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Cuty of Las Vegan >

RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING
CITY HALL, 400 STEWART AVENUE
CITY MANAGER’S CONFERENCE ROOM, EIGHTH FLOOR
CITY OF LAS VEGAS INTERNET ADDRESS: http://lwww.ci.las-vegas.nv.us
MONDAY, MARCH 19, 2001
4:00 P.M.

r

CALL TO ORDER
ANNOUNCEMENT RE: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW

THE RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE WILL RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT ON EACH ITEM OF LEGISLATION BEING
CONSIDERED. THE RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MAY, THEREAFTER, CONTINUE THE HEARING TO A
FUTURE DATE OR FORMULATE A RECOMMENDATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR PASSAGE, REJECTION OR
AMENDMENT OF THE PROPOSED BILL.

THE FOLLOWING BILLS MAY BE ELIGIBLE FOR ADOPTION AT THE 4/4/2001 CITY COUNCIL MEETING.

1. Bill No. 2001-28 — Amends the Zoning Code to expand the applicability of the residential adjacency standards.
Sponsored by: Councilwoman Lynette Boggs McDonald '
Committee: Councilmen Weekly and Mack

2. Bill No. 2001-29 — Prohibits the use "Animal Hospital, Clinic, Shelter or Boarding/Kennel with Outside Pens" in
the U, R-A and R-E Zoning Districts. Proposed by: Bob Genzer, Acting Director of Planning and Development
Committee: Councilmen Weekly and Mack

3. Bill No. 2001-30 — Repeals LVMC 2.09.170, relating to the organization of the Department of Neighborhood
Services. Proposed by: Bradford R. Jerbic, City Attorney
Committee: Councilmen Weekly and Mack

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION:

ITEMS RAISED UNDER THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA CANNOT BE DELIBERATED OR ACTED UPON UNTIL
THE NOTICE PROVISIONS OF THE OPEN MEETING LAW HAVE BEEN MET. IF YOU WISH TO SPEAK ON.A
MATTER NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA, PLEASE CLEARLY STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. IN
CONSIDERATION OF OTHERS, AVOID REPETITION, AND LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO NO MORE THAN THREE
(3) MINUTES. TO ENSURE ALL PERSONS EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK, EACH SUBJECT MATTER WILL BE
LIMITED TO TEN (10) MINUTES.

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS ARE INVITED TO ATTEND: A tape recording of all the proceedings will be kept on file in
the Office of the City Clerk until final disposition is made. Copies of the above Bills may be obtained through the Office of
the City Clerk, Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.

Facilities are provided throughout City Hall for the convenience of disabled persons. Reasonable efforts will be made to
assist and accommodate physically handicapped persons. If you need an accommodation to attend and participate in this
meeting, please call the City Clerk’s office at 229-6311 and advise of your need at least 48 hours in advance of the
meeting.

THIS MEETING HAS BEEN PROPERLY NOTICED AND POSTED AT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS:
Downtown Transportation Center; City Clerk’s Board
Senior Citizens Center, 450 E. Bonanza
Clark County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Parkway
‘ Court Clerk's Office Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza
City Hall Plaza, Special Outside Posting Bulletin Board
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING
(Mailing required under the provisions of NRS Chapter 241)
STATE OF NEVADA)

) ss
COUNTY OF CLARK)

Eva Cotton, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada being first duly swom, deposes and
says that on the 13™ day of March, 2001, a copy of NOTICE, the attached of which is a true and
correct copy of the Public Hearing - re: A Recommending Committee Meeting to be held on the
19" day of March, 2001 was deposited in the United States Mail, Postage prepaid, First Class
Mail, to each person and/or organization whose name appears on the list maintained 1n the Office of

the City Clerk.

P/

SIGNATURE

City Clerk
DEPARTMENT

Subscribed and swom to before me this
Z

/37" day of %bé/ , 2001 e ——

: Notary Public - State of Nevada

) PR COUNTY OF CLARK
\g«( ) L% 2 BEVERLY K BRIDGES
’d Z/ No 93-4091-1 My Appontment Exores July 25, 2001

NOTARY ngéuc in and for saif County and State




AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING
(Posting required under the provisions of NRS Chapter 241)

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK)) "
Eva Cotton, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada being first duly sworn, depose and say
that on the 14" day of March, 2001 at the hour of 8:30 a.m. there were posted copies of a
NOTICE, the attached of which is a true and correct copy of a Récommendipg Committee
Meeting to be held on the 19" day of March, 2001 at 4:00 p.m., Las Vegas, Nevada; to be posted
on Public Bulletin Boards at the following locations:

%%2 1. On the City Clerk's Bulletin Board at the Downtown Transportation Center;

% 2. Inthe Senior Citizens Center, 450 E. Bonanza Road;(Faxed)

% 3. Clark County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Parkway; (Faxed)

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

On the Special Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall, 400 Stewart
Avenue (in the walkway area between Metro and Municipal Court).

i

Signature

City Clerk
DEPARTMENT

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this /fﬁéay of %M , 2001
el KL

NOTARY PYBLIC in and for said County and State

Notary Public - State of Nevada
COUNTY OF CLARK
BEVERLY K BRIDGES
My Appauntment Exoues July 2¢, 2001




City of Las Vegan

RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE AGENDA
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MARCH 19, 2001

- CALL TO ORDER
- ANNOUNCEMENT RE: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW

MINUTES:
PRESENT: COUNCILMEN WEEKLY and MACK

Also Present. COUNCILWOMAN LYNETTE BOGGS-McDONALD, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
DOUG SELBY, CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY VAL STEED, CHRIS GLORE, PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT and DEPUTY CITY CLERK LINDA OWENS

ANNOUNCEMENT MADE - Meeting noticed and posted at the following locations:
Downtown Transportation Center, City Clerk’s Board
Senior Citizens Center, 450 E. Bonanza Road
Clark County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Pkwy
Court Clerk’s Bulletin Board, City Hall
City Hall Plaza, Posting Board

(4:03)
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MARCH 19, 2001

DEPARTMENT: CITY ATTORNEY
DIRECTOR: BRADFORD R. JERBIC [ ] CONSENT DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:
NEW BILL:

Bill No. 2001-28 — Amends the Zoning Code to expand the applicability of the residential
adjacency standards. Sponsored by: Councilwoman Lynette Boggs McDonald

Fiscal Impact

X No Impact Amount:

[ | Budget Funds Available  Dept./Division:
[ | Augmentation Required  Funding Source:

PURPGSE/BACKGROUND:

The Zoning Code includes residential adjacency standards designed to protect single-family
residences from the impacts of nonresidential development. It has been determined that such
protection should be extended to townhouse and condominium uses and should also protect such
development from the impacts of adjacent multi-family development. This bill will accomplish
the expansion of the protections of the residential adjacency standards.

RECOMMENDATION:
This bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for review, hearing and
recommendation to the City Council for final action.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
Bill No. 2001-28

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

COUNCILMAN MACK recommended Bill No. 2001-28 be forwarded to the Full Council with
no recommendation, but comments made at meeting to be incorporated in First Amendment -
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY concurred.

MINUTES:
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY declared the Public Hearing open.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2001
Item 1 — Bill 2001-28

MINUTES — Continued:

'CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY VAL STEED explained that currently the Zoning Code
has some Residential Adjacency Standards that apply whenever commercial and industrial uses
are adjacent to single-family residential development. This bill 'expands those protections. First,
when there are commercial or industrial developments coming up against townhouse or
condominium developments those same standards would apply. Secondly, it also proposes to
have those standards apply when multi-family residential developments come up against single-
family residential developments.

MICKI JOHNSON, Sunset Road, appeared on behalf of the National Association of Industrial
and Office Properties, a commercial developers trade organization. She expressed concern about
the language in the proposed ordinance and stated that she met with COUNCILWOMAN
LYNETTE McDONALD, who explained the origin of this bill to her. Condominium and
townhouse owners feel they should enjoy the same level of property ownership as a single-family
detached residence. Historically, the multi-family has always been a buffer between the single
family detached and the commercial developments. MS. JOHNSON discussed with
COUNCILMAN REESE that the information contained in Section A.l.b of the proposed
ordinance is the definition of apartments. She felt that apartment developers are included in the .
same scope as non-residential developers. CHRIS GLORE, Planning and Development, added
that multi-family residential would still retain the same status in terms of a property not being
protected by Residential Adjacency Standards. This would apply only to residential that goes
through a subdivision process for individual ownership.

MS. JOHNSON pointed out that she discussed the Mayor’s vision with COUNCILWOMAN
McDONALD for the downtown redevelopment area multi-use projects. That particular issue
was addressed in the proposed bill by exempting that area out. However, she asked about those
areas of the city where mixed-use projects are being planned. This is trying to fix something that
is the exception rather than the rule. Perhaps an ordinance is not needed, but rather waivers
could be given for projects for higher end townhomes and condominiums. MS. JOHNSON felt
that if a developer wanted to build a project that didn’t meet the 3 to 1 slope requirement, then
more waivers would be requested. COUNCILMAN WEEKLY noted that it is on a case-by-case
basis.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2001
Item 1 — Bill 2001-28

MINUTES — Continued:

COUNCILMAN MACK indicated he shares the same concerns because what is attempting to be
accomplished in the Town Center area is a mixed use with residential component along with
retail. COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD responded that mixed use should be exempt from this,
as should any area within the Redevelopment area. MS. JOHNSON pointed out that this bill
states the Redevelopment area is exempt, but not the mixed-use projects.

COUNCILMAN MACK discussed with MR. GLORE that the additional language would
address Town Center issues. However, he stressed that it should be ascertained that the language
indicate a vertical mixed use as opposed to horizontal mixed use.

COUNCILMAN WEEKLY wondered if this bill implies that there is no type of discretion in
variances or waivers. COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD added that there are many high end
condominium and townhouse projects that are being constructed within the city limits. This bill
would protect those investments from commercial development and at the same time protect
those who live in single-family homes from townhomes being constructed in their back yards.
She has had situations in her Ward where townhomes have been allowed 35 feet behind
someone’s block wall. To try to prevent those types of situations there would be a 3 to 1 ratio
that is applied in situations where single family residential is abutting commercial, with the
exception of the Redevelopment area or whenever there was a mixed use being constructed with
a residential use above it or some other use above it.

MS. JOHNSON said there have been many times in the multi-family development where a
developer will map it for condominiums, but use it as apartments to be able to get a different
density. COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD added that the intent of this bill is for a for-sale
product.

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED replied that the ordinance covers that. There is a
reference to townhouse/condominiums in the Summary Page under Purpose/Background. The
protected property is described in terms of developed for sale.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2001
Item 1 — Bill 2001-28

MINUTES — Continued: -

COUNCILMAN MACK asked about the protection in Town Center if those were condos above

retail. COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD answered that unless some language has been left out,
mixed use development would be excluded from this bill.

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED asked for clarification on the term “mixed use.”
COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD indicated that she believed it meant there is a commercial
development on the ground level and office or residential use, or some other non-retail use above
it. There would be different types of uses in one development going vertical.

MR. GLORE explained that Title 19A does not have a definition of “mixed use.” Another
approach might be to exempt certain sections of Town Center, like the urban part of the Main
Street mixed use area. Beyond that a developer could ask for a variance on a case-by-case basis.

COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD added that at the present time the Redevelopment area does
not apply to redevelopment. She does not have an issue with another land area being excluded.
In her Ward she needs to make sure that the commercial has the adjacency standards.

COUNCILMAN WEEKLY stated that this is a good bill since there have been instances on the
City Council where this issue has arisen. His suggested that language be added to further protect
Town Center, as well as COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD’s Ward. Ward 5 does not deal with
as much redevelopment. COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD reiterated that her intention was to
exclude any mixed-use development from the provisions of this proposed ordinance.

MR. GLORE recommended that certain areas be exempt where it would be anticipated that there
would be a large concentration of mixed use. That would allow mixed-use projects that may or
may not meet the intent of being excluded to be able to apply for a variance. There may be
situations where mixed-use projects do not have a substantial component of residential and it
may not be appropriate.

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER SELBY referred to the top of page 2 under item 3 and amended it
to include the following additional language: The residential adjacency standards set forth in this
Subchapter shall not apply to any property in the Downtown Overlay District or redevelopment
district or other areas where mixed use has been designated in approved plans. That would
cover anything already designated as mixed use.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2001
Item 1 — Bill 2001-28

MINUTES — Continued:

~ TODD FARLOW, 240 North 19th Street, verified with MR. GLORE that the area from Stewart
Avenue to Charleston Boulevard and Eastern Avenue to Bruce Street is not in the Downtown
Overlay District and stated that this area should be exempt. MR. FARLOW pointed out a section
of the bill that addresses the use of alleys and stated that Silver State Disposal should decide
what is the most efficient use of their employees and equipment so the rates do not have to be
raised. Las Vegas has the lowest trash rates in the country at the present time.

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED stated that there is no dispute about the Overlay
District and what the Redevelopment Area is. However, he cautioned that somebody who thinks
they are in a third category should not think they do not have to comply with the Residential
Adjacency Standards. »

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER SELBY thought that Town Center has a mixed-use designation
within its plan. CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED verified with DEPUTY CITY
MANAGER SELBY that there is a geographical area within Town Center.

COUNCILMAN MACK asked where the Residential Adjacency Standards are in Suburban
Mixed Use. MR. GLORE said that his concem is to open this up too broadly. Suburban Mixed
Use was intended to have a horizontal mixture of uses, but because of the Low Density
Residential, the City has to be careful as to which areas are designated Town Center.

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED suggested that in paragraph 3 on page 2 only the
Downtown Overlay District and the Redevelopment Area be referenced. Presently the waiver is
available only to projects having to do with affordable housing, as described on page 3 under
paragraph 5. Perhaps the waiver could be made available also in cases where (and then fill in the
(blank) having to do with mixed use. COUNCILMAN MACK stated that he feels more
comfortable having some discretion because the intent is to protect condos and town
homeowners the same way single family owners are protected

MARK JONES, 3610 North Rancho Drive, referred to Park Towers in Hughes Center. . Those
_towers are 30 or 40 stories and now there are 3 to 1 adjacency standards for commercial.
COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD noted that the way this is structured encourages the
redevelopment areas to be developed with uses such as the Park Towers. In addition, MR.
JONES stated that the Residential Adjacency Standards include street rights-of-way as indicated
in page 1, A.2.a. He asked whether the public right-of-way being 60 feet would have to be
included and act also as a buffer.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2001
Item 1 — Bill 2001-28

MINUTES — Continued:

COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD deferred to MR. GLORE regarding the 3 to 1 ratio and
whether the streets are included in the count. MR. GLORE replied that it does. He added that if
the language were changed as to how adjacency is interpreted, that is a whole separate issue.

COUNCILMAN MACK made a motion to bring this bill forward to the City Council with no
recommendation. There are some concerns in regard to mixed use, multi-family, as well as to
having the discretion left open. '

COUNCILWOMAN McDONALD requested that the comments discussed at this meeting
should be incorporated and be proposed for a First Amendment and forwarded to the full
Council.

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED said that with reference to MR. JONES’ comment
on the street right-of-way, the language on the first page is actually new. The existing language
was completely deleted and this is a replacement. That language indicates property being
adjacent only in the case of a common property line being shared. The fact that there is a street
between two properties does not mean it is not adjacent.

There was no further discussion.
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY declared the Public Hearing closed.

(4:03 - 4:25)
1-8
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE ‘
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MARCH 19, 2001

DEPARTMENT: CITY ATTORNEY
DIRECTOR: BRADFORD R. JERBIC [ ] CONSENT DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:
NEW BILL:

Bill No. 2001-29 — Prohibits the use "Animal Hospital, Clinic, Shelter or Boarding/Kennel with
Outside Pens" in the U, R-A and R-E Zoning Districts. Proposed by: Bob Genzer, Acting
Director of Planning and Development

Fiscal Impact

| X | No Impact Amount:

[ | Budget Funds Available  Dept./Division:
Augmentation Required Funding Source:

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND:

It has been determined that commercial animal-related uses with pens located outdoors are no
longer appropriate in low-density residential areas. This bill will eliminate the ability to locate
those uses in the U, R-A and R-E Zoning Districts.

RECOMMENDATION:
This bill should be submutted to a Recommending Committee for review, hearing and
recommendation to the City Council for final action.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
Bill No. 2001-29

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:
COUNCILMAN MACK recommended Bill No. 2001-29 be STRICKEN from the agenda -
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY concurred.

MINUTES:
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY announced that staff has some concerns regarding this bill and have
requested it be stricken from the agenda.
(4:25 - 4:26)
1-719
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MARCH 19, 2001

DEPARTMENT: CITY ATTORNEY
DIRECTOR: BRADFORD R. JERBIC [ ] CONSENT [X | DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:
NEW BILL:

Bill No. 2001-30 — Repeals LVMC 2.09.170, relating to the organization of the Department of
Neighborhood Services. Proposed by: Bradford R. Jerbic, City Attorney

Fiscal Impact

E No Impact Amount:
Budget Funds Available  Dept./Division:

Augmentation Required  Funding Source:

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND:

Last year the Council adopted Ordinance No. 5247, which deleted from the Municipal Code the
specific listing of divisions within the various departments and authorized the City Manager to
establish and change divisions as necessary. When Ordinance No. 5247 was adopted, it did not
take into account an ordinance adopted just two months earlier (No. 5232), which listed the
divisions of the Department of Neighborhood Services but had not yet been published in the
Code. This bill will repeal the section adopted by Ordinance No. 5232 so as to accomplish the
intent of Ordinance No. 5247.

RECOMMENDATION:
This bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for review, hearing and
recommendation to the City Council for final action.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
Bill No. 2001-30

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:
COUNCILMAN MACK recommended Bill No. 2001-30 be forwarded to the Full Council with
a “DO PASS” recommendation - COUNCILMAN WEEKLY concurred.

MINUTES:
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY declared the Public Hearing open.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2001
Item 3 — Bill 2001-30

MINUTES - Continued:

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY VAL STEED said this 1s a housekeeping item. The only
department in the City that lists its divisions in the Code is the Department of Neighborhood
Services. The ordinance that adopted the divisions for Neighborhood Services was in the process
of being codified. The City adopted another ordinance indicating that it would be the City
Manager’s prerogative to establish and change divisions as necessary. This is simply to reflect
the original intent that none of the departments have their divisions listed.

JUANITA CLARK asked whether the code would be changed so that other departments would
have divisions. CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED stated that the Code would no
longer contamn any department divisions. The Code will indicate the name of the department and
the divisions will be internal for the City Manager to adjust as necessary. COUNCILMAN
WEEKLY gave names of divisions under the Department of Neighborhood Services as an
example.

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY VAL STEED added that what has happened over the
years is that departments have made adjustments and the Code has not been updated so there are
divisions listed in the Code that no longer exist.

MS. CLARK asked that if she were to telephone Neighborhood Response, whether she would
just call Neighborhood Services and be directed accordingly. CHIEF DEPUTY CITY
ATTORNEY STEED replied that it would not change how the department conducts business and
the telephone numbers remain the same. This is only a housekeeping item.

There was no further discussion.
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY declared the Public Hearing closed.

(4:26 - 4:30)
1-747
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BILL NO. 2001-28
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING CODE TO EXPAND THE APPLICABILITY OF

E RE%ISDENTIAL ADJACENCY STANDARDS, AND TOPROVIDEFOR OTHER RELATED

Sponsored by: Summary: Amends the Zoning Code to expand
ouncilwoman Lynette Boggs McDonald . the ggf&;cability of the residential adjacency
stan .

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN
AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: Section 19A.08.060(A) of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas
is hereby deleted in its entirety and a new Section 19A.08.060(A) is adopted in its place, reading as
follows: '

A. Applicability
1. Except as otherwise provided in Subsection (3) of this Section (A), the residential adjacency
standards set forth in this Subchapter shall apply to: '

a. All property to be developed for nonresidential use ‘fhat is located adjacent to
residential property which is either developed for sale or designated for such development in the
General Plan; and

b. All property to be developed for multi-family residential use that is located adjacent
to either single-family residential property or property which is designated for such development in
the General Plan.

2. For purposes of this Subchapter:

a. Property is “adjacent” to other property if the properties share a common property line
or are separated only by a street right-of-way or easement.

b. “Property subject to the standards of this Subchapter” means property to be developed
for nonresidential use and property to be developed for multi-family residential use, as those
properties are described in Subsection (1) of this Section (A).

c. “Protected property” means residential property which is developed for sale or

designated for such development, and single-family residential property, as those properties are
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described in Subsection (1) of this Section (A).
3. The residential adjacency standards set forth in this Subchapter shall not apply to any property
in the Downtown Overlay District.

SECTION 2: Section 19A.08.060(B) of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas
is’hereby amended to read as follows: \
B. [Non-Residential] Building Height And Setback Requirements

1. ' [Residential] Proximity Slope.

a. Except as otherwise provided in this [section,] Section (B). no building [in a

non-residential district] subject to the standards of this Subchapter may exceed the height of a line

drawn from [a residential property line in a residential district] the property line of a protected
m at a 3:1 slope directly into the [subject non-residential property,] property subject to the
standards of this Subchapter (see Figure 6 below). For example, a 100 foot high building must be set
back 300 ft. from the [residential property line, if both the residential] property line of the protected
property. if i)oth the property line of that property and the grade of the [non-reéidential] buiiding
subject to the standards of this Subchapter are at the same elevation. The [Residential] Proximity
Slope limitation contained in this Paragraph (a) applies to architectural projections above root: lines.

b. The [Residential] Proximity Slope limitation contained in Paragraph (a) does
nof apply when nonresidential buildings, such as schools and churches, are built on the [residentially-
zoned] protected property. |

c. Notwithstanding the [Residenﬁal] Proximity Slope limitation contained in
Paragraph (a),a one story building up to 15 feet in height may be constructed to the applicable setback
line that is established for the [non-residential] zoning district in which the property subject to 1;he
standards of this Subchapter is located or which is established by Subsection (4) of this Section (B).

(Figure 6 appears here)

2. Chanées in Grade. Notwithstanding the [Residential] Proximity Slope limitation
contained in Paragraph 1 (a) above, if the natural slope of the ground rises or falls from the point of
origin of the slope line, the actual building height may be greater or lesser by the difference in grade.

3. Exceptions.
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a. The following strﬁctures may project a maximum of 12 feet above the
[residential proximity slope:] Proxiﬁig Slope:
1) Chimney and vent stacks.
2) Roof structures for the use of elevators, stairs, tanks, ventilation and similar
necessary mechanical equipment.
| 3) Visual screens which surround mounted mechanical equipment.
4) Skylights.
5) Whip and mounted antennas.
b. Church steeples, utility transmission lines and towers, and municipal utility
facilities such as water towers are exempt from the maximum height provisions.

4. Building Setback. In addition to the required building setback line, no building
setback on [a non-residentially zoned] property subject to the standards of this Subchapter shall be less
than the required building setback for the [residentially zoned] protected property [where they share
common boundaries or where they are separated‘by an alley or utility easement] (see Figﬁre 7 below).

| 5. Waiver. The requirements of this Section (B) may be yvaived by the City Council‘ for
any mdﬁ-fmnily residential project that is intended to meet the affordable housing objectives of the
General Plan if the City Council determines that the waiver is critical to the viability of the project and
that the intent of this Section (B) can be achieved. |
(Figure 7 appears here) \
SECTION 3: Figure 6, as it appears in Section 19A.08.060(B) of the Zoning Code
of the City of Las Vegas.is hereby amended as follows:

1. . The title of Figure 6 is changed from “RESIDENTIAL PROXIMITY SLOPE” to
“PROXIMITY SLOPE.”

2. The term “RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY LINE” is c;,hanged to “PROPERTY LINE OF
PROTECTED PROPERTY.”

3. Each occurrence of the term “RESIDENTIAL SETﬁACK” is changed to “SETBACK
FOR PROTECTED PROPERTY.”

4.  The term “NON-RESIDENTIAL USE” is changed to “PROPERTY SUBJECT TO

-3-
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THE STANDARDS OF THIS SUBCHAPTER.”
SECTION 4: Figure 7, as it appears in Section 19A.08.060(B) of the Zoning Code
of the City of Las Vegas is hereby amended as follows:

1. The title of Figure 7 is changed from “NON-RESIDENTIAL SETBACK” to
“BUILDING SETBACK.” | '

2. The term “RESIDENTIALLY ZONED LOT” is changed to “PROTECTED
PROPERTY.” L

3. The term “RESIDENTIAL SETBACK LINE” is changed to “SETBACK LINE OF
PROTECTED PROPERTY.”

4. Each remaining occurrence of the term “RESIDENTIAL SETBACK” is changed to
“SETBACK FOR PROTECTED PROPERTY.”

5. . Theterm “NON-RE'SIDENTIAL SETBACK LINE” is changed to “SETBACK LINE
OF PROPERTY SUBJECT TO THE STANDARDS OF THIS SUBCHAPTER.”

6. The term “NON-RESIDENTIAL BUILDING” is changed to “BUILDING ON
PROPERTY SUBJECT TO THE STANDARDS OF THIS SUBCHAPTER.”

SECTION 5: Section 19A.08.060(Cj of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas
is hereby amended to read as follows:
C. Spill-Over Lighting

1. Lighting Standard. No lighting from a [non-residential] property subject to the
standards of this Subchapter shall create greater than 0.5 of one foot-candle at [a residential property
line.] the property line of a protected property.

2. Redirecting/Screening of Light Sources. All sources of light, including security
lighting, illuminated signs, vehicular headlights and other sources, shall be directed away from
[residential] protected property or screened so that the light level above is not exceeded.

SECTION 6: Section 19A.08.060(D) of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas
is hereby amended to read as follows:
D. Traffic |
Site Development Plans [of non-residential properties] for properties subject to the standards of this

4-
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Subchapter shall be reviewed to avoid access locations which would encourage cut-through traffic
through [residential areas.] protected properties.
SECTION 7: Section 19A.08.060(E) of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas is
hereby amended to read as follows:
E. Use Of Alleys
Commercial truck and automobile traffic shall be prohibited on alleys or service drives which are
shared with [residential] protected properties between the hours of 10 PM and 6 AM. This prohibition
includes, but is not limited to, deliveries, loading and unloading, and commercial parking lot access.
SECTION 8: Section 19A.08.060(F) of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas'is
hereby amended to read as follows:
F. Screening
Screening of [non-residentiai] properties subject to the standards of this Subchapter from [residential]
protected properties shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 19A.12. -
SECTION 9: Section 19A.08.060(G) of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas
is hereby amended to read as follows:
G. Trash Receptacles
Garbage storage areas for [commercial uses] properties subject to the standards of this Subchapter

shall be screened and odor controlled, and trash pickup shall be scheduled to minimi,z,e'any impact on

[neighboring residential uses.] protected properties. In addition, trash receptacles shall be located a
minimum of 50 feet from any [residential property line.] property line of a protected property.

SECTION 10: Subchapter 19A.20.020 of the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas
is hereby amended by deleting in their entirety the terms “Residential Adjacency” and “Residenﬁal
Proximity,” together with their corresponding definitions.

SECTION 11: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragrai)h, sentence, clausé or
phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof, is for any reason held to be unconstitutional, or invalid
or ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the

City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,

-5-
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paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,

subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,
invalid or ineffective.

SECTION 12: All ordinances or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases,
sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,
1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

" PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this__ dayof - ,2001.
APPROVED:
By ‘
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:
BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Vil Stad 201

Date
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The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council on the
_____day of , 2001, and referred to the following committee composed of
and for recommendation;
thereafter the said committee reported favorably on said ordinance on the _ . day of
., 2001, which was a meeting of said Council; that at said
meeting, the proposed ordinance was read by title to the City Council
as first introduced and adopted by the following vote:
VOTING "AYE":
VOTING "NAY":
ABSENT:
~ APPROVED:
By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:
BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk
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BILL NO. 2001-29
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE TO PROHIBIT THE USE “ANIMAL HOSPITAL, CLINIC, SHELTER OR

BOARDING/KENNEL WITH OUTSIDE PENS” IN THE U, R-A AND R-E ZONING DISTRICTS,
AND TO PROVIDE FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS.

gr(;ll)ltl)se]()i by: Bob Genzer, arﬂ Prohibits the use “Animal Hospital, |.
g Director of Planmng and Development Chmc elter or Boarding/Kennel with Outside
Pens” in the U, R-A and R-E Zoning Districts.
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN
AS FOLLOWS: |
] SECTION 1: Table 2 of the Land Use Tablés adopted in Subchapter léA.04.010 of
the Zoning Code of the City of Las Vegas is hereby amended to indicate that the use “Animal
Hospftal, Clinic, Shelter or Boarding/Kennel with Outside Pens” is no longer permitted in the U, R-A
and R-E Zoning Districts. In order to reflect that amendment, the “Rural & Animal-Related” element

of Table 2 is amended so that the Residential portion of the row for that use appears as follows:

Animal Hospital, Clinic, Shelter or

Boarding/Kennel with Outside Pens

SECTION 2: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof, is for any reason held to be unconstitutional, or invalid
or ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the
City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed egch section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,
subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,
invalid or ineffective.

SECTION 3: All ordinances or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases,

sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,
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1983 Editioﬁ, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this day of

ATTEST:

J ,
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Vil fez

ity Cler

74

Date

,2001.

APPROVED:

By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
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The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council on the

____day of , 2001, and referred to the following committee composed of
and forrecommendation;

theregfter the said committee reported favorably on said ordinance oﬁ the  day of
, 2001, which was al meeting of said Counci!; that at said

meeting, the proposed ordinance was read by title to the City Council

as first introduced and adopted by the following vote:

VOTING "AYE":
VOTING "NAY": B
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
By
' OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST: |

BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk
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BILL NO. 2001-30
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE TO REPEAL SECTION 2.09.170 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE, AND TO
PROVIDE FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS.

Proposed by: Bradford R. Jerbic, City Attorney Summary: Repeals LVMC 2.09.170, relating to
the organization of the Department of
Neighborhood Services.
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN
AS FOLLOWS:

" SECTION I: Title 2, Chapter 9, Section 170, of the Municipal Code of the City of Las

Vegas, Nevada, 1983 Edition, is hereby repealed in its entirety.

SECTION 2: Ifany section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof, is for any reason held to be unconstitutional, or invalid
or ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or
effecti\lleness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the
City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
| paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,
subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,
invalid or ineffective.

SECTION 3: All ordinances or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases,
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sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,
1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.
PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this__ day of ,2001.
APPROVED:

By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor

ATTEST:

BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

%/{G&%‘fj 220/

Date
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The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council on the

____ day of , 2001, and referred to the following committee composed of
and for recommendation;

thereafter the said committee reported favorably on said ordinance on the _ day of
, 2001, which was a meeting of said Council; that at said

meeting, the proposed ordinance was read by title to the City Council

as first introduced and adopted by the following vote:

VOTING "AYE":
VOTING "NAY":
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:

BARBARA JO RONEMUS, City Clerk




City of Las Vegan

RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE AGENDA
RECOMMENDING CCMMITTEE MEETING OF: MARCH 19, 2001

ITEMS RAISED UNDER THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA CANNOT BE DELIBERATED
OR ACTED UPON UNTIL THE NOTICE PROVISIONS OF THE OPEN MEETING LAW
HAVE BEEN MET. IF YOU WISH TO SPEAK ON A MATTER NOT LISTED ON THE
AGENDA, PLEASE CLEARLY STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. IN
CONSIDERATION OF OTHERS, AVOID REPETITION, AND LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS
TO NO MORE THAN THREE (3) MINUTES. TO ENSURE ALL PERSONS EQUAL
OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK, EACH SUBJECT MATTER WILL BE LIMITED TO TEN (10)

MINUTES.

MINUTES:

None.
(4:30)
1-870

THE MEETING ADJOURNED AT 4:30 P.M.

Respectfully submitted: m M. (‘Qoo«.m}

" LINDA OWENS
April 9, 2001




