
prohibit their use, but the throwing of a deadly missile in 
places where persons might be hurt is already prohibited by 
state law (NES 202.280). Between the new ordinance and the 

• state law, it would still be legal to use the "Oriental stars" 
in martial arts demonstrations, since persons are not endangered 
in those situations. 

FISCAL IMPACT  

None 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

This bill should be submitted to a Recommending ComMittee for 
review, hearing and recommendation to the City Council for final 
action ,: 	• 	•  

Agende Item 

VI - E 	. 
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We the undersinged as registered voters are opposed to the bill that would ban the 
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are opposed to the bill that would ban the 
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July 5, 1984 

NOTICE 

The following Bills proposed for adoption by the City Council of the City of 
Las Vegas, Nevada, will be the subject of PUBLIC COMMENT before the respective 
Recommending Committees at the hour of 4:00 P.M., Monday, July 16, 1984, in 
the City Manager's Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 400 East Stewart 
Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

A. BILL NO. 84-35 - DESIGNATES DIRECTOR OF BUILDING AND SAFETY AS "BUILDING 
OFFICIAL" RESPONSIBLE FOR ENFORCEMENT OF UNIFORM HOUSING CODE.  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

B. BILL NO. 84-36 - ANNEXATION NO. A-7-84(A), PROPERTY LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 
673.74 FEET WEST OF TORREY PINES DRIVE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF VEGAS DRIVE; 
PETITIONED BY: LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT; ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 
0.25 ACRES; ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) C -V (CITY EQUIVALENT).  
Cormnittee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

C. BILL NO. 84-37 - ANNEXATION NO. A-9-84(A), PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF BALZAR AVENUE AND TORREY PINES DRIVE; PETITIONED BY: MS. TOBY GREEN; 
ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 5 ACRES; ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) N-U (CITY 
EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

D. BILL NO. 84-38 - ANNEXATION NO. A-12-84(A), PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF LORENZI BOULEVARD AND LAKE MEAD BOULEVARD; PETITIONED BY: ERNEST A. 
BECKER, JR.; ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 5.223 ACRES; ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSI-
FICATION) N-U (CITY EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

E. BILL NO. 84-39 - PROHIBITS THE SALE OF "ORIENTAL STARS" OR ANY OTHER STAR-LIKE 
FLAT METAL OBJECT, HAVING THREE OR MORE POINTS AND CAPABLE OF BEING THROWN AT 
ANOTHER PERSON.  
Committee: Councilmen Nolen and Lurie 

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS ARE INVITED TO ATTEND:  Attendance will be noted and a 
tape recording of the proceedings will be kept on file in the Office of the 
City Clerk until final disposition. A copy of the above Bills can be obtained 
through the Office of the City Clerk, Monday through Friday, 8 A.M. to 5 P.M. 
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ITY OF LAS VEGAS 	 CITY COUNCIL -MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

• RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING' 
JULY 16, 1984 	- 

, FILE 

MEETING HELD: 

PRESENT: 

A. BILL NO. 84-35 -DESIGNATES DIRECTOR OF BUILDING AND SAFETY AS "BUILDING 
OFFICIAL" RESPONSIBLE FOR ENFORCEMENT OF UNIFORM HOUSING CODE.  

. Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

• BILL NO. 84-36 - ANNEXATION NO. A-7-84(A), PROPERTY LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 
673.74 FEET WEST OF TORREY PINES DRIVE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF VEGAS DRIVE; 
PETITIONED BY- LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT; ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 
0.25 ACRES; ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) C-V (CITY EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie amd Nolen 

No one spoke in opposition. Committee recommended adoption at the 
August 1, 1984 City. Council meeting. 

NO one spoke in Opposition. . Committee recoMmended-Adoption at the 
August 1, 1984 City Council meeting. 

Monday, July 16, 1984, at 4:00 P.M. in the City 
Manager's Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 
400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Meeting 
adjourned at 4:05 P.M. 

Councilman Ron Lurie 
Councilman Bob Nolen 
City Manager Ashley Hall 
Acting Deputy City Manager Dan Pilkington 
Executive Assistant to City Manager Richard Blue 
City Attorney George Ogilvie 
Joe Silvester, Building & Safety 
City Clerk Carol Ann Hawley 
Deputy City Clerk Sandra R. LeBoeuf 
Jamie Hurly, Las Vegas SUN 

FROM: 

COPIES TO: 7/18/84 & 8/1/84 City Council Book 
City Attorney 
Business Activity Director 
Community Planning & Development Director 
Public Services Director 
Design & Development Director 
Building & Safety Director 
I-ire Services 	 We 
Metro " 

- 
SANDRA R. LeBOEUF g 
ACTING CITY CLERK 

Date 

0139 
Only 17,-19R4  



RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING 
JULY 16, 1984 
Page 2 
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CITY COUNCIL-MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

C. BILL NO. 84-37 - ANNEXATION NO. A-9-84(A), PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF BALZAR AVENUE AND TORREY PINES DRIVE; PETITIONED BY: MS. TOBY GREEN; 
ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 5 ACRES; ZONED R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) N-U (CITY 
EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

No one spoke in opposition. Committee recommended adoption at the 
August 1, 1984 City Council meeting. 

D. BILL NO. 84-38 - ANNEXATION NO. A-12-84(A), PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF LORENZI BOULEVARD AND LAKE MEAD BOULEVARD; PETITIONED BY ERNEST A. 
BECKER, JR.; ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 5.223 ACRES; ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSI-
FICATION) N-U (CITY EQUIVALENT).  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Nolen 

No one spoke in opposition. Committee recommended adoption at the 
August 1, 1984 City Council meeting. 

E. BILL NO. 84-39 - PROHIBITS THE SALE OF "ORIENTAL STARS" OR ANY OTHER STAR-LIKE 
FLAT METAL OBJECT, HAVING THREE OR MORE POINTS AND CAPABLE OF BEING THROWN AT 
ANOTHER PERSON.  
Committee: Councilmen Nolen and Lurie 

No one spoke in opposition. Committee recommended adoption at the 
August 1, 1984 City Council meeting. 



/V 	day of ItAmL4.as  "Yr  

if  
_ 

//NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said Cou ,  
and State. My Commission expires: Sfr.‘ 

• CITY COUNCIL -MUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

(Posting required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241) 0141  

STATE OF NEVADA ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) ss 

an employee 	City f Las Vegas, Nevada 
beinir first dulLsgrn, depOses and says that on the/If:day of 	 , fang, 

,  

at the hour of `/Are An,.  there were posted copies of -i-NOTICE, the at ched of which 
is a true and correct copy, of a NOTICE of a INFORMATION MEETING before varioto 
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES relative to proposed ordinances to be held on the /Cr*‘ day 
of 	 , 'IV, at 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada; to be posted 
on ublic ulletin Board at the following locations: 

I.  

1. In the United States Post Office (Downtown), •01 Stewart Avenue; 

2. In the Federal Building, 300 Las Vegas Boulevard South; 

3. In the Clark County Courthouse, 200 East Carson Avenue; 

4. On the Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall, 
400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Court Clerk's 
office); and 

5. On the Special Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City 
Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the City Coucil 
Chamber) 

*isle bl* 	 

tiflikiNNY-214411- 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

SANDRA R. LC E U2 
Notary Public - r .,  • 	;:rada 

r •• 

Ity 	-.:; 	15, 19S 



Subscribed and sworn to before roe this 
. z4 
	 day of 

NOTARY PUBLIC in and fdf said Coufty 
and State. 
My Commission expires:  Jr.nernoro  

SANDRA R. LE BOEUF 
Notary Public-State ct Nevada 

ArtnE1 Recorded la Clark Catr"../ 

Ity kpairpert Expircs Mir. 15, 1SZ5 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES':- AUGUST 1, 1984 

Mailing required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241) 	0142 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) ss 

	, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada 
eing first duly sworn,udeposes and says that on the  WI- 	day of 

tAfin.  i 	a copy of a NOTICE OF INFORMATION MEETING before 

t: 	 , 	 G 	Mc/  
variout RECOMMENDING  COMMITTEES rel tive to proposed ordinances to be held at 
th hour of  WrA  , on Monday 	 , 	, in the City Manapr's 

 

Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 00 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, 
Nevada, of which the attached is a true and correct copy, was deposited in the 
United States Mail, Postage prepaid, First Class Mail, to each person and/or 
organization whose name appears in the Agenda Register maintained in the Office 
of the City Clerk as having requested, in writing, a copy of said AGENDA 
(NOTICE). 

'?ui.a 	• 
G 	E (an1oesg:-The Office of 

the CITY CLERK) 
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G. 	BILL NO. 84-41 - SETS FORTH THE DEPARTMENTS 
OF THE CITY AND THEIR CONSTITUENT DIVISIONS. 
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Christensen 

Recommendation 
Noted 

8/15/84 Agenda 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0143 
MGEMDfl 

I 	ITEM 

1,44 Veg(44 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

August 1, 1984 

Page 24 

Department Action 

VI. _REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES (Cont'di  

First Publication: SUN - 8/1/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/15/84. 

11 	NOTE: No action may be taken at the 
8/1/84 meeting. 

11 	H. 	BILL NO 84-42 - DESIGNATES THE DIRECTOR OF Recommendation 
BUILDING AND SAFETY AS THE PERSON RESPONSIBL Noted 

II 	 FOR TAKING CORRECTIVE ACTION UNDER THE CITY'. 
LITTER ABATEMENT ORDINANCE.  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Christensen 

II rst Publication: SUN -.8/1/84 

, 	

Fi 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/15/84. 

NOTE: No action may be taken at the 

11 	
8/1/84 meeting. 

AGENDA ITEM 

8/15/84 Agenda 



APPROVED AGENDA ITEM 

/11  apt 

I 
MGEMDO 
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1 

1 

1 
1 
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1 

ITEM 

VI. REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES (Cont'd 

I. 	BILL NO. 84-43 - DESIGNATES THE DIRECTOR 
OF BUILDING AND SAFETY AS THE "DIRECTOR OF 
PUBLIC WORKS" FOR PURPOSES OF ENFORCEMENT 
OF THE CITY'S DANGEROUS BUILDINGS CODE.  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Christensen 

First Publication: SUN - 8/1/84 

Committee Recommendation: 

Adoption at the City Council meeting 
of 8/15/84. 

NOTE: No action may be taken at the 
8/1/84 meeting. 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

1A4 tles44 

Recommendation 
Noted 

Council Action 

August 1, 1984 

8/15/84 Agenda 

Department Action 

Page 25 

0144 



TO: 

911113) ECT: 

FILE 

RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING 
ap 30, 1984 	 . 

MEETING HELD: 

PRESENT: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 Dame IITY OF LAS VEGAS 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM : NI EMORANDUM 

FROM: 

CAROL ANN HAWLEY 
- CITY CLERK 

COPIES TO: 
8/1/84 and 8/15/84 City Council Books 
City Attorney 
Business Activity Director 
Community Planning and Development Director 
Public Services Director 
Building and Safety Director 

Metro 
Fire Services 

Monday, July 30, 1984, at 4:00 P.M. in the City Manager's 
Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 400 East Stewart 
Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Meeting adjourned at 4:02 P.M. 

Councilman Paul Christensen 
.City Manager Ashley Hall 

. Deputy City Manager DOA Saylor 
Deputy City Attorney Robert Yeargin 
Community Planning and Development Director Harold Foster 
City Clerk' Carol Ann Hawley 	. 
Deputy City 'Clerk Linda ,Owens  
Jamie Hurley, Las" Vegas SUN 

0145 
July  30, 1984 

EXCUSED: 	 Councilman Ron Lurie 

BILL NO. 84-40 - AMENDS THE R-MH ZONING DISTRICT REGULATIONS TO REQUIRE THE 
SAME FRONT AND SIDE YARD SETBACKS AS ARE REQUIRED IN THE R-1 ZONING DISTRICT.  
Committee: Councilmen Christensen and Lurie 

This bill affects mobile home parks where the spaces are owned by the individuals 
which have less side yard setbacks than residential so that mobile home lots and 
single-family residential lots will be consistent. No one spoke in opposition. 
Committee recommended adoption at the August 15, 1984 City Council meeting. 

B. DILL NO. 84-41 - SETS FORTH THE DEPARTMENTS OF THE CITY AND THEIR CONSTITUENT 
DIVISIONS.  
Cc,mmittee: Councilmen Lurie and Christensen 

This bill legally , sets forth various changes in the departments of the City. 
No one sooke in opposition. Committee recommended adoption at the Auaust. 15, 
1984 City Council meeting. 
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0146 
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING 
JULY 30, 1984 	- 
PAGE 2 

C. BILL NO. 84-42 - DESIGNATES THE DIRECTOR OF BUILDING AND SAFETY AS THE PERSON 
RESPONSIBLE FOR TAKING CORRECTIVE ACTION UNDER THE CITY'S LITTER ABATEMENT 
ORDINANCE.  
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Christensen 

. 	. 
This bill is a result of departmental reorganization of the City. No one spoke 
in opposition. Committee recommended adoption at the August 15, 1984 City 
Council meeting. 

D. BILL NO. 84-43 - DESIGNATES THE DIRECTOR OF BUILDING AND SAFETY AS THE "DIRECTOR 
OF PUBLIC WORKS" FOR PURPOSES OF ENFORCEMENT OF THE CITY"S DANGEROUS BUILDINGS 
CODE. 
Committee: Councilmen Lurie and Christensen 

This bill is a result of departmental reorganizationpof the City. No one spoke 
in ooposition. Committee recommended adoption at the August 15, 1984 City 
Council meeting. 

MIN 

C AH !lmo 



August 1, 1984 •110GENDA v csm, 

1143 

I.  

„Levy 
Motion to concur 
with Mayor's reap-
pointments of 
Alice 	Culbertson 
and Elaine McNamara 
to new three-year 
terms carried 
unanimously. 

Clerk to notify 

APP 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
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CMYCOUNOL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400EASTSTEMMTAVENUE 

PtONE386-6CM 
ITEM 	 Council Action 

Page 26 

Department Action 

VII. 	BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

A. 	CLARK COUNTY LIBRARY DISTRICT 
. BOARD:OF TRUSTEES -.3-Aear'Term  

I. Alice I. Culbertson - Term Expires . 
8/19/84 

2. Elaine McNamara - Term Expires 
9/2/84 

1 

1 

)VED AGENDA ITEM 

hp? eatit 
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second term on the board. 

Thank you, 

Alice I. Culbertson 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
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Alioe I. Culbertson 
1513 James Street 

La's Vegas, Nv 89101 

Honorable William Briare 
Las Vegas City Hall 
Las Vegas, Nv 89101 

Dear Nayor 
I have sincerely enjoyed my work on the Clark County Li-

brary Board, representing the City of Las Vegas. We continue 
having problems delivering services and with growth during 

this time of local government funding problems. 
We are striving to improve our fund rasing efforts to 

help solve our cash flow. 
We are looking forward to a successful legislative ses-

sion in 1985. 
This is to inform you that I am intrested in serving 5 

04/ 



cc: :yOr 	 Briare 
Councilms.n Al Levy 
Councilman on Lurie 
Councilman Bob. Nolen 
City Clerk 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
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'Tune 22, 1994 

Councilman Paul J. Christensen 
City of Las Vegas 
400 E. Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 9q101 

Dear Councilman Christensen: 

My term as a Clark County Library Board Trustee, repre-
senting the City, will be expiring in September, 1994. I want 
to thank you for sppointing me, and ask that you consider me 
for re-appointment. 

I was recently appointed by Governor Bryan to the 
state Library Council and am actively involved with the library 
program in our community and throughout the state. 

14 appointment as a member of the Library Board has 
been both rewarding and challenging; and it certainly has 
given me an insight into the needs of the library programs. 

Your considerstion in re-appointing me to the Library 
BoPrd wou1:1 be alpprecisted. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine C. McNamara 
4001 Evening Breeze Ct. 
Las Vegas, Nevada;99107 
Phone: 170-30 1;2 

L-i"2 -13 A_LIO 

1126 14 55  01 St Poi' 

a -3/V13038 
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4 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

0150 

August 1, 1984 

Page 27 

Council Action. Department Action 

VIII. 	NEW BILLS TO BE REFERRED TO A STUDY 
COMMITTEE OR RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE 

11 1144 	 First Reading and 	8/13/84 Agenda & 	A. 	Bill No. 84: 44 -- Provides definition of 	referred - 	Recommending 
im 1402 	"sadomasochistic abuse.! 	 Lurie and Levy 	Committee meeting 
111 	Sponsored by: 	Councilman Ron Lurie 

il 

is  
I 

Lurie and Levy 	
112MM:nildrigda 11 	. 	Bill No. 84-45 -- Annexation No. A-10-84(A) 	First 	and 

Property Located: 	On the southeast corner 	 Committee meeting. 
of Charleston Boulevard 

11 	and Redwood Street 

Petitioned by: 	K.L. 	Keltner, et al 

!III 	
Acreage: 	 Approximately 5 acres 

IF 	

Zoned: 	 R-E (County classification) 
N-U (City equivalent) 

Sponsored by: 	Councilman Ron Lurie 

I/ 

I MORNING SESSION RECE SED AT 11:45 A.M. 

II 

II 

II 

11 



Lurie - 
APPROVED as recom-
mended by Planning 
Commission. 
Motion carried with 
Levy abstaining. 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
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kgGENDO 	4 1,44 tiese44 August 1, 1984 

1 	ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

Page 28 

Department Action 

•1424 
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IX. 2:00 P.M. - PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. VAC-15-84 - Petition of Vacation submitted 
by DELL R. NIELSON, ET AL to vacate portions 
of Government Patent Reservations located 
within Government Lots 10, 11, 22 and 23 
generally located on the north side of 
Cory Place between Upland Boulevard and 
Mohawk Street. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following condition: 

1. If the Order of Vacation is not 
recorded within one (1) year after 
approval by the City Council or an 
extension is not granted by the 
Planning Commission, then approval 
will terminate and a new petition 
must be submitted. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 

APPROVED AGENDA ITEIVI 

Al? COOL 



This involves Government Patent 
four government lots where R-CL 
single family subdivision. The 
government lots because the new 
pattern. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 

Reservations for access streets on 
zoning has been approved for a new 
reservations are not needed on these 
Subdivision is changing the street 

APPROVAL 

AL DINE 

. !0 
kU  

• -. ,• • 	• 
44a.a.1-Larfer 	 evil) 

- 	 . 	 , 	  

0 IITOP• N. 
GO MAT  
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0152 
IX. TO: The City Council 

'Re:- Public Hearing AgendelteM , 
August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

VACATION - VAC-15-84 	DELL R. NIELSON,. ET:AL 

MEE 

 • 	 6.01 

0 	 • 
■ 	.... 	 - 	. 	 I 	.1 	1 	:.  ••,.. VAC. - 	IT-.  IN ;• i • 	I .  

PLACE  

PAIMING 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
NOTICE 

0153 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a petition has been filed 

with the Clerk of the City Council of the City of Las Vegas, 

Nevada, asking for the vacation of certain real property herein-

after described; that said petition has been referred to the 

Planning Commission of the City of Las Vegas; and that said 

Planning Commission has recommended that said petition be 

approved and that the following property be vacated, to-wit: 

Portions of Government Patent Reservations 
located within Government Lots 10, 11, 22 and 
23 generally located on the north side of Cory 

, Place between Upland Boulevard and Mohawk Street 
• 

SUBJECT TO  

1. If the Order of Vacation is not recorded within 

one (1) year after approval by the City Council or 

an extension is not granted by the Planning Commis-

sion, then approval will terminate and a new petition 

must be Submitted; 

. 2. Reservation Of easements for the facilities of 

the various utility companies, together with reasonable 

ingress thereto and . egress therefrom; 

3.. Conformance to code requirements and design 

standards of all City departments;' 

4. Vacation shall not be recorded until all of the 

. above conditions have been met. 

A KTEILIc HEARING on said petition and recommendation of 

the Planning Commission will be held on the 1st day of August, 

- 1984, at the hour of 2:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers of City 

Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Lae Vegas, County of Clark State 

of Nevada. 

If UpOn.sUch beiring.the City Council of the City of 

Las Vegas is satisfied that the public will not be materially 

injured by such proposed vacation, the above descriired property 

will be ordered vacated. 

THIS NOTICE is given pursuant to an Order made by the 

City Council of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada, at a regular 

7leeting thereof held on the 18th day of July, 1984. 

! 	rj 

CAROL l',NN iii:WLEY, City -le-k 
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Department Action ITEM 

IX: 2:00 P.M.: . 	'PUBLIC HEARINGS,.(coRtinued.)  

V-71-84 - APPEAL filed by CHRISTOPHER K. 
MUNHALL ON BEHALF OF VALLEY BANK OF NEVADA, 
TRUSTEE FOR BETH CORY GARSIDE FAMILY TRUST 
to the action of the Board of Zoning Adjust-
ment in DENYING the request for a Variance 
to allow 2 dwelling units where only one 
is permitted on property located at 1900 
South Valley View Boulevard in Zoning 
District R-1 (Single-Family Residence). 

Board of Zoning Adjustment unanimously 
recommends DENIAL. 

WITHDRAWN BY 
APPLICANT 
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IX. To: The City Council 

Re: Public Hearing Agenda Item 
August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

B. V-71-84 - APPEAL FILED BY CHRISTOPHER K. MUNHALL ON BEHALF OF VALLEY 
BANK OF NEVADA, TRUSTEE FOR BETH CORY GARSIDE FAMILY TRUST TO THE ACTION 
OF THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT IN DENYING THE REQUEST FOR A VARIANCE 
TO ALLOW TWO DWELLING UNITS WHERE ONLY ONE IS PERMITTED 

The request involves an appeal by the applicant to the action of the 
Board of Zoning Adjustment in denying a variance to allow two dwelling 
units where only one is permitted at 1900 S. Valley View Boulevard in 
an R-1 zone. The property is located in an area that is predominantly 
zoned R-1 except for the Spanish Oaks development across the street 
which is zoned R-PD6. The applicant is using this property as a rental 
and has placed a kitchen in the second unit within the past three or 
four months. The applicant indicated at the meeting there is substantial 
volumes of traffic on Valley View and there is an apartment project further 
south on this street near Sahara Avenue. The BZA felt if this application 
was approved, it would establish a precedent for additional units on 
other properties in this area and there would be no logical stopping 
point for the higher density on this street which would adversely affect 
the surrounding single tamily neighborhood. This variance was filed 
due to a complaint on the two units on this property. 

BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT DECISION: DENIAL - Insufficient justification 
for this request. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DENIAL - No justification for this request. 

PROTESTS: 1 - Person spoke at the BZA meeting 

• • • • • • 
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0156 
TRANSCRIPT - LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 
ITEM IX-B - APPEAL RE V-71-84 	 PAGE 1 

MAYOR BRIARE: Now, the next one, if there's anyone here that was 
expecting a public hearing on Christopher Munhall on 
behalf of Valley Bank of Nevada, an appeal to the 
Board of Zoning Adjustment's recommendation, by 
request of the applicant, this has been withdrawn, 
so that means that the Board of Zoning Adjustment's 
recommendation will be adhered to, and that is for 
DENIAL of this request. Is there any questions by 
anybody that might have been here on V-71-84 Appeal? 
(No response.) Okay, then the record will reflect 
that it's been withdrawn, and if there's no objection 
by the Council members, it stands withdrawn. 

(END OF DISCUSSION ON THIS ITEM.) 

/ch 



ROBERT CLEMMER: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 
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ITEM 9 - V-71-84 - APPLICATION OF VALLEY BANK OF NEVADA, TRUSTEE FOR BETH CORY 
GARSIDE FAMILY TRUST 	 PAGE  1 

1 VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

Public Hearing Item 9, V-71-84, application of 
Valley Bank of Nevada, Trustee for Beth Cory 
Garside Family Trust for a Variance to allow 2 
dwelling units where only one is permitted on 
property located at 1900 South Valley View Boulevard 
in Zoning District R-1. 

As you can see on the map on the far wall, this is 
a predominately single-family area. There's Spanish 
Oaks development to the east and single-family homes 
north, south and west. This is a regular lot. There's 
no hardship involved; therefore, staff would recommend 
DENIAL of the variance. The request is to allow this 
second unit in this area. 

What are the cross streets for that on the north side? 
I can't -- 

El Cortez Avenue immediately north and El Parque south. 

Would you please state your name and address. - 

It's Timothy S. Cory. My address is 1609 East Sahara. 

Would you give us a briefing on your application, please. 

Yes. I'm here on behalf of the Beth Garside Trust. 
Mrs. Garside is my mother and I'm an attorney here on 
behalf of Valley Bank Trust. Now, the purpose as set 
forth in the application is for the variance to allow 
a smaller additional unit on the same property. What 
it is basically, would be . a converted garage and the 
garage is located right next to the property -- right 
next to the main house, three-bedroom house, and lends 
itself very well to a conversion into a separate small 
one-bedroom unit. 

Is it going to contain a bath and kitchen facilities? 

Yes, yes. It would be . a separate -- a separate unit 
for a separate family. The area -- was there a question? 

Well, I really was going to ask was there a particular 
need for this or -- 

Yes, there is a need. 	There is a need. Number one, 
because of the character of the area, I myself really 
don't feel that it is predominately single-family 
dwelling. You'll see farther south, the yellow block 
area there on the southeast -- I imagine would -- that 
would be southeast. The yellow block area is a large 
apartment complex and I don't recall the name of it, 
maybe staff does. 
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ITEM 9 - V-71-84 - APPLICATION OF VALLEY BANK OF NEVADA, TRUSTEE FOR BETH CORY 

GARSIDE FAMILY  TRUST 	 PAGE 2  

ROBERT CLEMMER: 	Spanish Oaks apartments. 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: Yes, Spanish Oaks apartments. Now that is all the 
way down that street is apartments on the other side 
of this area. North,and there again I apologize for 
not being familiar with these streets, but the very 
first street just north that house along that -- right 
down Valley View, which would be right next to this 
property, has a block wall. It's about a five or six 
foot block wall. It runs right up to the property line 
of this property. Valley View Boulevard is -- it used 
to be a smaller slower street and it's now a four-lane 
road and the traffic is very fast. It makes the 
property -- this is rental property for the trust. 
It makes the property very difficult to rent. Families 
are not inclined, 	single families are not inclined 
to want to live on the property for two reasons. 
Number one, because of the fast traffic, you can no 
longer park on Valley View Boulevard. You used to be 
able to park on the street. There is no street parking 
at all. You can't park on the street and because of 
the block wall, as you're headed south on Valley View, 
which is the only access to the property, you can't 
see to pull into the driveway. You have to slow way 
down. There is no parking lane to pull into on the 
side of that street. You have fast traffic behind you 
and it is very nerve racking to slow down and pull into 

• that property. What we're proposing to do is make the 
property two separate units and take the yard out in 
front and make them basically -- make a drive-in area 
in the front so that there would be parking there in 
the front of the property up on the property and not 
In the street. I think -- I went out just to make sure - 
I've been familiar with this property for serveral years, 
but I went out to look at it again and a characterization 
of that area of single-family dwelling just, in my mind, 
Just isn't accurate. There are apartments all across 
on the other side of the street. Valley View is becoming 
more and more commercial and that area just simply isn't 
suited for single-family, dwelling any longer. You'll 
notice that just right down south is Valley View and 
Sahara. Now on that map, it may look like a bit of 
a distance, but it's just a very -- it's basically 
about one full normal city block down to -- and there 
is a shopping center which is the pink area there on 
the -- yes, that would be that area theTT that's being 
pointed at and there's commercial property on the other 
side. There's just commercial property everywhere and 
for that purpose, we think it's more suitable for two 
family areas there. There would be the three-bedroom 
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ROBERT CLEMMER: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

JOE SEDAR: 
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GARSIDE FAMILY TRUST 	 PAGE 3  

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

house which would be one unit and then right 
next to it on the same property would be the -- 
and there again this is -- when I say right next 
to it, it's all part of the same structure. It's 
basically what used to be the garage. 

Just for information, I think when they're saying 
the neighborhood is predominately single-family 
it doesn't relate to the apartments, but just the 
residential homes that are existing right in that 
area. I don't know how many of those have been 
converted to multiple dwellings. 

None. 

None? 

I might say this. It was implied that there are 
apartments all along Valley View, that's not so. 
The east side where that light -- north of that -- 
that's the apartment area there where you pointed. 
Go ahead, Mike, point to that area again. That's 
the apartment area. Just north of that -- just 
north of that, that's all Spanish Oaks single-family. 
They're all detached single-family homes and the 
yellow all about this they're all single-family 
homes and north, even a half a mile or three quarter's 
of .a mile north, they're all single-family homes. 
So it's really not so that it's apartments all the 
way down Valley View. 

You know, I don't like to mix it even if there are 
apartments there when a residential area if there's 
only 20 or 30 homes and they're all single-family 
and there's apartments across the street or all around 
it, it doesn't have anything directly to do with the 
fact that all the existing homes are single-family 
even though there's R-2 or R-3 zoning nearby. That 
was what I was trying to see if any of the other homes 
have been converted to multiple dwellings. 

:Arethere any protests? 

On that subject -- pardon me. 

Mr Clemmer, were there any Protests? 

None. 

• Yes. 
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EXCERPT - BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
ITEM 9 - V-71-84 - APPLICATION OF VALLEY BANK 

GARSIDE FAMILY TRUST 

No, I meant written. 

If I may mention, in the area which would then 
be across the street from this residence and 
just south, that area which is Spanish Oaks -- 
now there aren't any front yards there. There's 
a block wall that runs all the way down that area. 
That's the back yard of the Spanish Oaks area and 
when you go out and you look at the area, it just 
simply is no longer a single-family area. You're 
on a very fast street there and you're just simply 
you're going to have more and more families moving 
now because no families are going to want to live 
in that house as a single residence. 

Did you say your mother lived there now or somebody? 
Oh, she owns it, I'm sorry. 

No, she has owned the house or the trust has owned 
the house. If I could just cite an example. I have 
a friend of mine who is interested in renting a place. 
I took him out and showed him the area, this was 
a few months ago and he has cats-- he has two cats and 
he feels differently about cats then I do, but he's 
concerned about them and he declined to rent the area 
because of the traffic. There is tremendous traffic 
on that street and we're just simply trying to find 
the best use and a way to properly use this property 
and it is not to get a one family with children and 
so on and so forth. Remember it's a three-bedroom 
home and so if you're going to rent it as simply a 
three-bedroom home and it has a pool -- it's a beautiful 
home. It's a lovely home and in years gone by for 
the last 20 years there have been lots of happy families 
live there with children and so on and so forth, but 
you simply can't get anybody with children or with pets 
or anything like that to come and live on that street. 

It's not a corner lot, is it? 

No, it isn't. 

There's houses on both sides, on either side? 

Yes, now there is a block -- as I mentioned, there is 
actually a block wall on the *south side, oh excuse me,:. 
the north side and that runs up to the corner.. I believe, 
this is -- there is only One lot from this property VP 
to the cornet, is that correct? 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

- - 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 
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ROBERT CLEMMER: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

JOE SEDAR: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

JOE SEDAR: . 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

JOE SEDAR: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

There's one lot to the north of this to the 
corner that's correct. 

And that is the corner lot. So that -- where 
the property just north that is actually, I believe, 
the back yard to that property and that property 
actually fronts on the other street. That's the 
corner lot there. 

Any questions, Commissioners? This is a public 
hearing, is there anyone for or against this 
applicant? Would you please come forward. Pleise 
state your name and address and sign the sign-in 
sheet. 

I'm Joe Sedar and I'm representing the Lampros. 
They live right across the street from where he's 
talking about, 1813 Valley View. 

May we have your address also, please. 

I live at 2521 Arenas. 

Thank you. 
• 

They're against this:becaUse I think he forgot to 
mention that the place isalready f being rented and 
WS already made into an apartMent'andthey feel 
that it's downgrading the Whole neighborhood. 

Is that correct? 

Is it existing? 

Yes, yes, it is. I believe staff's aware of that. 

How long has it been existing? 

Well, the -- I don't know how long. . What happened 
was that the garage -- this garage area which is, I 
guess, marked in red is -- has been improved for quite 
some time. As a Matter of fact, it was improved when 
•Mrs. Garside purchased the property,  but the renter or 
the people that are in •there have been there for, to my 
knowledge, not more than two months. 

How long has the kitchen facilities been in there? 
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TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

JOE SEDAR: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

11 	TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: .  

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

Not more than two months. 

I disagree. It's been there at least three to four 
months. 

Well, I don't have personal knowledge of that. 

Well, we just want to know approximate. I just 
need approximately how long it's been. 

I'm willing to be corrected. We're not withholding 
any information. We have not withheld any information 
from staff. 

Who put the kitchen area in? 

Well, I believe whoever did the conversion. . 

At who's permission I think she wants to know? 
She wants to know who authorized it? 

I mean if the trust owns the property -- 

Correct. 

Then it would appear to me they could not make any 
improvements to the property without the permission 
of the trust. Did the trust give the permission? 

Well, I believe so. It was basically Mrs. Garside 
doing it, but it was at least with a tacit approval 
of the trust. 

We Called the Planning . CommiSsion and the Planning 
Commission said there was no order or anything else 

, to issue them to build an apartment or anything like 
that. 

Is this how it came before this board because of -- 

Yes. 

There's nothing to indicate to staff that this existed. 
In fact, the wording in the attachment is that if the 
house were converted to two family residences, it would 
be suitable for two smaller units which would accommodate 
two smaller families of all adults. It indicates that 
it's proposed and not existing. 
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JOE SEDAR: And, furthermore, there must be at least 15 kids 
that live on Valley View. There's two kids that 
live right down the block going towards Oakey Street 
and then there's -= my daughter lives right across 
the street with my ex-wife and then there's two more 
kids right next door to them. Then right around 
the corner there's at least three or four more kids. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: We really basically want to know why you're in 
opposition to his constructing -- well, it's existing? 

JOE SEDAR: 	 Why we don't want it? 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: What are your opposition to it? 

JOE SEDAR: 	 Why we don't want it? Because we think it'll downgrade 
the whole neighborhood. There must be at least five 
or six cars in the driveway. They cemented the whole 
front yard. 

VICE-CHARIMAN JUNIEL: 	Mr. Clemmer, did the notices that went out indicate 
that this was existing or could it have been misleading 
to the people who -- to think that it was proposed 
rather than existing? 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 	There was no indication that this was existing and 
the notices went out as if it were to be converted. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 	This was just proposed. I think that's bad. 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

This sounds bad and I hope that it sounds worse than 
it is. The application, the legwork and all the work 
in proposing this application was done by Mrs. Garside 
because she's the one that wanted the property done 
that way. The property is vastly improved and I think 
if -- I didn't catch the gentleman's name, but I think 
he would at least have to agree that the property -- 
the face of the property has been improved. The 
appearance is very nice. If there's an objection to 
the number of cars there, there are several -- I think 
that there are currently a group of three bachelors 
who are renting the three-bedroom house. One bachelor 
who rented the house then with two other roommates, 
two additional roommates. 

Isn't that illegal too? 

Well, in a single-family dwelling, you can rent three 
rooms to three persons outside the immediate family 
and that should not constitute an additional unit. 
You cannot have a kitchen and all. those rooms must have 
interior access to one another. 
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VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 
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COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

JOE SEDAR: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

TIMOTHY S. CORY: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

JOE SEDAR: 

Okay. I assumed we had something where we had 
two people who wanted to live together and it was 
not being -- 

Excuse me, I'm at a slight disadvantage because a 
lot of my information is secondhand from Mrs. Garside. 
If I may, I believe that if I can indicate the way 
this came about -- the property was improved. The 
face of the property needed to be improved and it was 
improved. There was new -- and that was all that -- 
it was my understanding that it was done with a 
contractor and there were permits and so on and so 
forth. 

There was no permits. Not one permit was issued for 
that apartment. 

No, he's talking about the paving. 

I can't believe that. I don't know that for sure. 

No, there were perhaps construction permits, but mit -- 

There was no. construction permits or anything because 
we called the Planning ComMission and they said there 
was no permits issued. . 

Is there anyone else here for or against this application? 

May I say, I can't believe that that's true. There 
was a contractor. 

Well, that really doesn't have much to do with this. 

I'm not sure that that's an issue. I did want to just 
so the Board doesn't think we're pulling a fast one on 
anybody -- the property was -- the face was improved. 
That garage was also improved and was going to be rented 
as nothing more than an additional room without a kitchen, 
without those items in it. It was improved so that that 
could be done in the future because it was -- the garage 
was already in that condition. It had already been 
improved to that point that at some point in the future, 
a kitchen and what have you could be put in there. Then 
what happened was the people, and there again I'm going 
on what's been related to me, the people who were going 
to rent the/three-bedroom did not want to rent the three-
bedroomt,E'Phey were a young couple and they only wanted 
to rent the one apartment and that's how they came to be 
in there. 
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VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: Any more questions, Commissioners? The public 
hearing is closed. May I have a motion. 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 	I'M GOING TO MOVE TO DENY. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 	Your application has been denied. (Motion carried 
nanimously with Bugbee and Emmett excused) 

END OF EXCERPT 



0166 

CITY of LAS VEGAS 

NCIL-MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

MAYOR BILL BRIARE 

COUNOLmEN 
RON LURIE 

PAUL I. CHRISTENSEN 
AL LEVY 

BOB NOLEN 
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CflY MANAGER 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

AUGUST 1, 1984 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on Wednesday, August 1, 1984, at the hour of 
2:00 P.M. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue, 
Las Vegas, Nevada, the City Council will consider the following: 

V-7I-84 	APPEAL filed by CHRISTOPHER K. MUNHALL ON BEHALF OF VALLEY 
BANK OF NEVADA, TRUSTEE FOR BETH CORY GARSIDE FAMILY TRUST 
to the action of the Board of Zoning Adjustment in DENYING 
the request for a variance to allow 2 dwelling units where 
only one is permitted on property located at 1900 South 
Valley View Boulevard in Zoning District R-I (Single-Family 
Residence). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS LOT NINETEEN (19) 
IN BL CK TWO (2) OF LAS VERDES HEIGHTS UNIT NO. 4.  

ANY AND ALL INTERESTED PERSONS may appear and be heard at said meeting 
or, prior thereto, may file written objections thereto or approvals 
thereof with the City Clerk, 10th Floor, City Hall. 

CAROL ANN HAWLEY 
CITY CLERK 

CLN, -6216 400 E. STEWART AVENUE • LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 88101 • (702) 386-60!1 
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1425 C. Lurie - 
Appeal DENIED 
thereby APPROVING 
the Variance. 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

Sally Loehrer, Att 
appeared on behalf 
of the appeal. — 

Larry Larkin 
appeared on behalf 
of the application 
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Department Action 

IX. 2:00 P.M. - PUBLIC HEARINGS (Continued)  

V-76-84 - APPEAL filed by SALLY  LOEHRER ON 
BEHALF OF SUZANNE SQUIRES to the action of 
the Board of Zoning Adjustment in APPROVING 
the application of LARRY S. LAMM for a 
Variance to allow an arbor to extend to 
the south side property line where a 10' 
setback is required on property located at 
1216 Strong Drive in Zoning District R-E 
(Residence Estates). 

Board of Zoning Adjustment unanimously 
recommends APPROVAL. 

Staff Recommendation: DENIAL 

PROTESTS: 1 

• APPROVED AGENDA ITEM t 	_ 	 • 

etArfa, 
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I/ 	
WANDERER AND WANDERER 	

R !. . 	SUITE 520 
FIRST INTERSTATE BANK BUILDING 

. 

	

	 • 	 302 E. CARSON AVENUE 
- 

I 	

EMILIE N. WANDERER 
JOHN P. WANDERER 

SALLY LOEHRER 	

• i 	6 . _ 	- . 1 	LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89101 
TELEPHONE (702) 382-9558 

Ty July 6, 1984 

City Clerk 
City of Las Vegas 
400 East Stewart 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

11 	
Re: Notice of Appeal of Board of Zoning Adjustment 

Decision on VC-76-84 

Gentlemen: 

Notice is hereby given that Mrs. Suzanne Squires, a property 

11 	
owner at 1220 Strong Street, Las Vegas, Nevada, is aggrieved 
by the decision of the Board of Zoning Adjustment granting 
the variance listed as VC-76-84 and hereby appeals that 
decision. 

Specifically, the Board of Zoning Adjustment granted a special 
privilege to the applicant Larry Larkin where there is no evi- 

l/ 	
dence of discrimination or hardship. Said variance was 
granted over staff recommendation for denial and over the 
objection of Mrs. Squires, the adjoining property owner. 

Additionally, the applicant made no showing at all of ex-
ceptional and extraordinary circumstances and condition ap-
plicable to his property which do not apply generally to 
other properties in the same zoning district. There was 
no showing that the requested variance was necessary for the 
preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right 
possessed by other property in the same zoning district 
and denied to Mx. Larkin's property. The Board of Zoning 
Adjustment did not review the contents of a written objection 

I to the variance. The Board did not seem to care that Mr. 
Larkin filed for the variance AFTER the structure was com-
pleted and AFTER Mrs. Squires complained of the structure 

1/ 	

to the Department of County Planning and Development. 

The applicant built a 10 x 14 foot lattice arbor which is 
9 feet high. It is attached to his house and to the block 
wall separating his property from that of Mrs. Squires. 
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No one denies that from the applicant's yard and view that 
the lattice porch is a thing of beauty. However, the applicant 
does not have to look at the back side of the construction. 
The rear from the Squire property is 3 feet by 14 feet of 
white box sitting on top of the block wall. The arbor 
cannot be maintained from the applicant's property. En-
closed are two photographs taken from the Squire's rear 
patio area One looks west across the Squire's pool and 
the other looks north toward the back side of the encroach-
ing arbor. The photo looking north shows the Squjres have 
huge palms which screen their garage. They cannot plant 
anything to screen their view of the big white box (arbor). 

Due to the heavy folige, trees and shrubs, this offending 
arbor is only visible to the applicant and to the objector. 
Na other pieces of property are involved. 

It should also be noted that the applicant has a huge rear 
yard where the lattice porch could have been placed. If 
the porch was in his rear yard, no variance would be neces-
sary. The Squires family would not see the porch and would 
not feel threatened by its presence. 

Mrs. Squires feels she is being closed in and suffocated in 
her own back yard due to the presence of the arbor and 
other natural growth. Her claustrophobic reaction may 
not seem reasonable to you as members of the City Council 
or the staff of the Department of Planning; however, none 
of you livedthrough five (5) years in a German concentration 
camp during the Holocaust. Perhaps if you had or if the 
applicant had, Mrs. Squires' closed in feelings would be 
shared, or at least understood- 

. 
For all of the reasons stated herein, no showing .of hardship 
and prejudice to the applicant, no showing of necessity, 
the objection of the adjoining property owner, the inability 
of the applicant to maintain the variance from his property, 
the appellant, Suzanne Squires, begs the decision of the 
Board of Zoning Adjustment be reversed and that VC-76-84 be 
denied. 

Sincerely, 

Q>4L& 

'SALLYCIEERER 
Attorney at Law 

SL:ad 
Enc: 
cc: Mayor Briare 

City Council 
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LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHARIMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 
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VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHARIMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

Public Hearing Item 14, V-76-84, application of 
Larry Larkin for a variance to allow an arbor to 
extend to the south side property line where a 10 
foot setback is required on property located at 
1216 Strong Drive in Zoning District R-E (Residence 
Estates). 

This is, again, a regular R-E lot. The proposed 
addition is to the south -- to the south property 
line. Staff doesn't see any hardship and, therefore, 
must recommend DENIAL. We have one protest of 
record. This proposal is for an arbor and I'll show 
you a picture of it. 

Please state your name and address and sign in. 

Lamy S. Larkin, 1216 Strong Drive. 

And the arbor is there? 

Yes, no question about that in this case. 

No question about that. The arbor is there. How 
does your next door neighbor feel about it? 

Well, I don't really know. I've made an effort to 
contact, but haven't been able to do so and I see 
that she's here so we possibly ought to hear what 
her concern is. 

I think we definitely need to hear what your neighbor 
has to say. 

I think that would be appropriate. 

Well, let's hear what he has to say. It's already 
existing so I don't know what you want to tell us -- 
to let it stay. 	 - 

Well, I'm not sure I understand what you're trying to 
say. 

Well, We want to hear something about your application. 

Oh, I see. 

I'm saying, I don't know what you have to say because 
usually people tell us what they propose to do. 

see and you want me to tell you what I have done. 
see. 

No, actually what we want you to do is to convince us to 
let it stay.' 
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COMMISSIONER GILES: 
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LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

. LARRY S. LARKIN: 

Okay. We were having a wedding and this started 
out in somewhat a simplistic manner and grew into 
more proportions than I had intended actually. However, 
it's still a simple lattice work arbor and I really 
had no idea that it would cause a problem or be 
objectionable or even that it would require a formal 
permit circumstance and I'm involved in construction 
and do have some cognizance of those types of things and 
so I went ahead to construct it; and, of course, during 
that construction period, my neighbor became concerned 
and I'd like to hear what that concern is because if it's 
justified, I'd feel, you know, embarrassed, but it's 
a lovely thing. It enhances our home dramatically. 

How tall is it? 

What? 

How high is it? 

It's probably -- to the top of it, it's about 9 feet. 
It's 8 feet inside and it's on a 2x8 joist. So it'd 
be about 9 feet to the top of it and 8 feet inside. 
I built the fence dividing our properties on my property 
originally becase I built the fence and desired to have contro' 
of it and so I did build it on our property and I feel 
confident -- have not encroached property-wise and I 
just -- it's just kind of gotten out of hand. I really 
had no idea that I'd be creating a problem. It's a 
beautiful thing. Where it abuts the adjacent property, 
that is a driveway. There's a boat about 16 feet high, 
a motor home and an old van and a number of vehicles 
which separate that property from mine, therefore, I 
couldn't see how,  it could really -- I have some additional 
pictures if you'd like to see them, and also, the area 
that's immediately adjacent to me there is not an area 
of beautification to the adjacent property and I just -- 
I'd like to hear what the objection is because I do want 
to certainly consider that. 

Do you have any intentions of developing that beginnings 
Of an arbor any futher than that, Mr. Larkin? .  ' 

No, no, none wtatsoever. 

Do you use it regularly? I see a swing there in the 
picture we're looking at. 

Yes, yes, we've enjoyed it a great deal and, of course, 
we have some hanging plants in it and we've kind of 
made it :a beauty spot in our home, and, of course, we've 
enjoyed it, but I certainly had no idea when I started 
to make this move that it would really cause any problem. 



VICE-CHARIMAN JUNIEL: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

SALLY LOEHRER: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

SALLY LOEHRER: 
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• LARRY S. LARKIN: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

SALLY LOEHRER: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

SALLY LOEHRER: 

I'm embarrassed being here under these circumstances 
so I certainly would like to know what the objection 
is and what can be done to -- 

We'll find out. This is a public hearing. Is there•
anyone for or against the applicant? Please state 
your name and address and sign in. 

My name is Sally Loehrer. I'm an attorney at 302 
East Carson, Suite 520. I'm here representing the 
neighbors to the south side, Mrs. Suzanne Squires. 
She has asked me to come tonight to address you rather 
than herself because even though she has lived here 
for 40 years, she is somewhat embarrassed with her 
accent and she feels that it would be better if I 
were to present her objections to this lattice house -- 

We'd rather hear of the issue rather than worry about 
the accent or the qualifications to present it. 

Mrs. Squires has lived on her lot since 1966. At the 
time she bought that lot and that house, the Larkin 
property was vacant property. Sometime in the 
1970's, the Larkins bought the property and built a 
huge home that is evident from the drawing Provided 
by staff. It's also evident that the lot is a very 
large lot. It's about 135 by 150 feet. The -- this 
particular lattice house is not the first source of 
aggravation between the Squires and the Larkins. 
Mr, Larkin has indicated to you tonight that he built 
the fence on his property. The first thing that happened 
to the Squires when the Larkins bought the lot was that 
they. tore the fence down. 

Ma'am, unless -- just keep to the objection of the 
arbor. 

We can only deal with this one issue. 

Okay, I understand that, but you have to also understand 
the -- he wants to know what the source of the -- 

He just wants to know what complaints there are, so 
he may be willing to take -- you know he wants to hear -- 

The objector feels the fence is on her 'Property, the 
block wall fence is on her property. That the arbor 
is in fact hooked to the fence. That it is underneath 
a power line and is underneath the power line easement 
and that it is observable from every point in her back 
yard and she has tried to park her boat, her large boat, 
so that it blocks it. She has been unable to do so. It 
sticks up over a 6 foot block fence about 3 feet and 	• 
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SALLY LOEHRER: what she gets to see -- from the inside it's 
beautiful. She doesn't get to see the inside 
of it. She doesn't get to sit in the swing. 
She gets to look at a big white box with a 
big 6 inch frame or 8 inch fram around the top 
of it and she has to look at it from every place 
where she is in her back yard. Mr. Larkin has 
been kind enough to admit to you that he built 
this without going to get the proposed variance 
and I think that this evidence is a very cavalier 
attitude on his part. He may have intended it to 
be used just at a wedding, if so, then I think the 
time has now come for him to move it to the rear portion 
of his yard. He has a very large rear yard and I'm sure 
it would be just as beautiful and just as much use 
and enjoyment to him in his back yard and the objecting 
neighbor could not see it if it were in the back yard; 
and the Squire's household is the only household in 
the neighborhood which can see this arbor. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 	Thank you. Mr. Larkin. 

LARRY S. LARKIN: Well, it isn't my intent or desire to contest. I 
didn't come here for that Purpose. The absurdity 
to me of these remarks is unfortunate. I don't know 
what I can say really. It's a lovely thing. It 
presents no eyesore. I have some additional pictures 
of the adjacent yard and the condition of the driveway 
and circumstances that are immediately over the fence 
and I think those hardly justify this level of concern 
for the appearance. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 	Is that floor cement, is it a cement floor? 

LARRY S. LARKIN: Yes, Yes, it had a pad under it that I put there for 
a trampolene originally for my kids around that side 
of the house and then, we decided to cover that thinking 
about the wedding primarily and as I say it become a 
little bit more extensive and full-blown than we had 
originally intended, but it still is just a simple 
lattice structure and I might add that it would not be 
a simplistic thing to move it. It'll either have to 
be demolished -- if it has to be removed, it'll have 
to be demolished. It's not a simplistic thing to move it 
and so -- that's not a simple matter, but I really have 
a degree of concern for the feeling that's been expressed 
because in my mind, it just isn't accurate and, of 
course, it's a difficult thing to see back there real)y, 
but I don't want to contest the issue. There's no reason 
or sense in it. . 
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COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

EXCERPT --BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT MEETING - JUNE 28, 1984 
ITEM, 14 - Y-76-84 APPLICATION OF LARRY S. LARKIN 

0176 
PAGE 5 	• 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: Are there any more questions? 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 	'Mr.. Larkin, on this it goes to the fence? 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

SALLY LOEHRER: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

Yes, it actually is right up to the fence, yes. 
It doesn't rest on the fence. We supported it 
independent of the fence, but it is right up to 
the fence, yes. 

But there's a 2x6 that lays right on top of the fence. 

Now, the fence actually -- 

Well, let me finish my question. 

Yes. 

My question is based on What happens, God, if it 
ever rains? Does it drain off into your neighbor's 
yard or does it drain into your yard? 

No, it's a lattice roof. 

Oh, so the water just goes through it, it's not a 
solid roof. 

Yes, the Water would go right through it, be no drainage, 
no 	I really -- in that regard, you know, I don't 
think it Creates any objections: 

Well, from the picture we cannot tell whether it's a 
solid roof or not. 

Thank you. The public hearing's closed. 

I'm going to move for APPROVAL. I don't find a great 
deal of problems with that. I have a little problem 
with the insinuation that the property line is not 
accurate there and •it's not up to this Board to get 
that clarified, but I think it needs to be clarified if 
that block wall is, in fact, on the line or not on the 
line. That's not the issue here, but I'm sure you'd 
want to get that clarified. 

I'm very sure, Commissloner, that I could substantiate 
that. When I built the some there was some contest and, 
of course ,  the reluctance on the part of my neighbor to 
participate in the fence, so I made very sure by survey 
and etc. that the fence was on my property. 
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VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

END OF EXCERPT 
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COMMISSIONER MYERS: 

ROBERT CLEMMER: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

LARRY S. LARKIN: 

COMMISSIONER GILES: 

VICE-CHAIRMAN JUNIEL: 

Before you vote, I would like to beg your indulgence 
for just one more matter and that concerns the upkeep 
of this lattice house. It is wood and it will require 
painting and there is no way that it can be painted 
from the lot on which it sits. It's going to have to 
be painted -- to paint it on the Squire's side, they're 
going to have to come onto the Squire's property to 
paint it. It just absolutely cannot be painted -- it's 
about 14 feet long. 

Oh, excuse me. He will probably have to deal with 
that at the time because the meeting is closed and 
we're ready for -- 

I MOVE FOR APPROVAL. 

Excuse me a second. Would that be with conformance to 
this -- the plot plan as submitted and the elevations 
that it not be altered, that it would stay the same as 
it is now? 

Yes.  

So Ws conformance to the plot plan and elevations. 

It that acceptable to Mr. Larkin? 

- That's acceptable, of course.. 

So,. move in that fashion. 	. 

The application has been approved. (Motion passed 
unanimously withfBUgbee and Emmett excused) 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

AUGUST 1, 1984 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on Wednesday, August 1, 1984, at the hour 
of 2:00 P.M. ;n the Council Chambers of City Hall, 400 East Stewart 
Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, the City Council will consider the following: 

V-76-84 	 APPEAL filed by SALLY LOEHRER ON BEHALF OF 
SUZANNE SQUIRES to the action of the Board 
of Zoning Adjustment in APPROVING the appli-
cation of LARRY S. LARKIN for a variance to 
allow an arbor to extend to the south side 
property line where a 10' setback is required 
on property located at 1216 Strong Drive in 
Zoning District R-E (Residence Estates). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS  
THE SOUTH 135.14 FEET OF LOT 5 in BLOCK 4  
OF McNEIL TRACT. 

ANY AND ALL INTERESTED PERSONS may appear and be heard at said meeting 
or, prior thereto, may file written objections thereto or approvals 
thereof with the City Clerk, 10th Floor, City Hall. 

CLV-621 8 400 E. STEWART AVENUE • LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 • (702) 386-6011 
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X. COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  
HAROLD P. FOSTER, DIRECTOR  

The items listed below, where appropriate, 
have been reviewed by the various City 
departments including sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage, Traffic Engineering, Engineering 
Services, Fire and Building, and their com-
ments and/or recommendations and require-
ments incorporated into the action. 

• All zoning items shall conform to the 
following general conditions: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

AGENDA
: 

 

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS* 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Commission Action ITEM 
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Department Action 

I. 

I.  
•1 

1. Conformance to the plot plan and 
elevations; 	- 

2. Landscaping and a permanent 
underground sprinkler system shall be 
Provided as required by the Planning 
Commission and shall be permanently 
maintained in a satisfactory manner. 
Failure'to properly maintain required 
landscaping and underground sprinkler 
systems shall be cause for revocation 
of a business license; 

3. Submittal of a landscaping plan 
prior to or at the same time applica-
tion is made for a building permit, 
license, or prior to occupancy; 

4. All mechanical equipment, air 
conditioners and trash areas shall be 
screened from view from the abutting 
streets. (Excluding single family 
development); 

5. Satisfaction of City Code require-
ments and design standards of all City 
departments. 

• Approval of the parking and driveway 
plans by the Traffic Engineer. 

APPli VEU AGENI.Jil-,' ITEM 
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Commission Action 
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Department Actior 

0180 
August 1, 1984 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  
HAROLD P. FOSTER, DIRECTOR (CONTINUED)  

7. Repair any damage to the existing 
street improvements resulting from this 
development as required by the Department 
of Engineering Services. 

8. Provision of fire hydrants and water 
flow as required by the Department of 
Fire Services. 

All subdivision items shall conform to the 
following general conditions: 

Tentative Maps: 

1. Approval of the tentative map shall 
be for no more than twelve (12) months. 
If a final map is not recorded on all 
or a portion of the area embraced by 
the tentative map within twelve (12) 
months of the approval of the tenta-
tive map, or an extension of time 
up to one year, is not granted for 
the tentative map, a new tentative 
map must be filed. 

2. Street names to be provided in 
accord with the City's Street Name 
Policy. 

3. Subject to all conditions of City 
departments and State Subdivision 
Statutes. 

Final Maps: 

1. Conformance with the tentative map. 

All Vacations shall conform to the following 
general conditions: 

1. Reservation of easements for the 
facilities of the various utility 
companies together with reasonable 
ingress thereto and egress therefrom. 
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August 1, 1984 

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Commission Action 

• COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  
HAROLD P. FOSTER, DIRECTOR (CONTINUED) .  

• Conformance to code .  requirements 
. and design 'Standards Of all City 
departments. 	 . 

3. Vacation shall not be recorded, 
until al 1 of the above conditions have 
been met. 

All Variances and/or Use Permits shall con-
form to the following general conditions: 

1. Conformance to the plot plan and 
elevations; 

Satisfaction of City Code require- .

ments and design standards of 
all City departments. 

1 

Coat 
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CITY COUNCIL 
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Council Action 

Page 34 

Department Action' 

August 1, 1984 0 182- 

)Christensen - - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions Items 
A, C, D, E, & F. 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procet 

•1 

14GENDO 

I 	ITEM  

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) 

*CONSENT ITEMS A, B AND C may be acted upon in 
one motion. Staff recommends approval of all 
items. The Planning Commission has recommended 
approval on Items A, B, and C (subdivision maps) 
Any item may be discussed at the Council's 
discretion. 

I 1437  
14)  

. 	. 
• REVERSIONARY MAP - CROSSROADS In (A PORTION 

Property generally located west of Lamb 
Boulevard, south of SteWart Avenue, R-1 
Zane (under=Resolution of Intent to R-PD11).. 

OWner:.  California Federal Savings 84. Loan 
Subdivider: - Lomac Development 
No. of Acres: 8.8 	No. of Lots: 1 

CONDITION: 

1. Submit verification of clear title to 
that portion of Daisetta Street vacated 
by Document 1368478, Book 1409 before 
recording reversionary map. 

APPROV 

1.11 	df 

D AGENDA ITEM r Ape, 
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0183 
To: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

A. REVERSIONARY MAP - CROSSROADS III (A PORTION)  

This map is to revert the subdivision to acreage because the land is 
being resubdivided from a condominium project to an R-CL development. 
The new tentative and final maps are also on this agenda under Items B.2 
and C.1. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

x. 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 	Department Action 

leGENDO 

I 	ITEM  

• • 	01E34 , 
August 1, 1984 	• 

Page 38.:. 

8/15/84 Agenda 

Applicant not 
Present 

ABEYANCE 

CONDITION: 

1. Conformance to the conditions of 
approval for Z-5-69. 

V. 
11 	• -; 1439 

110  

I.  

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  

*B. TENTATIVE MAPS  

1. RAINBOW EXPRESSWAY CENTER (COMMERCIAL 
CONDOMINIUM)  

Property generally located on the southwest 
corner of Westcliff Drive and Rainbow 
Boulevard, C-1 Zone. 

Owner/Subdivider: Rainbow-Fremont Limited 
Partnership 

No. of Acres: 2.36 	No. of Units: 38 

APP 

• ' 

I 	 • 	 • 

VED MAMA ITEM 
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TO: The City Council 	. 
Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 
Auguttl, 1984 City Council Agenda 

RAINBOW 'EXPRESSWAY CENTER (COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM)  

This is a commercial condominium subdivision for a pro -Posed office complex 
southwest of Westcliff and ReinhOW. The map conforms tothe Subdivision 
Regulations and the zoning action 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION.:.. 'APPROVAL 

X. 
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IRGENDO 
4A 4 

11 

11 
11 

010 	CONDITIONS: 

1. Conformance to the conditions of approval 
for Z-93-80. 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 	Department Action 

August 1, 1984 0186 
Page 36 

ITEM 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) TENTATIVE MAPS 

*B. 2. AUTUMN PLACE  

Property generally located on the west side 
of Lamb Boulevard, south of Stewart Avenue, 
R-1 Zone (under Resolution of Intent to 
R-PD7 and R-PD11). 
Owner: California Federal Savings & Loan 
Subdivider: Lomac Development 
No. of Acres: 16.4 	No. of Lots: 110 

CONDITIONS: 

2. Vacate that portion of the Daisetta 
Street cul-de-sac lying in Lots 29 and 
30 before recording Unit 2. 

3. Provide a hydrology study as required 
by the Division of Land Development and 
Flood Control of the Department of 
Community Planning and Development. 

4. Record reversionary map (a portion) of 
Crossroads III before recording Unit 2. 

5. Provide proof of payment for delinquent 
taxes before tentative map is approved 
by the City Council. 

6. A waiver be granted from the requirement 
that streets shall have a minimum grade 
of 0.4 percent for that portion of 
Chelseann Street from Ogden Avenue to 
Sunrise Avenue, which will be permitted 
a minimum grade of 0.3% and for Sunrise 
Avenue which will be permitted a 
minimum grade of 0.23%. 

Lurie - 
APPROVED 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

A  
PROVED AGENDA rnmv 

roeereri lD 
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0187 
, To; The City Council 
- Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 	, 

B. 2. TENTATIVE MAO AUTUMN PLACE  

X. 

This item is related to the reversionary map Under Item A that reverted 
this parcel to acreage'.. This new subdivision it to resubdivide the 
land fOr a 110-lot R-CL development, :  the map conforms to the Subdivision 
Regulations except for A .Minor,waiVer on the street grades on the portion 
Of the subdivision which is relatively flat. The grades already exist 
to the east and West .  and these minor deviations are necessary. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 
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COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES, - AUGUST 1984 

Christensen 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions Items 
A4: C, D, f, & F. 
Unanimous 

Clerk to 'notify t 
Planning to proCee 

. 	 • 

ITEM Council. Action 	Department Action 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  

*C. FINAL MAR - AUTUMN PLACE UNIT 1  

Property aenerally located west of Lamb 
Boulevard, south of Stewart Avenue, R-1 
Zone (under Resolution of Intent to R-PD7). 

Owner: California Federal Savings & Loan 
Subdivider: Lomac Development. 
No. of Acres: 7.63 	No. of Lots: 51 

CONDITIONS: 

1. Approval of the tentative map. 

2. Conformance to the conditions of 
approval for the tentative map. 

!OVE.D. AGENDA ITEM 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

1 To: The City Council 
. 'Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City _Council Agenda , 

• 1. FINAL MAP - AUTUMN PLACE UNIT 1  

This is the final mapjor approkilateiy half of the lots on'the tentative 
map under Item B.2. If that map is approved, this map can also be approved 
because it conforms to the tentative map. 

PLANNING commIssIoN RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

I 



I 	ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

Page 38, 

. Department Action 

Christensen - 
APPROVED', subject 
to conditions Items 

T A, C, p, E, & F. 	: 
lUnanitods 	. 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee( 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - . AUGUST 1, 1984 

loaEmpo • o/et 1.‘44 August 1, 1984 0190 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
:(CONTINUED)  

D. WAIVERS  

1. WAIVER OF STREET IMPROVEMENTS - PM-19-84- 
DELL R. NIELSON ON BEHALF OF MURRAY DUBOEF 
AND ALBERT BARA 

Waiver of the requirement for installation 
of street improvements on Washington Avenue 
and Harris Avenue, west of Nellis Boulevard. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 
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0191 
X. To: The City Council 	, 

Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda I. teM 
August 1 , 1984 City Council Agenda 

D. 1, WAIVER OF STREET IMPROVEMENTS - PM-19-84 - DELL.R. NIELSON'DN BEHALF 
OF MURRAY DUBOEF-AND ALBERT BARA  

This item involves.  a request to Waive the street improvements on a 
parcel 0413  that is located on the west side of Neilis Boulevard 
between Washingtonand Harris Avanues. The four lots on the Map front 

' on NelTis Boulevard which is presently being improved as a Regional 
Transportation Commission ' project. The applicant wishes to waive the 
improvements on Washington and Harris, which are side streets, until 
development commences on these parcels. ' Since all the lots will have 
frontage On Nellis, the waiver is in order. 

• 
PLANNING COMMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 



leGENDO 
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4 August 1, 1984 	0192 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

AIPROVED AGENDA ITEM 

CM,*  

Christensen - 
APPROVED; subject 
to conditions Items 
A, C, p, E, & F. 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL 	 Page 39 
COUNCIL CHAMBER • 400 EAt STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 
.Council Action 	Department Action' 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) -WAIVERS  . 

2. WAIVER OF'CONDITIONS - MISC-1-84 -- 
MIKE ALEGRIA• 	. 

Waiver of conditions on property located a 
1823W. Charleston Boulevard, Space #17, 
R-MHP Zone. 

Planning Cnmmission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL. 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0193 
To.: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development :Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

D. 2. WAIVER OF CONDITIONS -:MISC-1-84 - MIKE ALEGRIA  

The request is to waive the-required setbacks for a large mobile home 
. that was placed in a space at the mobile home park at 1823 _W. Charleston 

Boulevard. The ordinance: allows waivers at the discretion Of the City 
Council : The applicant it asking to allow :a 4'-.4" rear setback Where 
5 is requited and a 5" encroachment in the driveway where no encroach- 

' 

	

	ment is allowed. It it felt the mobile tome park use will be temporary 
and this Waiver is very Minor. 

x. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 	• 
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CITY COUNCIL MINU ES 

14 

ITEM 

COMMUNITY PLANNING.AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) 

Christensen - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions Items 
A, CI, p, E 4  & F. 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed - 

140.E1100 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

Page 40 - : 

Department Action 

E. ENCROACHMENTS  

1. Request by Woodcrest Homeowners 
Assocation for an Encroachment Agreement 
on Shermcrest Way, south of Alexander Road. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

I 

PPROVED AGENDA ITEM 
"N. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

0.195 
To: The City Council 	. 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda item 

August 1, 1984' . City Council Agenda 

E. l. ENCROACHMENT.- WOODCREST HOMEOWNERS . ASSOCIATION  • 

An encroachment to allow landscaping in the public right-of-way for 
the Woodcrest SubdivisiOn was approved by the Council previously but 
:under the name of Collins Brothers Corporation. Since the land is now 
under the PwrierOlip'..of Woodcresi :Homeowners* Association, it is necessary 

' 

	

	to have the encroachment approved under that bathe. There is no change 
from the previous request. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

X. 

VICINITY MAP 

— Landlleaplrlp aillaa - 
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ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST ,1, 1984 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Page 41 

Department Attion 

1 

X. COMMUNITY_ PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT. DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  - ENCROACHMENTS_ 

2. Request by Western Cab Co. for an 
encroachment in the public right-of-way at 
826 S. Main Street. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL  

Council Action 

Christensen - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions Items 
A, C, D, E, & F. 
AUnanimous 

Staff to proceed 

t;PPROVED AGENDA. ITEM 

dr 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

TO: 
Re: 

• The City Council .  
Community Planning and DeyelOpment Agenda Item 
August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 	, • 

E. 2. ENCROACHMENT WESTERN CAB CO. 	- 
, 

This request for an encroachment by Western Cab Co, is te, allow 
landscaping, parking and a chain link fence in the public right-of-way 
in connection with a new office builAing,propoted for this property. 
Five feet of landscaping is proposed in the right-of-way along Gas 
Avenue and 5 will be used for off-Street parking. The Chain link fence 
will be located between the parking area and the lands -Caging. There 
is 10' of landscaping proposed in the right-of-way on S. 1st Street: 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

Page 42 

Department Action 

Christensen - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions Items 
A, C, D, E, & F. 
Unanimous 

Staff to proceed 

ITEM 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) - ENCROACHMENTS  

E. 3. Request by Frank Hawkins for an 
encroachment at 2300 Alta Drive. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

RIVED AGENDA ITEM 

iga> (100‘ 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

0199 
X. To: The City Council 

Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 
August 1 -, 1984 City Council Agenda 

E. 3. ENCROACHMENT - FRANK HAWKINS  
• 

The request involves the proposed lOCation of al)Tock well 5' into the 
right-of-way on Alta Drive because there are large trees along the 

' property line. Alta Drive is an 80' secondary street which meansan 
additional 10' of dedication will be required in the future, moving 
the property line 10' to the north. At this time it is not known when 
Alta Drive will be widened and the applicant has agreed to move the 
fence at his expense when street widening Octurs. 	The applicant intends 
to file 6 variance application to increase the height of the fence to 
81/2' both in the right-of-Way on Alta'and on his property along Rancho. 

- The fence will 'consist Of a.  block wall with stOccO on the exterior. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

I— PROPOSED 
FENCE a 

NORTH 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Page 43, 

Council Action 	Department Action 

1.4431  August 1, 1984 0200 

Christensen 
APPROVED; subject 
to conditions Items 
A, C, D, 	F. 	- 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

IOGENDO 

• 111■PI IIITI■M  1•11111•■• 

1 

1 

X: COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) 	.  

F. REINSTATEMENT AND EXTENSION OF TIME - Z-58-78 -

GEORGE F. KALB'CONSTRUCTION 	. 

Reinstatement and extension of time on 
Property generally located north of Meadows 
Lane, on the west side Of Decatur Boulevard, 
R-1 Zone (under Resolution of Intent to C-1). 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to •the following conditions: 

1. Extension of Time shall expire August 1, 
• 1985. 

2. • Conformance to all ordinance amendments 
enacted subsequent to the original 
approval. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

APP110‘z`ED AGENE,A fT 

itict:   - 	 %et 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0201. 
. To: The City Council 	' 

Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 
August 1,.1984 city Council Agenda. 	. 

F. REINSTATEMENT AND EXTENSION OF TIME - Z-58-7.8 r GEORGE F. KALB CONSTRUCTION CO.  

This involves a reinstatement and extension of time on the property 
. northwest of Meadow's Lane andDecatur Boulevard for C-1 zoning. Recently 

you approved a plot plan for A new Montgomery Ward facility at this 
location. The applicant intends to proceed, on this development in the 
immediate future. - 

, 	, 	 • 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APOROVAL.,'- Subject to a one-year 
time limit. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: AppRoym, Subject to a one-year time limit. 

X. 
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0( 1.44 V August 1, 1984 
0202 

Council Action Department Action 

Lurie 7 

APPROVED, subject 
to conditions and 
that application 
not subject to 
further amendment. 
Unanimous 
'(Christensen excuse. 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to proceed 

Daniel Halby appear 

). 

Staff Recommendation; APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 1 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

IGENDO
I.  

ITEM 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  

1 144° 

1 
1 
1 

G. PLOT PLAN REVIEW - Z-18-68(29) - DANIEL W. 
HALBY, D.O., LTD.  

Plot Plan Review to allow the approved 7' 
side yard setback from the west property 
line to be reduced to 5' for a proposed 
two-story medical office building on property 
located at 2496 W. Charleston Boulevard, 
C-D Zone. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Conformance to the plot plan amended to 
provide an 8' block wall along the west 
property line commencing 114' south of th';, 
north property line and extending to a 
point 25' north of Charleston Boulevard. 

2. Install 5 gallon Italian Cypress 3' apart 
from the north property line to the front' 
of the building along the west property 
line. 

3. The foyer shown on the front of the 
building shall be set back a minimum of 
25' from the front property line. 

4. Construct a 3' high wall with the top 1 1  
50% open along the west property line 
from the front of the building to 
Charleston Boulevard with the 3' height 
on the south end of the wall subject to 
the requirements of the Traffic Engineer. 
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X. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

To: • The City Council 	. 
Re: Community planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 	" 

PLOT PLAN REVIEW- Z-18-68 .(29) - DANIEL W. HALBY, D.O., LTD.  
• 

The request involves a plot. plan review to reduce the side setback from 
7 to 5' along the west oi-opei-iy line for i proposed two-story medical 
lffice at 2495.W. Charleston Boulevard in a C4 -zone. You will remember 
when the plot plan was approved for this office there was a Concern 
by the residents on Shetland Road and as i result an . 8 .  Wall and Italian 
Cypress landscaping were required adjacent to 'those properties. Due 
to the concern Of these abutting residential propertiet, they were notified 
of this modification.- There were no objections to this change except 
that the resident to the west; which fronts on Charleston, indicated ' 
he intends to remain at this location and wanted the 8' wall and landscaping 
extended to the front 	the office building. Also, he requested a- 
3' wall be constructed from the front of the bUilding, to Charleston 
to separate the properties The applicant was-in:agreement to these 
requests. Recently, a variance was denied on this property for a 24'-hour 
operation and locating the building 16' from the front property line 	• 
where 25' is required; 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 
• 

PROTESTS: 1 -• Spoke at the Planning Commission meeting, but,mas satisfied 
when the block wall and landscaping was required adjacent 
to his property. 	' 
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Deportment Action 

Page 45 

Lurie - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions. 
UnanimOus , 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

Applicant present 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  

1 1443 

1 

1 

1 

ZONE CHANGES  

1. Z-41-84 - 330 ASSOCIATES  

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the east side of 6th Street and 
the west side of 7th Street between Lewis 
Avenue and Clark Avenue. 

From 	R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) and 
R-4 (Apartment Residence) 

To 	P-R (Professional Offices & Parking) 
and 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
Proposed Uses: Four-Story Office 	1 

Condominium and Parking Lot 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. Install street lights on 6th Street and 
7th Street and pave the alley as required 
by the Department of Design and Developmen 

3. Enter into an encroachment agreement 
for the landscaping in the public right-
of-way. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

X. To: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 1. Z-41-84 - 330 ASSOCIATES  

The request is to rezone this property from R-3 and R-4 to P-R and C-1 
, for a four-story office condominium on the east side of 6th Street 
between Lewis and Clark Avenues. The property extends through to 7th 
Street where a parking lot is proposed. The site on 6th Street will 
be for a four-story office building that consists of three levels of . 
offices and one level of parking. Half of the parking level will be : 
tubgrade. The office building will consist of 26,790 square feet and 
the.building elevations'are excellent. Las Vegas High School is located 
east of 7th Street and there is office and commercial existing at the 
north end of this block in an R-4 zone by means of a use permit and 
variances. To the west is C-1. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Compatible with the 
zoning pattern in the area. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 
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Department Action 
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Lurie. - 
APPROVED as recom-
mended •by staff 
Which included the 
application being . 
Amended to R-CL. 
Motion carried with 
Christensen votin g  
"NO." 

t. 

Clerk to notify  & 
Planning  to proceE 

Jay  Downey  and 
Bill y  Sloat appea r 
on behalf of the  
application. 	• 

, 1984 CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 

0206 
Augu st 1, 1984 

CaYCOUNCIl. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 490FASTSTEWARTAVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

, 	Council Attion, 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) - ZONE CHANGES  

2. Z-43-84 - LLOYD E. AND DOROTHY M. CLARK  

Reclassification of property generall y  
located 670' east of Decatur Boulevard 
between Lake Mead Boulevard and Coran Lane- 

From: R-E (Residence Estates) 
To: 	R-PD9 (Residential Planned 

Development) 
Proposed Use: Medium Density  Residential 

(Condominiums) 

Plannin g  Commission unanimousl y  recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the followin g  conditions: 

I. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. Install a 4' decorative block wall alon g  
the east and south sides of Parcel 1 
with landscapin g  between the wall and the 
sidewalk as required by  the Department 
of Community  Plannin g  and Development. 

3. Provide for landscapin g  and irri gation 
and perpetual maintenance of Parcel 2 
in the Conditions, Covenants and 
Restrictions. 

4. •Provide thru access on Coran Lane to 
connect to the east. 

5. Dedication of Ti g ht-of-way  and installa-
tion of off-site improvements as re quired 
by  the Department of Desi gn and Developmen 

6. Conformance to the plot plans amended 
to reverse the north/south layout of the 
development. 

7. Conformance to the elevations amended to 
provide the aesthetics of the buildin g s 
as required by  the Department of Community  
Plannin g  and Development. 

• Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL - Subject to 
the application being  

PROTESTS: 0 	 amended to R-CL becaus e  
the predominant use 
in this area is single 
famil y  homes. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0207 
To: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 2. Z-43-84 - LLOYD E. AND DOROTHY. M. CLARK  

The request is to rezone this property from RE to R-P09 for 0 32-unit 
two-story condominium project tnCoran Lane Approximately 670 east 
of DecatOr Boulevard. 'There i5 developed R71 to the north Ott a portion 
developed as a.church and there is R-1 development to the east. There 
is approved R-CL zoning to the south across Coran where the Tots will 
front that street. TO the. west is vacant R-E which has frontage on 
both Lake Mead Boulevard and Coran Lane. The predominant use surrounding 
this 3.5 acre site is single faMily. The deyelOpment plan indicates 
a row of.8 fourplex buildings are'propOsed along Coran Line with a 
relatively large recreation and Open space area to the north. At the 
Planning Commission meeting staff recommended this application be amended 
to R-CL for approximately 25 lots because there will be R-CL lots across 
Coran and there is an R-1 pattern to the north and east. The applicant 
was not in agreement to this amendMentand'ihdicated he had contacted 
the sUtrounding'residents . regatding his condominium development and 
they were not opposed: 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Subject to reversing 
the layout so that, the common, open space area is along Coran Lane. 

• STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL- Subject to the application being amended 
to R-CL because the predominant use in this area is single family homes. 

PROTESTS: 0 

X. 



COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

JAY DOWNEY: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

JAY DOWNEY: 

II 	

• CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 	: 

02(‘) 
EXCERPT - CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 
X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
H.2. Z-43-84 - LLOYD E. AND DOROTHY M. CLARK PAGE 1 

MAYOR BRIARE: Item 2 is Lloyd E. and Dorothy Clark, reclass-
ification of property generally located 670' 
east of Decatur Boulevard between Lake Mead 
Boulevard and Coran Lane. This is a change 
from a residential estate to an R-PD9. Pro-
posed use is for medium density residential 
condominiums. Planning Commission's recommen-
dation was for approval, subject conditions. 
Staff's recommendation was for approval, subject 
to the application being amended and the hearing 
before the Planning Commission indicates there 
were no protests. 

Yes, Your Honor. Jay Downey representing the 
applicant who is also here and we feel that it 
is a very good project for that area. Planning 
Commission did recommend approval with the con- 
ditions which we accept and we would request your .  

approval. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

JAY DOWNEY: 

Which ones? 

Did you know staff's recommendation was -- also 
what their condition was? 

No.. Staff's condition was that it be reduced to an 
R-CL if I recall right at their presentation. 

Right. 

The R-CL will allow 7 to 8 units per acre, we're 
asking for 9 under a condominium where we will 
provide all the recreation open space and maintain 
it We felt that was a better product than the 
R-CL where the lots are normally not maintained 
always by the property owners. 

How are you going to get in and out of the project? 

You come in off of Coran Lane. One entrance 'here, 
One . here. . We're dedicating this additional for 
Coran Lane to go over and pick up and'over.to 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	 Well Coran Lane doesn't go to Decatur anymore like 
that. You realize that don't you? 

I. 
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PAGE 2 

JAY DOWNEY: Yes, sir. It's going to be adjusted at 
Decatur. I'm sorry, eastand Decatur and 
south by the -- developer's going to put in 
some projects in. No, we understand that, 
but we feel a condominium project where we 
will maintain all the recreation, open area 
and everythingwould be much better than the 
R-CL and we're not that far over the density 
of an R-CL. 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 	 But everything around -- 

JAY DOWNEY: 	 I might also -- 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

JAY. DOWNEY: 

Everything around this project is R-CL and R-1 
so this is -- kind of stick out like a sore 
thumb right in the middle when you have a condo-
minium Object. 

I don't believe so, Commissioner. If you'll 
look, I don't know if it's in your backup material, 
we went to some 44 residents within that immediate 
area and we came back with 24 letters of approval 
from the people in the immediate area. They felt 
the condominium project would be a good project 
for them in the area. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Any other comments by the Council? 

BILLY SLOAT: May I speak for a moment please? I'm Billy Sloat, 
at 617 Mayfield, Las Vegas. I walked the neighbor- 
hood and I've done four projects in Las Vegas and I never h 
such a positive response. I visited 45 of the 
home owners in the neighbor. There was not one 
negative comment. They were all very much for the 
project. They liked the looks of it. They liked the 
acre and a quarter green area and the garages and 
it took two weeks to meet with all these people and 
I got 20, I think it's 24 signatures on a petition of 
approval; and the other ones were very much for it and 
They said they would show up and say something in 
response to the project, but sometimes they don't 
show up and I don't see anyone here today, but it 
was -- 

MAYOR BRIARE: — . 	 Mr. Foster, the ttaff's.recommendation was not accepted 
by the Planning Commission? 
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HAROLD FOSTER: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

HAROLD FOSTER: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

BILLY SLOAT: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

JAY DOWNEY:' 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

IL 

I. 

1 

JAY DOWNEY: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

JAY DOWNEY: 

BILLY SLOAT: 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

EXCERPT - CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 
X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
H. 2. Z-43-84 - LLOYD E. AND DOROTHY M. CLARK  

That's correct. • 

$o your arguments were hot 	your argUments 	, 
were not strong enough to the Planning Commission? 

'Apparently hot. 	. 

My personal opinion is is that, whole area has been 
zoned fOr . R-CL and R-1 and to cOme in trying to get 
more, units by going R-PD9, to me doesn't make any 
sense at all. 

Well. 

You should stay with the staff's recommendation 
and build accordingly what's already been approved 
in the area instead of trying to stick something 
in the middle. It doesn't conform to the existing 
zoning. 

Well, here again, Commissioner, we are probably 
1, 11/2 units over an R-CL. Again, we feel that a 
condominium Project where You maintain the area 
with a homeowners association is a much better 
project than an R-CL. If you'll look at some of 
your R-CL lots, now one guy maintains his, it 
looks beautiful, the other, one doesn't and that's 
why I think most of these people were for it. 

• What you're saying is that with R-PD9, you'd have 
a homeowners association to take care of all the 
common area? 

Yes, sir. 

Where under R-CL, that's not required. Everybody's 
on his own.. 

And they're not always maintained as you know, even 
in larger lots, but we have kept the -- there are 
four homes to the north which we have kept all the 
open area to Those people are all for it The 
people around there, 24 signatures, in favor and 
not one person in protest. 

And all the units are garaged which is a nice feature. 
They're not low cost. They're twice as -- 
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COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

BILLY SLOAT: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

BILLY SLOAT: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

BILLY SLOAT: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

HAROLD FOSTER: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

HAROLD FOSTER: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

HAROLD FOSTER: 

They're not like the units you built off 
Of Vegas Drive? Are they, different ,  then 
what You built on Vegas Drive? 

Totally different, yes, sir. 

Higher quality? 

Much much higher. Cedar Green Estates, I think 
you probably looked at it. I did that one, 28 
units and it's even better quality than that 
because this area requires a more expensive unit 
and the prices that these will be sold at are -- 
will be comparable to the existing homes in the 
neighborhood. 

. How much? 

What are the maximum number of units? 

$70,000. They're three-bedroom, two baths, fire-
places. There's no -- the garage doors are the 
foldup garage doors with -- not the inexpensive 
flip-up doors that warp after a couple of years 
and you see private courtyards between each building. 
There's nothing that's left unplanned. It's very 
well planned out and I've walked through neighborhoods 
before whether I think it's going to be a tough one 
or not and I walked through this one here and every-
body -- the response was 100%. 

Mr. Foster, what is the maximum number of units -- 
of family units that is allowed in an R-CL? 

On this particular property? 

What would be the maximum he could get under R-CL? 

About 25. 

What's the maximum he can get under R-PD9? 

Thirty-two. Staff wasn't so much concerned about 
the density. It's just primarily the difference 
in appearance of this type of development versus 
the Single-family character of the area. 
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BILLY SLOAT: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

I. BILLY SLOAT: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

JAY DOWNEY: 

BILLY SLOAT: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE.: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

EXCERPT-,  CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1,J984 
' X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

K. _2, 143414 - LLOYD  EAND DOROTHY M. CLARK  PAGE: 5 • 

JAY DOWNEY: 

You were speaking of flooding awhile ago. . 
There's A lot of Water that conies across this 
property And there would be some work done on 
it to alleviate some of' those problems into 
that neighborhood 	If you go down Coran, it's 
obviously there. 	„ 

The restrictions that are included -- the 
restrictions that would be included in the 
sales agreement would be the determining factors 
to whether the homeowners association is going 
to take care of this in a way that would be a 
pride to the neighborhood as opposed to a 
detriment. Now we don't know, of course, what 
kind of areements you would have in an homeowners 
association. 

Well, I could submit CC -- 

No, I don't want to get into that. 

Your CC&R's normally take care of that. 

No, no, but I could submit CC&R's from another 
project. 

It's going to be totally blocked walled. Soley 
self-contained. Again, to me, would be a better 

• project than the R-CL's. 

Comments by the Council? 

''Mayor, I'D MAKE A MOTION THAT WE FOLLOW THE RECOM-
MENDATION OF STAFF AND IF HE WANTS TO BUILD R-CL, 
APPROVE R-CL, BUT NOT R-PD9. 

Comments by the Council members? Cast your votes. 
Post. Motion's APPROVED. (Motion carried with 
Christensen voting "No.") Mr. Sloat, might be 
something you don't want, but that's the way the 
motion has gone. 

END OF EXCERPT 



tgGENDO 
1. 

ITEM' Council Action 

Christensen - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions with 
condition No.2 as 
follows: No addi-
tional signs for 
the adult-oriented 
business shall be 
permitted. 

Note: Mayor Briare 
study the subject o 

I 1453 
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August 1, 1984 	0213: 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Page 47 

Department Action 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  LtLZIINLCHANGES 	 •  

H. 3. Z-44-84 - NORSE LEASING CORPORATION  

Reclassification of property located at 
2401 W. Bonanza Road. 

From: C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
To: 	C-2 (General Commercial) 
Proposed Use: Tavern (Adult Oriented) 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. All additional signs for the adult 
oriented business shall be reviewed by 
the Planning Commission. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

Larry LaPenta 
appeared on behalf 
of the application 

directed staff to 
C-2 Zoning. 

•• AGE:NDA ITEM 
; 	igeNt.„  

.,r,. 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0214 
To: The City Council 	 - 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 3. Z-44-84 - NORSE LEASING CORPORATION  

The request is to rezone an existing shopping center from C-1 to C-2 
at the southeast corner of Bonanza and Rancho so the tavern which has 
topless dancers will be in the zoning district which allows this use. 
The tavern has been there for 12 years but the City adopted an ordinance 
approximately 5 years ago requiring uses of this type to be in a C-2, 
C-M or M zone. Further, the ordinance required all existing taverns 
which did not conform to be brought into compliance within 5 years. 
There is no time remaining on the 5 years and that is what prompted 
this application. There is existing C-2 adjacent to this property for 
the car wash on Rancho and to the east the properties on the south side 
of Bonanza are transitioning from R-E to C-2 with the rear portion 
abutting the Oran K. Gragson Highway being zoned C-M. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - In accordance with the 
evolving C-2 zoning pattern in this area. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 

X. 



4144 
0215 

August 1, 1984 

Lurie - 
APPROVED, subject 
to conditions. 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify 
Planning to procee 

Wilma Littleford 
appeared on behalf 
of the application 

%GENOA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Page 48 

ITEM Council Action Department Action 
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, 
I 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
. .(CONTINUED) - ZONE CHANGES 	"  

4. Z-48-84 - ESTATE 12 GENERAL PARTNERSHIP  

Reclassification of property located at 
2393 South Potosi Street. 

From: P-R (Professional Offices & Parking 
To: 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
Proposed Use: Commercial Child Care 

Facility 

• Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. Install street improvements on Potosi 
Street as required by the Department of 
Design and Development. 

' Staff RetomMendation: .  APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 
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Jo: The City Council 	. 
Re: Community .Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council • Agenda 

H. 4. 2-48-84 - ESTATE 12 GENERAL PARTNERSHIP  

This involves a parcel of land that was zoned R-R and then annexed into 
the City at 2393 Potosi Street which is several hundred feet north of 
Sahara Avenue. The Ole's Home Center As located to the east in a C-1 
zone and there is C-1 .zoning to the south. To the north is 'residential 
land located in the County. . The proposed use is for a Commercial child 
tare facility. The plot plan indicates. the  would have the 
appropriate parking and landscaping for this use. 	• 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL  
• 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 	. 

X. 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

Page 49 

Department Action 

0217 
August 1, 1984 

1 1504  Lurie - 
APPROVED as recom-
mended. 
Unanimous 

t ) 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

Applicant present. 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 7 AUGUST 1, 1984 

X_ COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
' (CONTINUED), ZNE_CBANGES 

H. 5. Z-50-84 - THOMAS AND JEANNE SENIUR  

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the west side of Torrey Pines 
Drive between Lone Mountain Road and 
Washburn Road. 

From: R-E (Residence Estates) 
To: 	R-PD2 (Residential Planned Developm 
Proposed Use: Low Density Detached Single 

Family Residential 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

Conformance to the site plan. 

3. Install street improvements on Lone 
Mountain Road and Torrey Pines Drive 
as required by the Department of Design 
and Development. 

4. Recording of parcel maps. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 

AC:INDA 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
0218 

X. The City Council 
• Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

. August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

5.: 2,50-84 - THOMAS AND JEANNE SENIUR  

The 	
• 

request is to rezone this five acre parcel from R-E to R-PD2 for 
.- -00 eight Tot subdivision that will be at the same density as R-E. The 
applicants propose -private streets which require R-PD zoning. The lots 
will have 30 front setbacks and 40' rear Setbacks which Are slightly 

- less than the 50 front and rear setbacks required in an R-E zone. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 



CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Page 50 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
0219 

Council Action Department Action 

11505 urie -  
PPROVED, subject to 
onditons. 
otion carried with 
evy abstaining. 

Clerk to notify &' 
Planning to . procee 

John Moran, Jr.,At 
appeared 

AGENDA inr4  
"7"S 00P . 

3PROv, 

. 1hGENDO... 

.1....• 	• 

ITEM 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT' 
(CONTINUED) -.ZONE CHANGES 	•  

H. 6. Z-51-84 - UHS LAS VEGAS PROPERTIES, INC.  

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the southwest corner of Goldring 
Avenue and Shadow Lane. 

From: R-E (Residence Estates) 
To: 	P-R (Professional Offices & Parking) 
Proposed Use: Patron and Employee 

Parking Lot 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following condition: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

The City Council 
Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 
August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

X. 

H. 6._ Z51-84 - UHS LAS VEGAS PROPERTIES, •INC.  

I. 

The request is to rezone five lots on 
between'ShAdow Lane And Willow Trail 
employee parking lot This parking 1 
the new medical building approved on 
Valley Hospital. There is a. P4 zOni 
in this block: The parking lot on th 

PLANNING CommIssIoN RECOMMENDATION: 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 0 

the south side of Goldring Avenue 
from R-E to P-R for a patron and 
ot will be used in connection with 
the north side of Goldring for 
ng pattern evolving to the south 
is site will be landscaped. 

**OVAL 

If 	1.1 I 

/IL VP' 

- 

ChIRRZES TO N 



0221 
August 1, 1984 

Council Action •. 	• 
Department Action 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 

Fred Kassler 
appeared. 

:hristensen - 
JENIED 
Jnanimous 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

140ENDO 	0,z, 
11 Page 51 CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

ITEM 

X. . COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) 	 : 	 

H. 7. Z-53-84 7 PAMELA CANTOR 

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the southeast corner of Michael 
Way and Marietta Avenue. 

From: N-U (Non-Urban) 
To: 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
Proposed Use: Restaurant, Bar and Arcade 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. Conformance to the plot plan amended to: 

a. Eliminate the access to Marietta 
Avenue and provide access to Vegas 
Drive. 

b. Install a 6' block wall along the 
north property line and along the 
west property line set back 6' for 
landscaping. 

c. Eliminate the proposed arcade use. 

3. This approval does not constitute approval 
of the casino or bar. 

Install street improvements on Michael 
Way and Marietta Avenue as required by 
the Department of Design and Development. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL- With all 
access to Vegas Drive. 

PROTESTS: 0 

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0222 
' 

To: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 7. Z-53-84 - PAMELA CANTOR  

The request is to rezone this property from N-U to C-1 for a proposed 
restaurant, bar and arcade. This site is iftediately north of a C-1 
zoned parcel that is developed with a convenience store At thip northeast 
corner Of Vegas Drive and Michael Way. To the east and west is 

, residential development in the County and to the north is R-1 zoned land 
in the City. The.C-1 zoning to the south was approved in the County 
and then annexed on that basis. The plot plan indicates the building 
will be on the south side of the property with parking to the west and 
north. There are single family homes fronting ofOlichael Way to the 
west and R-1 lots backing U0 to Marietta Avenge to the north. At the 
Planning Commission meeting staff indicated it had no objection to the 
C71 if all access could be obtained through the C-1 to the south to 
Vegas Drive. --  The.apOlicant.indidated this would necessitate obtaining 
easements for access to the tOuth and did not know if this was possible. 
The applicant was in agreement to eliminating the access to Marietta 
but felt access to Michael was necessary. The Planning Commission granted 
access to Michael but also required access to Vegas Drive. Further, 
a 6' block mall Was required along the west and north sides of this 
property and that the proposed arcade use be eliminated. ' 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

X. 

• • 
•• i• 
" • 

• 
6 

• -415-.111' - • . 
• 

• • 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
PROTESTS: 0 

• : 

1  

	• 
• 1 I • Req 

• 
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APPROVAL - With all access to Vegas Drive. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

,CITY COUNCIL MEETING:- AUGUST I, 1904 - 	. 
. COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
H. 7. 	Z.53-84 - PAMELA CANTOR 

0223 

PAGE I 

.MAYOR BRIARE: 

FRED KASSLER: 

MAYOR:BRIARE:.  

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 

FRED KASSLER: 

COUNCILMAN LURIE: 

FRED KASSLER: 

HAROLD FOSTER:. 

COUNCILMAN LURIE . : 

Item 7 is'Z-53-84 for Pamela Cantor, reclassification 
of property generally located on the southeast corner 
of Michael Way and Marietta Avenue. This is to change 
from non-urban to a limited commercial use for a 
restaurant, bar and arcade. , Planning Commission's 
recommendation was for approval, subject to conditions. 
Staff's recommendation was approval with all access 
being on Vegas Drive. There were no protests. Good 
afternoon, sir. 

Fred Kassler, 770 East Sahara, for Pamela Cantor. 
Would you repeat the staff recommendation which says -- 

Staff's recommendation was for approval. However, that 
would be that all access -- with all access to Vegas 
Drive. 

They don't own Vegas Drive. 

It can't.-- it can't have all access to Vegas Drive. 

How do you get out? There's already a 7-11 or Stop'n' 
Go on the corner. 

There's a 7-11 there. The access is on Michael Way 
as I understood the -- in other words, I understood 
that on Marietta they didn't want access, but they 
could have access on Michael Way. Because the property 
on Vegas Drive is already owned by 7-11. 

Staff felt that they should obtain an easement across 
the property to the south. Primarily that was on the 
basis that there are single-family homes on or to the west 
on the west side of Michael that front on that street. We 
thought just a block wall along there -- that the C-1 
would then be more compatible. They wouldn't have the 
traffic in front of the homes. 

Harold, answer me one thing. I have a problem with an 
arcade and a bar up there on Michael Way behind that 
7-11 store; I mean it just, to me, doesn't make good 
sense, good planning. I mean, you already have a 7-11 
store there. Now you want to put a bar right there and 
it's all residential to the north. Bars usually stay 
down on major streets like Decatur, Charleston. I mean 
you get into a small residential street -- Michael Way 
isn't planned to be widened for I don't know how many years. 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING AUGUST .1, 1984 
COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
H. 7.-- Za.5384 — PAMELA CANTOR 

0224 '  

— PAGE 2 

FRED KASSLER: 	 Councilman Lurie, it's not a bar, it's a. restaurant 
with a -- 

COUNCILMAN LURIL 

FRED KASSLER: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

It says restaurant, bar and arcade. 

Yes, but the arcade . hes removed, I believe, in the 
Planning Commission that has been removed. It's 
acceptable and the bar is primarily an adjunct to 
the restaurant. It's not primarily a bar, sir. 

Well, the zoning, You see -- you rezone to C-1 a 
bar and an arcade, in addition to a restuarant,are 
some of the things you can do with that Property 
and what they wanted to do -- the Planning Commission 
wanted to make it understood that they are not approving 
this for the purpose of a casino or bar. Mr. Ogilvie, 
can they do that? 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	No. 

FRED KASSLER: 	 I have to go before a separate hearing. The bar has 
to go before a separate hearing. 

COUNCILMAN LEVY: 	But you have no ingress or egress on Vegas Drive. 

FRED KASSLER: 	 We have no egress, but we will attempt to get a -- 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 What -- you don't think the possibilities are any 
good that you can get an easement across that -- 

FRED KASSLER: 	 I don't know, but -- 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 Why would they want to give you one? 

FRED KASSLER: 	 I don't know. I can't answer-- in other words, we're 
very happy to obtain an easement across and we'll request 
an easement across, but if they don't grant it, we have 
no egress. So we must have egress to Michael Way. 

COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 	Your Honor, I have problems with this because of the 
lack of access and the homes and so forth. I happen 
to disagree with the staff and the Planning Commission 
and I'll vote to DENY the request. 

MAYOR BRIARE: 	 THE MOTION IS TO DENY . -- 

MOVE TO DENY THE REQUEST. COUNCILMAN CHRISTENSEN: 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING - AUGUST 1, 1984 
'COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
H. 7. , - Z-53-84 PAMELA CANTOR 

022o 

PAGE 3  

MAYORBRIARE: -  

FRED KASSLER: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

FRED KASSLER: 

MAYOR BRIARE: 

-- THE REQUEST FOR ZONING. Are there comments 
by the Council members? Cast your vote. Post. 
MOTION'S APPROVED, your application's been DENIED. 
(Motion carried unanimously) 

What was the motion? Could you repeat that to 
me -- was denied? 

The motion was to deny and that motion passed. 

To deny the application for rezoning? 

That's correct, sir. 

END OF EXCERPT 



Reclassification of property generally 
located on the east side of Decatur Boulevard 
between Lake Mead Boulevard and Eugene 
Avenue. 

From: R-1 (Single Family Residence) (a 
portion under Resolution of Intent 
to R-3 - Limited Multiple Residence 

To: 	R-CL (Single Family Compact Lot) 
Proposed Use: Medium Density Detached 

Single Family Residential 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. Conformance to the site plans and 
elevations amended as follows: 

a. Provide a 16' front yard setback 
and two off-street parking spaces 
per lot. 

b. Provide an additional access to 
Decatur Boulevard between Eugene 
Avenue and Lake Mead Boulevard. 

Eliminate Mark Avenue or Sawyer 
Avenue between Trojan Avenue and 
Ullom Drive. 

3. Redesign Lots 3 and 50 for adequate 
setbacks and buildable area. 

Vacate the east-west alley 150' south 
of Eugene Avenue. 

5. Acquire and incorporate the 25' strip of 
land along the south side of this 

- ---clemsAppent, if possible. 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

August 1, 1984 14GENDO 

1 1512  

X, COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
CCONTINUED)- ZONE CHANGES 

ITEM 

8. 1-52-84 - DECATUR INVESTMENTS, A NEVADA 
PARTNERSHIP Levy - 

APPROVED as recom- 
mended. 
UnaniMOds 

Council Action 

0226. 

Page 52 

Department Action 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to proceE 

Barry Becker 
appeared. 

No one appeared In 
opposition. 



August 1, 1984 0227 
Page 53 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT: 
(CONTINUED):_zoLEHARGEL 	 . 

8. Z-52-84 - CONTINUED 

14.q.EMPO 

ATM 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES -AUGUST 1, 1984 

Department Action 

Le4 Vt 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400EAS:TSTEWARTAVENUE 

• 
• PHONE 386-6011 

• 'Council Action 

6, Install sidewalk on DecatUr. Boulevard 
and half-street improvements on Lake 
Mead Boulevard from.Detatur Ott to the 
east line, of the development as required 
by the Departteht of Design And Develp 
ment, 

Staff. Recommendation; APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 2 

See, Page 52 See Page 52 

1 

Firm  



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES — AUGUST 1, 1984 

0228 
• 	To: The City Council 

Re: .  Community Planning and •Development Agenda Item 
August 1,1984 City Council Agenda • 

8. Z,52-84 - DECATUR INVESTMENTS, A NEVADA: PARTNERSHIP  

The application it to rezone this property from 11,1 and R-3 to R-CL 
for a tingle 'family development that 'Would be located northeast of Lake 
Mead Boulevard and Decatur Boulevard.: fliere is developed R-1 to the 
east and vacant R-1 and R,3to-the north. To the west in the Curtis 
Park Subdivision the frontage lots are transitioning to commercial. 
To the south is vacant 12-E And further south As:C.1 and R-CL. There 
was an Application for R-pD12 that Was strongly opposed by .the residents 
in the area on the north portion of this property. That application 
was heard in the latter part of 1983 and subsequently withdrawn by the 
Applicant. There are 67 R-CL'lots proposed on this 9 acre site in this 
application. The lots are predominantly 4,000 to 6,000 'square feet 
in size. There is an existing alley in the north portion of this site 
that is proposed to be vacated and a small wellsite that is proposed 
to be acquired from the Water District. Further'; at the south end of 
this development there is ai25' strip of land between Lake Mead Boulevard 
and this 'parcel'. The applicants indicate they would try to acquire 
this strip And incorporate it into the site even though this strip 
separates Lake Mead Boulevard from this property. The full.half,street 
improvements on Lake Mead will be required of the developer from Decatur 
east to the east. line -Of its development. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 2 - Spoke at the Planning Commission meeting 

X. 

H. 



IIRGENDO 

ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

242! 
August 1, 1984 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 

Rage 54. 

Department Action 

Lurie - 	: 
APPROVED as recom-
mended, subject to 
conditions. 
Unanimous 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procee 1513  

1 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  

H. TENTATIVE MAP RELATED TO ZONE CHANGE Z-52-84 
(Item #8)  

9• TENTATIVE MAP - COLLEGE HEIGHTS 3-C 

Property generally located on the east 
side of Decatur Boulevard between Lake Mead 
Boulevard and Eugene Avenue, R-E and R-1 
Zones (proposed R-CL). 

Owner/Subdivider: Decatur Investments, 
A Nevada Partnership 

No. of Acres: 9.1 	No. of Lots: 67 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions 

1. Approval of zoning application 1-52-84. 

2. Conformance to the conditions of approval 
for Z-52-84. 

3. Provide a hydrology study as required 
by the Divi s ion of Land Development and 
Flood Control of the Department.  of . 
Community Planning and Development 

4. No vehicular access to Decatur Boulevard .  
and Lake Mead Boulevard from the.abutting 

5. If a wall is constructed on an exterior 
boundary street, the Conditions, Covenant 
and Restrictions shall contain wording 
to the effect that each property owner 
of a lot backing up to said wall shall 
be responsible for the continued 
maintenance of the exterior side of the 
wall and the ground area at the exterior 
base of the wall. 

Final map to be recorded on only those 
portions of streets with complete 
right-of-way dedication. 

7. If the Las Vegas Valley Water District 
property fronting Eugene Avenue is 
acquired by the developer, it is to be 
incorporated into the abutting lots. 

Staff. Recommendation: APPROVAL 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0230 
• To:. The City Council 

Re; Community Planning and Development Agenda:Item . - 
August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 	9. . TENTATIVE MAP - COLLEGE HEIGHTS 3-C  
- 

This is the tentative map for the 	development prbposed on the previous 
rezoning application under Item ..F.8 	The map Substantially conforms 	. 
to the SubdiVision.Regulations and to the zoning plan. If the zoning 

• is approved, this map can also be approved. 
. 	, 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION;. APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

x. 
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10  
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

() 42a1 -- 

Page 55 

August 1, 1984 

1 1520 

I.  

Clerk to notify . & 
Planning to procee 

Dell Nielson 
appeared . 

Protestants: 

W. Painter, 
5409 Cory 

Paul Keeton, 
1012 Mohawk 

1 

IWGENDA 
1 

ITEM Council Action 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEpARTMENT .  
(CONTINUED) - ZORE_CHARGES. 

Deportment Action 

H. TO 	ABEYANCE ITEM - Z-39-84 - DELL R. NTELSO 
AND PENNY NIELSON 

Reclassification of Property generally 
located on the north -'sideof Cory. Place 
between Bartona Street on the west and 
Mohawk Street on the east. 

From: R-1 (Single Family Residence) 
To: 	R-CL (Single Family Compact Lot) 
Proposed Use: Medium Low Density Detached 

Single Family Residences 

Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL 
(3 -0-1 vote), subject to the - following 
conditions: 

Lurie 7 	- 

APPROVED allowing' 
12 lots in this 
development, ,sub-
ject to :conditions. 
Unanimous 	' 

1. The application be amended to the west 
165.5' of the north 200'. 

2. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

3. Record a subdivision map. 

4. R-1 setbacks be applicable to the front ,

and rear setback on the R-CL portion. 

5. The five acre minimum site requirement 
is waived. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL - For a 
maximum of 11 lots. 

PROTESTS: 0 

NOTE: At the July 18, 1984 City Council 
meeting, Councilman Lurie made a 
motion to rescind the action on 
this zone change which was approved 
at the July 5, 1984 City Council 
meeting. Motion carried unanimously. 

At the July 5, 1984 City Council 
meeting, Councilmen Lurie made a 
motion to APPROVE this zone change 
with a total of 11 lots comprising 
R-1 on Mohawk Street, R-1 on Cory 
Place and 4 lots on the R-CL. 
Motion carried unanimously. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0232 

To: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 10. ABEYANCE ITEM - ZONE CHANGE - Z-39-84 - DELL R. NIELSON AND 
PENNY NIELSON 

The action on this application was rescinded at your last meeting so 
it could be reconsidered for a 12-lot development rather than limiting 
it to the previously approved 11 lots. The applicant has contacted 
the surrounding residents and they are not opposed to having 12 lots 
in this development and that is the reason for a rehearing on this 
application. The property is approximately two acres in size and the 
requested R-CL zoning was amended to the northwest portion only. If 
12 lots are allowed, it would expand the R-CL to the northeast portion 
of the site along Mohawk. A row of R-1 lots would be retained along 
Cory. If 12 lots are approved, Condition #1 needs to be changed as 
follows: 

The application be amended to the north 200. 

The Planning Commission and staff recommendations indicated below are 
on the previous action that allowed the 11 lots. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - For a maximum of 11 lots. 

PROTESTS: 0 (There were 3 protests on this application at the previous 
public hearing.) 

X. 

• 
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1 1529 Lurie - 
DENIED 
$0tiOn carried with 
Briare.and Levy ' 
voting' "No." 

(Earlier :motion by 
Levy to allow R-3 
.Zoning - FAILED with 
Nolen, Lurie and 
Briare voting "No") 

Clerk to notify & 
Planning to proceed 

John Vornsand & 
Maury Abrams 
appeared. 
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Department Action' 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) -__ZONE CHANGES. 	 

11, Z749-84 - MAURY ABRAMS 

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the southeast corner of Buffalo 
Drive and Charleston Boulevard. 

From: N-U (Non-Urban) 
To: 	R-4 (Apartment Residence) 
Proposed Use: Medium high Density 

Residential (Apartments) 

Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL 
(3-2 vote), subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent Shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

2. Conformance to the plot plan and 	- 
' elevations amended to require one story 

buildings along HolMby Avenue. 	' 	• 

3. Dedicate 50' of right-of-way for 
CharleSton Boulevard and Buffalo Drive, 
30' of right-of-way,forliolmby Avenue 
and 25' radius corners at the inter-, 

- -sections of these streets. 	- 

install street improvements on Charleston 
Boulevard, buffalo Drive and Holmby Avenul 
as required by the Department of Design 
and Development. 	. 

5. Record a deed restriction limiting 
this project to a maximum of 124 units. 

6. Approval of the revised development plan 
as required by the Planning Commission. 

Staff Recommendation:, ,APPROVAL -, Subject to 
amending the applicati 

PROTESTS: 3 	. 	to R-3 and the south 
200' being amended 

I to ME. 
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•0234 
To:.  The City:Council 
Re: ,Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August% 1984 City Council Agenda 

11. Z-49-84 - MAURY ABRAMS  

The application is to rezone this property from N-U to R-4 for a 124-unit 
apartment Project on the southeast corner of Buffalo Drive and W. Charleston 
Boulevard. The density for this project is 27.40 units per acre on , 
this 5 acre sit*. All of the. buildings are two story with ample parking 
and landscaping. -  This parcel of land was annexed to the City recently 
and the area to the east, west and .south is in the County. To the north 
is vacant C-1 and to the northeast is developed R-1, To the northwest 
is eWater District resevpir. At the Planning Commission meeting staff 
recommended the south 230' be amended to R-E for three-half acre lots 
to act as* buffer for the R-E to the south. The applicant was not 
in agreement to this amendment, but he did agree to provide a row of 
one-story apartment buildings along the south portion to act as a buffer 
and the Planning Commission felt this would be satisfactory Further; 
the applicant was 'lb agreement to recording a deed restriction limiting 
this project to 124 Units. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Compatible zoning for 
this parcel at the intersection of two major streets. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL.- Subject to amending the application 
to R-3 and the south 200' being amended .to R-E. 

PROTESTS: 1 	Spoke at the Planning Commission meeting 

X. 
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CITY COUNCIL .  

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

ITEM Council Action - 	Department Action_ 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) 	- 	 

1 

H. ,12. 1-46-84 CHARLESTON HEIGHTS BOWL, A 
.NEVADA PARTNERSHIP 

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the south side of Evergreen 
Avenue, 250' west of Decatur Boulevard. 

From: R-1 (Single Family Residence) 
and 	R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) 
To: 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
Proposed Use: 112-Unit Motel to be used 

in conjunction with a 
proposed Casino at tne 
Charleston Heights Bowl 

Planning Commission recommends DENIAL 
(3-2 vote). If approved, following are the 
recommended conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
. to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

Conformance to the plotplan and 
elevations amended to: 

a. Relocate the access on both sides 
of Evergreen to a point approximately 
320' west of Decatur as required by 
the Traffic Engineer. 

b. Reverse the layout so the major 
parking area will be in the front. 

c. Require traffic signals as required 
by the Traffic Engineer. 

Construct a 6' block wall along the 
south and west property lines. 

3. Vacation of patent reservations and 
easements. 

Approval of the zoning action constitutes 
approval of the satellite parking 
propOsal. 

Approval of this zoning does not 
constitute approval of a "gaming" 
license. 

WITHDRAWN BY 
APPLICANT 



leG ENDO 
- CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

August 1, 1984 	O236 
' 

See Page 57 See Page 57 

ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL • 	 • 
, 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400EASTSTEwARTAVENUE 

. PHONE i86-6011 
' . 

Council Action 

Page 58 

Department Action 

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) . - ZONE CHANGES 

12, Z7457.84..- CONTINUED 	. 

6. Provide 50% of the cost of installing 
a traffic signal at Decatur and 
Evergreen. 

This zoning be allowed only in 
conjunction with a casino operation 
(where the Charleston Heights Bowl is 
located). 

Staff ReCommendatjon:, APPROVAL 

PROTESTS: 71 

NOTE: This application has been withdrawn  

by the applicant.  

APPF!! VIED AGENDA ITSM 

If? Cost 
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x. . To:. The City Council 

Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 
. August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

W. 12. Z-46-84 - CHARLESTON HEIGHTS BOWL., A NEVADA PARTNERSHIP  

This application has been withdrawn by the applicant. 



7 	Li 

0238 

/ 

r.viiiele:1-6-Z 

, 

cic,e2;(1,4.7,ete 

3, 

/ 
/ 	

. 
' /- 

002.,  

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST . 11 1984 z  

• • 	I 

There is a controversy brewing in Charleston Heights area thet hes 

ramifications for others besides the imMpdiately involved partius, snu 

certainly  deserves.  the attention of ns•all. Batically it involves this: 
To What degree does a private citizen have a%voice in the determination 

of any environmental change directly affecting him? 
A capsulized history of the area in qhestion: 

, 	Once a pleasant, almost bucolic region of single family, middlr, class 

residences; like most areas it, has in reeent - years been under-going some 

changes. With the expansion Of the arterial hiways of Charleston JSivc. 

and Decatur Blvd. there developed an immediate proliferation of fast foc:C 
outlets, small businesses, markets, car dealerships, professional offices, 
et al. But, surprisingly, thsfUiet quality Of peaceful home living 
survived.Then, an apartment complex was inserted in the area, but proposal:: 
fors subsequent units were protested by the residents, successfully; aria 
the commissioners substituted intelligent and well-accepted alternatives. 
The Charleston Heights Art Centre and Library and a magnificent senior 
retirement facility-both a boon and benefit to any community. 

Naturally with.the'density increase thuincvitablc bugaboos of 

civilationst progress followed-noise, traffic, crime-but in general the:7e 
disturbances remained minor. and the general tenor of the area remained 

• stable. 
Andisince, at our lastmeetings with the commissioner ,:: it wcAs virtually 

assured that any major changes would not be considered, it was with shuc 

and disbelief that we learned of the latest proposal-!the building of's -
casino and even more appalling, the construction of a 112 room motel, way 

out here in the boonies right at the fragile entrance to the residential 

area. 
So, the residents are united In their resolve to protect that for 

• which they have striven for so long and protest any further insult to their 
- lifestyle. 	, 

. And now for a quirk of fate in the entire affair. The entrepeneur 
responsiblejor these most recent developments is the very same person 

responsible to 0 greet extent for the shaping of the original dream we ail 

fell heir to.. A builder of-fine homes, pillar of the community, and now to 

suddenly be thrust into contributing to the destruction of his own orig:.11 

dream is indeed the tuff of novels.' 

To sum up-we are interested in preventing any further erosion of this 
- area by coMmercial Ventures that would - have a far greater , chance for success 

in More feasible -  locations, and we want to preserve what is good. An oasis 
in the desert is scarce-and worthy Ofscare. 
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To: The City Council 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August. 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

H. 13. Z.47-84 - BECKER AND SONS  

The request is to rezone this property from R-Ilto C-1 and R-PD16 at 
the northeast corner of Vegas Drive andJones Boulevard. The commercial 
is on the immediate corner and the R.-PD is proposed to the north along 
Jones and east along Vegas. There is developed :  R.1 to the east and 
vat-Olt R-3 zoning to the north. To the west is.R-CL, R-1 and vacant 
R-E. TO the south is developed C-1 and 	A total of 120 units are 
proposed and the buildings ranging from one to three stories. The three 
story buildings appear to be two stories but there is a mezzanine in 
the top portion which constitutes the third  floor ac -cording to the City 
Code. Buildings with the mezZaniheare. -00proxiMately 28 high and are 
setback 45' from the R-1. The one-story buildings are within 18' to 20' 
of the R-1. The density for this project is at 16 units per acre and 
with the amount of vacant R-3 to the north there would be more density 
in this neighbOrhood than recommended by the General,Plan. The applicant 
also owns the R.3 zoned parcel, to the north and is in agreement to reducing 

• the density on that-site by one unit per acre to lOwer the population 
in this neighborhood. The :C-1 site is for an auto parts store and would 
be a relatively small site.' Staff recommendedr'the C-1 be denied at 
the Planning Commission Meeting, however, the-Commission felt C-1 would 
be more appropriate at the cornet rather than apartments. 

• 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: _APPROVAL - Compatible zoning for 
this area. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Of the R-PD16 and DENIAL of the C-1. 

PROTESTS: 98 - Petition with 67 property owners 
26 Persons-in the audience at the Planning Commission meeting 
5 Persons spoke at the planning. Commission meeting 

SEE ATTACHED- LOCATION MAP 

X. 

• 1 
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Z-46-84 
17 JULY 1984 

PROPERTY RECLASSIFICATION 
FOR 

CHARLESTON 
HEIGHTS 

BOWL 

LAS VEGAS, 
NEVADA 



In an effort to provide continuing family entertainment to Southern Nevadans-, 
the Charleston Heights Bowl submits this property reclassification for your 
review. 

Offering One Hundred Twelve (112) Motel Units for out-of-town guests, new 
eating eon:Whims including a Two Hundred Twenty (220) seat Coffee Shop and 
Snack Bar, increased group meeting capacity and .services -, expanded gaming 
with Bingo Parlour and Sports Book, Video Arcades and Nursery services in 
'addition to the already .popular bowling lanes provides -  a ,diversified facility 
for all groups and ages to enjoy 

_Represented on the following pages are various graphic depictions of these 
proposed modificatiOns. 	 - 
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Marne!! Corrao Associates 

Architects 
Interior Designers 
Managers 
Constructors 

4495 South Polaris Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 
702-739-8712 
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Clerk to notify & 
Planning to procet 

Barry Becker 
appeared. 

Protestants., 

Violet Smith, 
5809 Martita 

Carol Allen. 
5905 Martita 

Bob Reisman, 
5801 Gordon 

Winston Parker, 
1821 N. Mallard 

Lloyd Kinner, 
5812 Martita 

Ell De 
•1 
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COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-5011 

Council Action 
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Department Action 

August 1, 1984 

X. .COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  ,;,.ZONE  CHANGES  

H. 13. Z-47-84 - BECKER AND SONS 

Reclassification of property generally 
located on the northeast corner of Vegas 
Drive and Jones Boulevard. 

From: R-1 (Single Family Residence) 
To: 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
and 	R-PD16 (Residential Planned 

Development) 
Proposed Uses: Auto Parts Store and 

Medium High Density 
Residential 

Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL 
(3-2 vote), subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month time limit. 

Install a 6' block wall along the north 
and east property lines except along Carl 
Avenue and provide a 6' block wall on 
the north and east sides of the C-1 that 
is stepped down to 4' (with the top 2' 
50% open) in the front yard areas of the 
R-PD16. 

3. In s tall street improvements on Vegas 
. Drive and Carl Street and Sidewalks 

on Jones Boulevard as required by the 
. • Departmente Design andDevelopment. 

4. A one unit per acre density reduction 
. be required on 2,167-63. 

5. Dedicate an alley connecting the existing 
alley south to Vegas Drive or vacate 
the existing alley. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL of the R-PD16 
and DENIAL of the C-1. 

Christensen - 
DENIED 
Unanimous 

tili.Z 

. 	PROTEST.S': i 98 

pE,.°:/EDAIGENDIVOTERA 
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sincerely, 

69 I (1N- 
I  Us  cy 

t 	 91 

City Hall 
• 400 E. Stewart St. 
Las egas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us :  our $80,000 to ',1!85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT''  ''"'I  
There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This Is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have 
years. We have paid our property taxes. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. 
the rezoning. 

owned our homes for 
We support churches. 
We have belonged to 
grow when it needed 
Please don't approve 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

•A lot of us have invested large Pad of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a.hazard: 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have 1  nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our, local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have e nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently # very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due 6 low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Address 

4,074f-ley 

0253 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 	 - 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of •the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be Cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property tine's all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also. be aAlazard. 

1 ,  \ 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

• 	These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the iftcrease of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt'touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 
••• 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you 4ttena the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip ioniag, don't 

ring us with low cost, mediUM-density housing And.rentals1: Thank You. 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if. the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited - 
commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? - There are Older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from 411 these problems, they are unable' to 

Sell thier homesand buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be' verypersonal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support out City, County and State, with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail' 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

I ev 4 

44.24e„g., 
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City Hall 
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 	

4 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

Sincerely, 

	  Lc 
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sincerely, 
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City. Hall 
400 E . Stewart St, 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification 
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) 
(medium high density residential). 

0259 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

We are 140T transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!!!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

de invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? -Please stop .this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We 'have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

• 
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Sincerely, 
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Dear Sir: 	 • 
z. 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of Vie.Trck-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and' R-PD16 
(medium high density. residential). 

- 
We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 	

4 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

City Hall 
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Joned Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was Intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 	

4 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

c 	V i n,y7/ 	 ci  D 
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City Hall 
400E. Stewart St. 
LaS Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification 
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and 
from R-1 (single family) to 0-1 (limited commercial) 
(medium high density residential). 

0 2 2, 

of the pro-
Jones Blvd. 
and R-PD16 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUTIIIIIIII  

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zon0 the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

owned our homes for 
We support churches. 
We have belonged to 
grow when it needed 
Please don't approve 

We are not drifters or renters. We have 
years. We have paid our property taxes. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas 
US.: Now we need you! Don't let us down. 
the rezoning. 

sincerely, 

erti 
Yllod 	 g 
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. July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. tb 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

• commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or thc increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have e nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 
- 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

j;(741-dsikit2  

/78/A 7j24.,a9 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Cammiss4etww: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

• commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

Property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-
flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Plea se come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't 4:iike us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

0267 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

• commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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4-9  Addreis 

We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN *OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City,  County and State with our tax money. 

We have i nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $95,000. to $109,000. each If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have l nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 	. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the Property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-P016(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACKYARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We havent even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We havent touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due tolow-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you atten0 the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 



City Hall 
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

0273 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

Dear Sir: 	 • 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the sa.o-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 
• 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's - time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

Sincerely, 

,14elz-i- 	)-;90L4 ce-g-s,tiL  
namc 
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Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

02'74 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd.._ 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium , 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additiopal burden from the great in-

" 	flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

41 _ We are NOT transients, the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

If' DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. •  

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see haw many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or. renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

Sincerely, 
1 1  

'  -4  

- addicoo / WV:ukti:  
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 
q/.49AP_I° 

single family homes valued at approximately 15,000. to Fliftee0. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area a]ready zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have One family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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' We accept all these inconveniences along major Streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older People with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are Unable to 

sell.thier hOMes And buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costa, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'MR RACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reason's, but people make the city what it is, 
t. 	. 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to lOtal achoOls 

and support ourtity i  County and State with ourtax money. 
.... 	- 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our locat schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't Make us another LOW COST AREA,:  don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cOst, medium -density 'housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

. 	. 
-.57.i24f7 	12.F. 

Add SS 
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City Hall 
400E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 
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Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We Are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
• .hidh c. -Ondos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
Part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

4 

owned our homes for 
We support churches. 
We have belonged to 
grow when it needed 
Please don't approve 

We are not drifters or renters. We have 
years. We have paid our property taxes. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. 
the rezoning. 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family, homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. • 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small.subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear ,  

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 

P 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN , OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very, personal reasons, but people make the city what it is,•

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 
• 

• We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have I nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming Unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 
- 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals!: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

5g2s--  27/4:4,e4, 
Address 

7-Zee% 

,e9/e'r 

C 	'e 
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'City Hall.. 
400 E. .::,,tewart . St. 
Las Vezao; flv. 89101 : 
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Dear 

stronG ti .ject to the proposed re-,clas -sification of the pro-, 
petty .generajly'located northeast.ofegas...Drive andjones Blvd. 
from T-1 (crile family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R.Pp16 .  
{mediuni h.'* density residential). . 

. 	. 	 . 	 . 	. 
We 'are incensed at the thought of being locked in With medium 

.. 

high denity 'condos valued at N-5,000 to $65 9 000. - . 	 ! 	. , 	- 
Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be Sold and, 
patt will be rented.,. You are surely aware that with the pride- _ 
of these lanits'surrounding us, our 180,000 to $85,W;..)0 HOMES .1 ,MI, 
DECREASk: I'l: V!JJU'i andwith , additional''burden from t -fie great 'in-
flux of popl ,::, our INSTRAYCE RATES WILL INCREASE . ! 	... 

We are 	Hilients; the majority have been her ,i.: •"1) to 20 years. 

.D07! 'T 	. • 	• 
. . 	 . 

There is a vast desert Out here to build on. Kee ;J; zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invit€,  2"::1.1 to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
YneE yo 	look and see how many condos and apartments are al- 
ready -built 	.loaded with rental 'space available.. 	this area! 
This is 	 If we need anything--thinko 1 story pro- 
fessional 	 front parking. It's time to ,r:pw, but not 
to Paishroc:';, 	-story aoartment condos, 16 per •= ,:re and 3 
builiins 	th width of 140 feet! This staiF1- _ates our city! 
STRI 	fl. 	 D1IVE AND JONES BLVD? 	top this 
•kind of - -row!,il! 

We are 	 or renters. We have owned 	-:6rfles' for 
years, - paid our property taxes. Wesupp: Churches. 
We have 'shoppeJ with the local merchants. We hav ' ..' 'longed to 
lOcal:orniations„ We helped Las Vegas ,grow wh it needed 
us. Now-: we need you! Don't let us down. PleaSe 	approve 
the rezonihE. 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

herein excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0282 
We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have l nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

•which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have g nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional : cars . coming.Otto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

:street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

,housing. • 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

/f 3 441fZ, 
Address 
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Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD46 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thOught of being locked in with medium 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

Sincerelyi 

- AMP re 0' 
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addrboo 6-7 

, 

41e4r-/ 5ZZA S9/0 5)- 



I. 

1 

I. 
I. 

I .  

&ad-pee-6 

.7-rf"e'-fe_l e• 	- 
" 	 . 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
City Hall .  
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE USOUTHI!!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't  allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have 
years. We have paid our property taxes. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. 
the rezoning. 

sincerely, 

naains 

owned our homes for 
We support churches. 
We have belonged to 
grow when it needed 
Please don't approve 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

ho 	;• 	.2 

he -piople that owii- homes i 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 
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is area b r ered by aylor Way, gas Drive, 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR RACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what ' it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to lochl schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have int even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have i nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

• hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals::• Thank You. 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

•R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences alOngmajor. : :streets and high traffic areas, 

but Must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thief homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN OUR RACK YARDS. 	' 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a . ,very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due tdllow-cost . 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Address 
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Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro= 
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 

• (medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 	

_ 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in- 

_ flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUTIllftlyf 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R- 1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 

II 	
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al- 
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything—think of 1 story pro- 
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 

II 	to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 

If'  

STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
II years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 

We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve II the rezoning. 

sincerely, 

	

11 	 7714_.4),  
name 
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July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free ' 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have l nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't mitice us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip .zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium -density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

7V4.2ti 

4)A  
4971-0yr /9 

Address 



City Hall 
400 	Stewart St. 
Las. Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

1 

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0292 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the'proe-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd.. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-Pb16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden ftom the great in- 
flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

114111  We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUTI'llifft 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This Is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom wit 4 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 	 • 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas  grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 
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•Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

• On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip_Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes -  irithis area bordera by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we Wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

•A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very, personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We havent touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't,allow'atrip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals .  Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

( 	 ) 
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:)ear sir 
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\A977: 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUG 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family ho
1
mes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0297 

We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so Close to home?-? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell: thier homes and buyin-anothtr area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T'DUMP THIS IN JOUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have i nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have s nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming Unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentats:: Thank You. 
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Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime witn the influx 

of low cost housing. We have i nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please comeout to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make Us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip 'zoning, ,don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and tentals2, Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

( 	k 	 k 

370 	
, • 

1 • 77-  . 4 
 

Address 
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City Hail 
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R...D16 
(medium high densitY_ residential). 

• 
We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium . 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. , 	• 	 - 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us; our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't  allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the Proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

Sincerely, 

0300 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0301 
July 18, 1984 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, tree from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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1. 

We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 4 OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have i nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have i nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ringUs with low cost, medium-density -  housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Address 

1 
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July 18; 1984 

'Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family, in the position.  

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners Approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

4-1(single-family) to C- , 1(limited Commercial) and R-PD16(MediuM high-density *resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Mar tita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool arLas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have i nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have'nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

• 	 Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

iZE 
Address 



'CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - , AUGUST 1, 1984 

0305 
July 18, 1984 

'Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

- commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear, a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences 

but must we have it so close to home??  

along major streets and high traffic areas, 

There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

We have'nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We havent touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

with the additional cars coming unto Vegas Drive which is currently a very busy 

street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 

housing. 

Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend the 

hearing regarding this issue. 

Please don't make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 

(?-lte--4--f4re 
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Dear Commissioner: 

We are appealing to you to put yourself and your family in the position 

that we are being put into if the City Commissioners approve the reclassification 

of the property generally located North-East of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. from 

R-1(single-family) to C-1(limited commercial) and R-PD16(Medium high-density resi-

dential). 

On Vegas Drive, between Saylor Way and Jones Blvd., there are four (4) 

single family homes valued at approximately $75,000. to $85,000. each. If this 

new proposal passed, half the block would be single family homes and the other 

half of the block would be medium high density condo's valued from $45,000. to 

$65,000.. These are to be one and two stories with mezanines; one, two and three 

bedrooms. We understand this is classified as "Strip Zoning" and is not looked 

upon with favor by the city. 

We feel the balance of the lots on Vegas Drive should remain a low density 

housing and if there must be a change in zoning, let it be on Jones with limited 

commercial of the single story type buildings, parking in front. 

The people that own homes in this area bordered by Saylor Way, Vegas Drive, 

Jones Blvd. and Carl Avenue bought herebecause we wanted a quiet, crime free 

area in which to live and raise our children. Many of these people have lived 

here in excess of 20 years, have raised their children here and some of our child-

ren have also bought homes in the area and are now raising their children here. 

A lot of us have invested large somes of money in our homes and yards, looking 

forward to a comfortable retirement, free from fear', a place to relax in our homes 

and on our patios. 

Now, with this proposed reclassification, there will be medium high density 

Condo's valued from $45,000. on two sides of this small subdivision with the 

zoning on the 3rd side of the area already zoned for high density housing. All 

the homes on Vegas Drive and on Jones will be back-to-back to the existing single 

family homes on Martita Ave. and Mallard Avenue. There will be NO privacy in our 

back yards. We will not have one family adjacent to our rear property, but 4 to 

8 families adjacent to us, plus the noise of the two (2) play and two (2) pool areas. 

Could you and your families accept this in your back yards??? 

There will be cars in and out of the parking areas located near our rear 

property lines all day and all night. The additional fumes from these cars will 

also be a hazard. 
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We accept all these inconveniences along major streets and high traffic areas, 

II but must we have it so close to home?? There are older people with heart problems, 

that moved to this area to get away from all these problems, they are unable to 

II sell thier homes and buy in another area due to the high interest rates and in-

flated costs, PLEASE DON'T DUMP THIS IN 'OUR BACK YARDS. 

1/
These seems to be very personal reasons, but people make the city what it is, 

we are the ones that buy from local merchants, send our children to local schools 

il 	and support our City, County and State with our tax money. 

ii 	 We have e nt even touched on the overcrowded conditions in our local schools 

I 

	

	which these additional units will add to, or the increase of crime with the influx 

of low cost housing. We have i nt touched on the traffic impact that will prevail 

0 	with the additional cars coming Unto Vegas Drive • which is currently a very busy 

11 	street. Additionally, the decrease in the value of real estate due to low-cost 
housing. 

I/ 	Please come out to our area, look at the situation before you attend thc 
hearing regarding this issue. 	 . 

.- 
, 

Please don t make us another LOW COST AREA, don't allow strip zoning, don't 

ring us with low cost, medium-density housing and rentals:: Thank You. 
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City Hall 
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 
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Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high density condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people, our INSURANCE RATES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUTII' 11111  

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	 which is R-1. 

Don't  allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything—think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have 
years. We have paid our property taxes. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. 
the rezoning. 

owned our homes for 
We support churches. 
We have belonged to 

grow when it needed 
Please don't approve 



rely, 
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 
City Hall 
400 E. Stewart St. 
Las Vegas, Nv. 89101 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly object to the proposed re-classification of the pro-
perty generally located northeast of Vegas Drive and Jones Blvd. 
from R-1 (single family) to C-1 (limited commercial) and R-PD16 
(medium high density residential). 

We are incensed at the thought of being locked in with medium 
high condos valued at $45,000 to $65,000. 

Part of the condos, according to Mr. Becker, will be sold and 
part will be rented. You are surely aware that with the price 
of these units surrounding us, our $80,000 to $85,000 HOMES WILL 
DECREASE IN VALUE and with additional burden from the great in-
flux of people in this school district, OUR TAXES WILL INCREASE! 

We are NOT transients; the majority have been here 10 to 20 years. 

DON'T FORCE US OUT!!!! 

There is a vast desert out here to build on. Keep us zoned the 
way it was intended 	which is R-1. 

Don't  allow another residential area to be ruined! 

We invite you to come see our neighborhood and the proposed site. 
When you do, look and see how many condos and apartments are al-
ready built and loaded with rental space available in this area! 
This is not needed. If we need anything--think of 1 story pro-
fessional units with front parking. It's time to grow, but not 
to mushroom with 3-story apartment condos, 16 per acre and 3 
buildings within the width of 140 feet! This stagnates our city! 
STRIP ZONING ON VEGAS DRIVE AND JONES BLVD? Please stop this 
kind of growth! 

We are not drifters or renters. We have owned our homes for 
years. We have paid our property taxes. We support churches. 
We have shopped with the local merchants. We have belonged to 
local organizations. We helped Las Vegas grow when it needed 
us. Now we need you! Don't let us down. .Please don't approve 
the rezoning. 

0310 
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ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 
Council Action • 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)_  7ONF CHANGF  

Department Action 

NO ACTION TAKEN 
due to Z-47-84 
being denied. 
See Page 59 

H. PLOT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO ZONE CHANGE 
Z-47 -84 (Item #13)  

14. PLOT PLAN REVIEW Z-167-63 - BECKER 
AND SONS 

Plot Plan Review on property generally 
located on the northeast corner of Jones 
Boulevard and Carl Avenue, R-1 Zone (under .  

Resolution of Intent to R-3). 

Planning Commission unanimously recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions 

1. The R-3 development in the north one-half 
and the southeast qua, rter of this site 
is hereby limited to a maximum of 23.89 
units per net acre. 

2. Conformance to the original conditions 
of approval of Z-167-63. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL 

PROVED'AGENDA 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - AUGUST 1, 1984 

0312 
To: The City Council 

Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 
August 1, 1984 City Council Agenda 

K. ltU PLOT PLAN REVIEW 	Z-167-63 - IECKER AND SONS  

This item is related to the last application Item:F.13. because it 
involves a density reduction on this property which is owned by the 

. sane applicant _ There is approximately 30 acres of vacant R-3 on this 
site and-the . applicant 'has agreed to reduce the density from the 
maximum permitted whichis 24.89' units per gross acre to 23..89. If 
the R-PD16 is approved on Item F.13 withrthe'condition of reducing the 
density, on this property, a separate action is heeded on this application. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:- APPROVAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL 

x. 
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CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

I AGEmoo 0313. 
August 1, 1984 

Page 61 

Levy - 
Motion to rescind 
action and reconsider 
at the next meeting 
was APPROVED 
unanimously. 

8115/84 Agenda 

This item wa heard at the 
9/5/84 City ouncil meeting 
in order to fford an ample 
period of no ification to 
the surrounding property 
owners. 

NOTE: 

ITEM Council Action 
il■EZOISONIMINI 

Deportment Actio 

1633 

I. 

'COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED)  

REQUEST TO RESCIND ACTION ON ZONE CHANGE - 
:Z-, 6-84 	ANTHONY S. KASDAY, ET AL  

Reclassification of property located at 
6901 W. Charleston Boulevard. 

From: R 7 E (Residence Estates) 
To: 	C-2 (General Commercial) 
Proposed Use: Commercial Storage Facility 

Planning Commission.  recommends DENIAL (5-1 
vote). . If approved; following are the 
recommended conditions: 

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted 
to a twelve (12) month . time limit. 

2. Application be amended to C-1. 

3. Install street improvements on Holmby' 
. Avenue and Charleston Boulevard as• . 
required by the Land Development and 
Flood Control Division of the Department 
of Community Planning and Development. 

4. Provide for drainage from the westerly 
properties as required by the Land 
Development:and Flood Control Division 
of the Department Of Community Planning 
and Development.* 

.Staff Recommendation 7 APPROVAL - Subject to 
the south 230' 
remaining R-E, 

PROTESTS: 

NOTE: At the March:21, 1984 City Council  
meting, ,Councilman Lurie made .a-
totidn to DENY this request. Motion  
carried Unanimously.  

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM 

/A? 
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4 031 x 	- To: The City Council 	 • 
Re: Community Planning and Development Agenda Item 

August 1, 1984 City Council, Agenda 

• REQUEST TO RESCIND ACTION ON ZONE CHANGE 	Z-6-84 - ANTHONY S. KASDAY, ET AL 

This •item Was placed on the agenda at the request of Councilman Levy 
to rescind the previous denial agtibh for C-;-2 zoning on this site 
The applicant .  is proposing a commercial storage unit facility and since 
that time there.  has been an ordinance amendment allowing this type of 
use in a C-1 zone with euse permit. If the motion to rescind is 
approved, this application mutt be held in abeyance so the surrounding 

.: property owners can be renotified and a hearing would then be held at 
your next meeting. 

The application is north and east of C-1 zoned properties which front 
on Charleston Boulevard. To the west and south is land located in the 
County. The applicant is 'proposing.a commercial storage development 
which Will have all access to Charleston and there will be no access 
to HOlmby to the south. 

The Planning Commission and staff recommendations indicated below are 
on the Previous action. . " . 	• 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: DENIAL - Not Compatible zoninc 
or use for this general area. 

'STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Subject to 'the south 230 remaining 
R- E. 

'PROTESTS:., 
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 Ell - AUGU T 

10(44 

I I  ITEM 

NONE 

8/15/84 Agenda 
8/15/84 Agenda 

t 

AGENLA 

SET DATE FOR PUBLIC HEARING OWANY ITEM 
REQUIRING A PUBLIC HEARING THAT WASAtTED" - ' 

: UPON, BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AT 
ITS JULY 12, 1984 MEETING. 

K. .SET DATE ON ANY APPEALS FILED:OR-REQUIRED 
PUBLIC HEARINGS FROM THE BOARD OF ZONING 

• ADJUSTMENT .  MEETING HELD JULY 26, 1984. . 

NONE 

1133,84 
U-44-84 

August 1, 1984 0315 
Page 62 CITYCOUNCR 

COUNC CIHAMBERS • 400 EAST ST WAR 1 AO NI 

PHONE 386-6011 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
(CONTINUED) .  

Council Action , 	PepartmentAclior 
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4 1.‘44 Vesm, 
. 

ITEM 

CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400EASTSTEWARTAVENUE 
- 

" • PHONE 386-6011 

.Council. Action 

I 
IRGENDA 
1 
ii 

0316  

August 1, 1984 

Page 63 

Department ActiOr 

ADOPTED 
See Page 13 

See Page 13 

XI. 	ADDENDUM ITEMS 

ADDENDUM NO. 1 

IV(a) ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA 

J. 	DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION OF INCLUSION 
OF CERTAIN PORTIONS OF THE CITY OF LAS 
VEGAS WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE COUNTY'S 
DESIGNATED AREA OF FLOOD DISASTER. 

SEE PAGE 13 - This Item to be heard after 
2:00 P.M. to be in compliance with the 
Open Meeting Law. 
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1,44 Vegm 
CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS • 400EASTSTEWARTAVENUE 

PHONE 386-6011 

Council Action 
-r 

, XII. 	CITIZENS 'PARTICIPATION 

Items raised under this portion of.the: -  
Agenda cannot be acted uPon by the .Citi 
Council .until the Notice provisions of 
the Open Meeting Law have been complied: 
with 	Therefore, action on Such items , 
will have tO . be considered at a later 
meeting. 	• 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 4:36 P.M. 

'NONE 

'AGENDA 
1 
1. 
1 

1 

1 

0317 

August 1, 1984 
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Department Actior 

NONE 

ITEM 

I APPR4AGENDArrEm 

art 


