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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 111Consent [S] Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
REZONING RELATED TO GPA-14325 

ZON-14338 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: FIRST STREET PROPERTIES, LLC - Request for a Rezoning 
FROM: P-R (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE AND PARKING) AND R-4 (HIGH DENSITY 
RESIDENTIAL) TO: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) on 0.52 acres at 700, 708 and 712 South 
10th Street (APNs 139-34-810-101 through 103), Ward 5 (Weekly). NOTE: As Of August 6, 
2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning 
Commission (5-2 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg 

City Council Meeting/ 
• i 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL 
subject to conditions. 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 
,,/////•., 

0 0 

. The Planning Commission (5-2 vote) recommends APPROVAL, 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 18 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve subject to conditions and amending Condition 2 as 
read for the record as follows: 

2. A Resolution of Intent with a one-year time limit is hereby granted. 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 



TeeA Oat' 	00Z 0 

(-1V10?:13lAIV100 03.111A111) 
:1i1.1:13d0Nd .133r9ns JO ONINOZ 03S0dOtld 

CINV 301.dA0 1VNOISS3J02:1c1) '8%1 CINV (1VIIN3CIIS32:1 A.LISN30 HON) tra 
:AltI3dOdd lo3rens AO ONINOZ 

	

_LJ 0001. 	:sniavel 

	

8C£171. - NOZ 	:3SVO 

St() 

Li 

(1V101131AIN100 03111A111) 
01 

ONV (3014d0 1VNOISS3302Id 21-d 
(11/11NallS3?:1 AlISN30 NOM till CIA1E1 	NaLS312:IVI-10 



EWER 

AVIV 

g4ViL,P4IN 

1,301N 

46,v77W04 

I1 P V F GHF E 'i gL   	 NIR-(iI  DNl RESIDENTIAL)  
TO 	 1 iii,%:::,,:i' ' 

C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) 	I 	 1r
•

. , 
', r; 	-‘ ,. -1";....''i,,11 -.... ' 

VA; 'IP 	
, • . t 

_ - 	. 	3 	13.. 	• 

0 	200 	400 Feet 
CASE: 	ZON-14338 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
R-4 (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND P-R (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE AND PARKING) 
PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) +N 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - ZON-14338 - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: FIRST STREET PROPERTIES, LLC 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-2/se/sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planninz and Development 

I. 	A General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to a C (Commercial) land use designation 
approved by the City Council. 

2. A Resolution of Intent with a two-year time limit is hereby granted. 

3. A Site Development Plan Review (SDR-14349) application approved by the City of Las 
Vegas is required prior to issuance of any permits, any site grading, and all development 
activity for the site. 

Public Works 

4. A Petition of Vacation, such as VAC-12884, to eliminate the existing alley rights-of-way 
in conflict with this site plan shall record prior to the recordation of a Final Map for this 
site. Dedicate a 20-foot wide alley along the northern side of Assessor's Parcel No. 
139-34-812-075 to connect to Ninth Street (including a radius) acceptable to the City 
Engineer immediately after recordation of the Order of Vacation. 

5. Coordinate with the City Surveyor to determine whether a Reversionary Map or other Map 
is necessary; comply with the recommendations of the City Surveyor. 

6. Dedicate a 25-foot radius on the northwest corner of 10 th  Street and Charleston Boulevard 
and on the corner of Charleston Boulevard and Gass Avenue. Dedicate an additional 10 
feet of right-of-way for a total 25-foot radius corner on the northeast comer of Gass 
Avenue and Ninth Street. 

7. Remove all substandard public street improvements and unused driveway cuts adjacent to 
this site, if any, and replace with new improvements meeting current City Standards 
concurrent with development of this site. 
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8. Construct all incomplete half-street improvements adjacent to this site concurrent with 
development of this site. All existing paving damaged or removed by this development 
shall be restored at its original location and to its original width concurrent with 
development of this site. 

9. A sanitary sewer relocation plan must be submitted to and approved by the Collection 
Systems Planning Section of the Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of any 
permits. Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers not located within existing 
public street right-of-way prior to the issuance of any permits as required by the 
Department of Public Works. Improvement Drawings submitted to the City for review 
shall not be approved for construction until all required public sewer easements necessary 
to connect this site to the existing public sewer system have been granted to the City. 

10. A Traffic Impact Analysis must be submitted to and approved by the Department of Public 
Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any 
construction drawings or the recordation of a Map subdividing this site. Comply with the 
recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site. 
The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also include a section addressing Standard Drawings 
#234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine additional right-of-way requirements for bus 
turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate all areas recommended by the approved 
Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional rights-of-way required by Standard Drawing 
#201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and dual left turn lanes shall be dedicated prior to or 
concurrent with the commencement of on-site development activities unless specifically 
noted as not required in the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. If additional rights-of-way 
are not required and Traffic Control devices are or may be proposed at this site outside of 
the public right-of-way, all necessary easements for the location and/or access of such 
devices shall be granted prior to the issuance of permits for this site. Phased compliance 
will be allowed if recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. No 
recommendation of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor compliance therewith, shall 
be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition of approval imposed by the Planning 
Commission or the City Council on the development of this site. 

11. A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the 
Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, 
submittal of any construction drawings or the submittal of a Map subdividing this site, 
whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all drainageways recommended in the 
approved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be responsible to construct 
such neighborhood or local drainage facility improvements as are recommended by the 
City of Las Vegas Neighborhood Drainage Studies and approved Drainage Plan/Study 
concurrent with development of this site. In lieu of constructing improvements, in whole 
or in part, the developer may agree to contribute monies for the construction of 
neighborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount of such monies shall be 
determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be contributed prior to the 
issuance of any building or grading permits, or the recordation of a Map subdividing this 
site, whichever may occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Rezoning from P-R (Professional Office and Parking and R-4 (High 
Density Residential) to C-1 (Limited Commercial) on 0.52 acres at 700, 708 and 712 South 10 th  
Street. The following associated cases will be considered concurrently with this request: GPA-
14325, VAR-14342, VAR-14345, VAR-14347, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and SDR-14349. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposed Rezoning is consistent with the existing and proposed land use designations, and 
meets the minimum standards for the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning district. While the uses 
allowed under the proposed zoning are generally acceptable for the area, the intensity of the 
proposed development is in appropriate for its context. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/03/72 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0026-72) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) for the parcel at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request on 
04/13/72. 

04/26/79 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0027-79) to allow a 
group care home for 16 residents on the property at 700 S. 10 th  Street. 

09/27/84 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0103-84) to allow a 
beauty shop where such use is not allowed on the property located at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential), R-3 (Medium-Density Residential), R-4 (High-Density Residential), 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) for five of the parcels that comprise the subject 
development. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request 
on 01/10/91. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items, VAR- 
14347, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and denial of GPA-14325, VAR-14342, VAR-
14345 and SDR-14349 concurrently with this application. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 5-2/se/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #18/ff). 



B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: 

North: 
South: 

East: 
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B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the General 
Plan designation for the site, rezoning requirements, parking requirements, 
residential adjacency requirements, and general development standards. In 
addition, issues were discussed relative to the configuration of the alley. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting was held by the applicant at the Las Vegas Senior 
Center; 33 residents attended the meeting. The following concerns were raised at 
the meeting: 
• Concern about the reduction in parking; 
• Concern about the residential adjacency waiver and impact of building 

shadows on the residential neighborhood to the south; 
• Concern about traffic impacts on the neighborhood to the north; 
• Concern about construction noise; 
• Concern about sewer capacity; 
• Concern about power availability; 
• Concern about the provision of recreation space for residents of the project; 
• Concern about public transportation access and bus turnout facilities; and 
• Concern about the impacts of reflective glazing and whether or not the 

building would be LEED certified. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 

West: 

0.52 

Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 
Office Use 
Office Use 
General Commercial Use 
Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 
General Commercial Use 
Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 



D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 

North: 

South: 
East: 
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C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: MXU (Mixed-Use) [Proposed: C (Commercial)] 
North: 	MXU (Mixed-Use) 
South: 	MXU (Mixed-Use) 

East: 
West: 

West: 

C (Commercial) 
C (Commercial) 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 

R-4 (High-Density Residential) and P-R (Professional Office and 
Parking) [Proposed: C-1(Limited Commercial)] 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
R-4 (High-Density Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

E) General Plan Compliance 

The subject parcels are within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan area, 
and have a MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designation; the applicant has filed a General 
Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the land use designation on the entire 
development parcel to C (Commercial). The C (Commercial) designation allows uses 
comparable to the 0 (Office), SC (Service Commercial) and GC (General Commercial) 
land use categories. 

Yes 	No 
Special Area Plan 	 X  

Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X  
Special Overlay District  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
As previously noted, the development site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan area, and it is proposed to change the land use designation to C 
(Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are consistent with the proposed land use 
designation; the residential uses are allowed in commercial districts upon approval of a 
special use permit. 
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F) Density 

EXISTING 	PERMITTED 	PROPOSED 	PERMITTED 	GENERAL 	PERMITTED 
ZONING 	DENSITY 	ZONING 	DENSITY 	PLAN 	DENSITY  

R-4 	26-50 du/ac 	 N/A 
C 

P-R 	N/A 	C- I 	N/A 	 (Proposed: 
(Proposed) 

170.7 du/ac) 

No residential density limits are specified for the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning district. The 
proposed density of the project will be 170.7 dwelling units per acre. 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al) Development Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.08, the following minimum standards must be met to rezone the 
property to C-1 (Limited Commercial): 

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance  
[in. Lot Size 	 N/A 	 0.52 acres 

Min. Lot Width 	 100 Feet 	 160 Feet 	
N/A  

Y 

The parcels comply with the minimum size requirements to be rezoned to C-1 
(Limited Commercial). 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

The proposed Rezoning request will affect three of the parcels that comprise the 
development site. One of the parcels is currently zoned R-4 (High Density Residential); 
the remaining two parcels are zoned P-R (Professional Office and Parking). The proposed 
Rezoning request will allow uniform C- I (Limited Commercial) zoning on all of the 
parcels that make up the development site. 

The proposed Rezoning is consistent with the current and proposed land use designations, 
and meets the minimum requirements for the C-1 zoning district regulations as listed in 
Title 19.08. The properties immediately adjacent to the site include single-family uses, 
multifamily uses, office uses, and general commercial uses; it is intended that the area will 
transition from residential uses to professional office, commercial uses, and mixed-use 
development. 
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FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Rezoning application, pursuant to Title 19.18.040, the Planning 
Commission or City Council must affirm the following: 

1. "The proposal conforms to the General Plan." 

The parcels are currently designated MXU (Mixed-Use), but the applicant has submitted a 
General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the designation to C (Commercial). 
Either the MXU (Mixed-Use) or C (Commercial) land use designations allow C-1 
(Limited Commercial); consequently, the request is in conformance with the General Plan. 

2. "The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by approving the rezoning 
will be compatible with the surrounding land uses and zoning districts." 

The uses allowed under the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning district are generally 
compatible with the surrounding land uses and zoning districts. Several properties in the 
immediate area are still utilized for single-family residential uses, but the long-range plan 
for the neighborhood is for conversion to professional office and low-intensity commercial 
uses. 

3. "Growth and development factors in the community indicate the need for or 
appropriateness of the rezoning." 

The proposed rezoning is in accordance with the current and proposed land use 
designation for the property. The project as designed is more intense than other existing or 
proposed developments for the neighborhood, and requires numerous Variances and 
Waivers. As such, the project does not appear to be appropriate to its context. 

4. "Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate 
in size to meet the requirements of the proposed zoning district." 

The site immediately abuts Charleston Boulevard, a 100-Foot Primary Arterial as 
designated on the Master Plan of Streets and Highways, and has adequate capacity to serve 
the proposed development. The remainder of the site is bordered by 70- and 80-foot wide 
local streets, which may be impacted by the intensity of the development plan. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	17 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	295 by Planning Dept 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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Case Number: 

EL c) Print Name:  \S±ele 

Signature of Property Owner: 

/, 20067 This day of 

otary Public in and for sa County and State 

Revised 12-03-04 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
STA1E OF NEVADA 

County of Clark 

GLENDA K. SHAW 
. 	9316)7A 

,,tervi=otigrtgent Expires June 13. 2009 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

APN: 	 -) 01, 1 C 	ie  

Name of Property Owner: 	1- 	 c 7111-  Pr 	1; --,  
. 

Name of Applicant:  C GS  0 C  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

	Yes 	 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN: 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

ZON-14338 

edepoKApplication Packet\Statement of Financial Inferest.doc 
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June 12, 2006 

Ms. Margo Wheeler 
City of Las Vegas 
731 S. 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Letter of Justification for the North side of Charleston Boulevard, Between 
9th and 10 th  Streets- General Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use: Variance to Residential Adjacency Standards and Site 
Development Plan Review; APN: 139-34-812-003; 1 39-34-81 0-101 thru 
105; 139-34-810-074 and 075 

Dear Margo: 

On behalf of our clients Glenda Shaw and Steve Gregory, please accept the 
application package for the 2.05 +/- acre property located on the north side of 
Charleston Boulevard, between 9 th  and 10 th  Streets. The proposal is a mixed-
use project consisting of 18,000 square feet of ground floor office and/or retail 
space, with 350 condominiums within two structures- one 14 story, 170 foot high 
building oriented toward the southwest corner of the parcel and a second 17 
story, 195 foot high building oriented toward the southwest corner of Garces and 
10 1h  Street. The following applications are submitted with this request: 

1) General Plan Amendment from MXU to C for the entire site with the 
exception of APN: 139-34-812-003, which is currently designated 
Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan; 

2) Rezoning from Professional Office and Parking (P-R) to Limited 
Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810-102 and 103; High Density 
Residential (R-4) to Limited Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810- 
101; 

3) Special Use Permit for a Mixed Use Project in Limited Commercial (C-
1) for the entire property; 

4) Variance to Title 19.08.060 of the City of Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance 
Residential Adjacency standards to allow a setback of 45 feet from 
Single Family Residential (R-1), where 510 feet is required. 

5) Variance to Title 19.08, Table 3, Commercial District Development 
Standards to allow a maximum lot coverage of 56% where 50% is the 
maximum allowed. 

A Planning & Drvelopment SerrierN Corporation 
eFctiqP,Prk"..flinX,Vr fOVRZ:RIT:: .f**TrY 

- 	• 	 - • " 	• 	 ' 
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6) Variance to allow 624 parking spaces, where 634 are required to 
provide for some sort of future restaurant or café space. 

7) Site Development Plan Review for a Mixed Use Project in Limited 
Commercial (C-1). 

CURRENT LAND USE AND ZONING CONDITIONS  

The southern portion of the site is currently designated Commercial (C) on the 
City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map 
of the Redevelopment Plan; the remainder of the site is designated Mixed Use 
District (MXU). The entire block to the east, from Charleston Boulevard to 
Garces, between 10 th  and 11 th  Street is designated Commercial (C) as well as all 
the properties fronting along the south side of Charleston Boulevard are also 
designated Commercial(C). The blocks to the north and west of the site are all 
designated Mixed Use (MXU); in fact the entire area north of Charleston is shown 
for both Mixed Use and Commercial development. 

The majority of the subject site is already zoned Limited Commercial (C-1), the 
three remaining parcels on the southwest corner of Garces and 10 th  Street are 
Professional Offices and Parking (P-R) and High Density Residential (R-4). The 
overall zoning, pattern for the area is more intense General Commercial ( 0-2) to 
the east of 10' h  Street, Limited Commercial (C-1) to the south and a mixture of C-
1, P-R and R-1 to the north, with the majority of the properties developed as 
professional offices. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
I ale 19.18.030 (I)  

The determinations for the Planning Commission and City Council for approval of 
a General Plan Amendment are as follows: 

1. 	The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is compatible with the existing adjacent land use 
designations; 

The entire area north of Charleston Boulevard is projected to be 
Commercial or Mixed Use Development as clearly shown on the 
Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map. In fact, 
all of the properties fronting along the north and south sides of the 
project, to the east and west, are all designated for Commercial (C), 
which allows mixed use projects. 

The subject site is designated both MXU and C; both allow mixed use 
projects with approval of a Special Use Permit. It was determined, 
through the pre-application process, that a General Plan Amendment 
was needed to prevent a split land use on the site, as it was being 
assembled into one project for the purposes of development. Either 
designating the entire site for MXU or C would be appropriate, 
however, as a result of a subsequent meeting with staff, changing the 
northern part of the property from MXU to C was preferable, as a 
consistent Commercial lancf use gesignation would result along the 
south side of Garces from 9''' to li t" streets. 

ZON-14338 
07/27/06 PC 
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Essentially, there is no change in the density and intensity of permitted 
land uses as a result of this amendment to the General Plan, it will merely 
result in a consistent land use designation on the Redevelopment Plan 
Map; 

2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment 
will be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or zoning 
districts. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) zoning district is conforming 
to either the Mixed Use District (MXU) or Commercial (C) land use 
designations of the Redevelopment Plan Map. In fact, over 75% of the 
site is already zoned C-1. This application only applies to the three 
parcels along the northeast corner of the property. Therefore, it will 
result in a consistent zoning for the entire project. It is compatible with 
the C-1 zoned properties along the south side of Charleston 
Boulevard, and the General Commercial (C-2) properties to the east of 
101h  Street and south of Garces. 

3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other 
facilities to accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the 
proposed General Plan designation; and 

There are adequate facilities and utilities available to serve the needs 
of this property. It is a developed, in fill piece with services already in 
place. 

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

The General Plan Amendment and the related applications implement 
the following objectives of the Redevelopment Plan: 

A. The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either social or economic 
liabilities or both and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people, including among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building 
types, economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public 
improvements, inadequate parking facilities and inadequate 
utilization of land and public facilities. 

This block is in need of redevelopment as current development has 
been stagnant and become an eyesore to this area of the City. It will 
result in a modern, mixed use development that will result in additional 
reinvestment and redevelopment of other properties in the area. It will 
eliminate development which has resulted in a blighted area and 
provide an enhanced streetscape and vibrancy to development along 
the north side of the Charleston Boulevard corridor. 

B. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment Area: 
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The project has assembled eight of the eleven parcels in the block 
bounded by Garces to the north, 9" Street to the west, 10th  Street 
to the east and Charleston Boulevard to the south. The only 
parcels that have not been acquired are the three parcels on the 
northwest corner of the block. The applicant has had discussions 
with these property owners. 

This assemblage will allow development of a modern mixed-use 
project envisioned by the Redevelopment plan. One of the 
companion items is a vacation of the public alleys on the site; 
vacation of the north-south alley will not incur any changes to 
access in terms of traffic flow or private access; the east-west alley 
will be relocated to allow for a more cohesive development and 
improved traffic flow. 

C. The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which or stagnant or improperly utilized; 

While this piece is developed, it has become stagnant, 
underutilized and is not contributing to the economic diversification 
and well-being of the City. 

D. The strengthening of retail, office, and other commercial and 
residential functions in the downtown area; 

This project will add much needed office space, retail uses and 
opportunities for people to live and work in this area of the City. It 
will enhance the vitality of this area and provide an impetus for 
other redevelopment projects to occur. 

E. The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of 
needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth; 

Modern mixed-use compact development, such as that proposed 
for this site, can do nothing but enhance the economic base of the 
redevelopment area. It will provide employment opportunities, 
stimulate new commercial and residential redevelopment in the 
area, and increase the tax base generated along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

In summary, this proposal meets the requirements for approval of a 
General Plan Amendment, as it will not increase the intensity or 
density of development in the area, since both current plan 
designations allow and encourage mixed use development. It also 
implements the long-term vision and objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan as it assembles underutilized and decaying 
parcels into a modern, compact mixed-use development that will re-
invigorate interest and future investment along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

ZON-14338 
07127/06 PC 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA- REZONING  
I ale 19.18.040 (K)  

The following are the criteria for approval of a proposed rezoning: 

1) The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) is a conforming zone change 
for both the Mixed-Use District (MXU) and Commercial (C) land use 
categories of the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan. 

2) The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by 
approving the rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

As previously stated, approximately 75% of the site is currently zoned 
C-1. This application only applies to the three parcels located on the 
more northeast corner of the site; it essentially a single zoning 
designation for the portion of the block that has been assembled by the 
applicant. 

3) Growth and development factors in the community indicate the 
need for or appropriateness of the rezoning. 

This area of the City, along the Charleston Boulevard corridor is ripe 
for redevelopment activity that will contribute to the economic base of 
the area. Current development on this site is in disrepair, stagnant, 
and has contributed to long term blight and decay. Rezoning the site 
to C-1, allowing for mixed use development, should result in 
stimulating additional redevelopment activity in the area. 

4) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed zoning district. 

This action adds a small additional amount of C-1 property to the area. 
Street and highway facilities should provide adequate access and 
traffic carrying capacity; a traffic study will be provided to identify any 
additional improvements that will be needed. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
i !tie 18.18.060-(L)  

The following are the determinations to be made for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

1) 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is 
harmonious and compatible with existing surrounding land uses 
and with future surrounding land uses as projected by the 
General Plan; 

The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map shows that the entire area of 
the City north of this site and the Charleston Boulevard corridor, from 
Main Street to Bruce Street, up to Bonanza Road, is designated 
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predominately Commercial or for Mixed Use, which clearly indicates 
that modern, mixed use projects are a key component to encouraging 
reinvestment and redevelopment in this area of the City. The 
proposed use is oriented toward the Charleston Boulevard corridor, 
and should not be readily visible from the professional offices located 
to the north of the site. A line of sight drawing is included with this 
package, showing that only a small portion of the towers will be visible 
from some places within the John S. Park neighborhood to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the 
assemblages of parcels to promote the type and intensity of 
development to stimulate the economy of the downtown area. 

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

In terms of land use designation, a portion of the site is already 
designated for Commercial land uses; the remainder is MXU, which 
allows Service Commercial and General Commercial uses. In terms of 
the actual project proposed for the property, it can accommodate the 
proposed mix of residential and commercial uses, while providing all 
parking in a six level parking garage. Adequate on-site access will be 
provided to ensure free-flow of traffic movements and accommodate all 
emergency services. 

3) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed use; and 

The surrounding street network should be adequate to provide access 
and traffic carrying capacity. A traffic study will be submitted to 
determine additional improvements that will be needed to 
accommodate traffic and circulation needs. 

4) Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not 
be inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and 
welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

Approval of this Special Use Permit will implement the core vision and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan of the City of Las Vegas. It will 
spur economic activity; provide places for new and current residents to 
live, work, shop and play. It will lead to additional investment and 
needed redevelopment in the immediate area and other parcels 
located within the Redevelopment Plan area. Therefore, it will 
contribute to the overall well-being of the City, and enhance the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- VARIANCES 
i !tie 19.18.0TO (L)  

The following is the substantive criterion for determining approval of variance 
applications: 
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2) 	Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or 
shape of a specific piece of property at the time of the enactment 
of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any 
zoning regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property, a variance from that strict application 
may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the 
relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good, without substantial impairment of affected natural 
resources and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of any ordinance or resolution. 

There are three variances requested from the strict application of the 
Code. They are: 

19.08.060, the residential adjacency standards, which states that no 
non-residential building shall exceed the height of a line drawn from 
the property line of a protected property at a 3:1 slope directly into the 
property subject to the standards of the chapter. A 15 foot tall building 
can be constructed at the applicable setback line; any building height 
above the 15 feet must fall below the slope. 

There are two adjacent properties zoned R-1 in very close proximity to 
the site- 707 S. 9 th  Street, which is to the west of the 20 foot wide 
east/west alley and 630 S. 10 th  Street, located on the northwest corner 
of Garces and 10th  Street. We believe the variance is warranted for 
these reasons: 

a. Strict application of the Code standard would make it difficult for 
any reasonable commercial property to be built on the site without 
some variance to the standard. This development pattern is not a 
result of any action taken by the applicant, or their predecessor in 
title. Also, this and all the other surrounding properties are 
designated for Commercial or for Mixed Use Development, which 
should be a factor in determining the appropriateness of a variance 
application. 

b. While on its face the variance may seem excessive, it is not in 
terms of factoring the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 
The long term vision of the plan is for re-planning and redeveloping 
stagnant areas of the City that no longer contribute to its tax or 
economic base. Therefore, the variance to allow a modern, 
forward-looking mixed use development should be considered. 

c. Paragraph 5.b. entitled Waiver, states any mixed-use development 
that contains a significant residential element is eligible for a waiver 
by the City Council. The gross building size of the project is 
393,250 square feet; of that, only 18,000 square feet is non-
residential space. Clearly, this is a residential driven project that 
given its importance to continued implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan should be considered for a waiver. 
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d. The boundaries of the Downtown Centennial Plan extend to one-
half block east of 6Th  Street, north of Charleston Boulevard. This is 
only two blocks away from the western edge of this project. If the 
project were in the Downtown Centennial Plan, Code standards 
would not be automatically applied. This is, obviously, in close 
proximity to the Plan area, and when reviewing the Future Land 
Use Maps of the Downtown Plan, Redevelopment Plan and 
Southeast Sector of the General Plan, all allow and encourage 
either commercial or mixed-use development; there is no real 
difference of lying within, or outside the Downtown Plan boundaries 
in terms of actual land use. 

19.08 - Figure 3 - Commercial Development Standards allow a maximum 
building coverage of 50 %, where 56% is requested. The variance is warranted 
for the following reasons: 

a. The six percent increase in lot coverage is minor and will not result 
in any detriment to the overall health, safety and general welfare to 
this area of the City. 

b. As previously identified, the site is in close proximity to the area 
covered by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan, 
where the automatic application of Code standards is not applied. 

Title 19.10, Parking Requirements states that for a restaurant, café, tavern, bar 
and eating establishment, one space for each 50 square feet of public seating 
area, plus one space for each 200 square feet of the total remaining GFA, with a 
minimum of 10 spaces. Based on the minimum 10 spaces, a variance is 
requested to allow 624 spaces where 634 are required. The variance is 
warranted for the following reasons: 

1) The provided 624 spaces accommodate the 350 condominium units, 
based on a mix of 300 one bedroom and 50 two bedroom units and 
18,000 square feet of commercial, based on the 1/175 square feet 
required by Code. It is not know at this time, if a restaurant will be 
included in the ground floor space, or how much square footage it will 
need. The variance is intended to "free up" some parking to 
accommodate a future eating/drinking establishment. 

2) Normally in the downtown area, the goal is to provide at least one 
parking space per unit and one space/3,000 square feet of retail area. 
The provided parking exceeds this goal. 

3) The parking standards of the City of Las Vegas do not account for 
shared, or captured trips in a mixed use environment. This should also 
be taken into consideration when examining the parking standards for 
this type of proposal. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 
Title 19.18.050  

The following criteria are to be considered for approval of a Site Development 
Plan Review: 
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1) The proposed development is compatible with adjacent 
development and development in the area; 

While the predominant existing development pattern to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard is a mixture of professional office and some 
remaining single family units, the Redevelopment Plan encourages 
mixed-use as a major tool for redevelopment. Also, the project is 
constructed so as to not encourage any cut-through traffic for the 
businesses north of Charleston, or any of the residential 
neighborhoods south of Charleston Boulevard. The parcels to the east 
are zoned C-2, which not only allows mixed use with a special use 
permit, but more intense commercial uses as well. 

2) The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, 
this title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and 
Buffer Standards an other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards: 

The project is in substantial accordance with development related 
ordinances of the City. All landscaping, open space and required 
recreational amenities for a project of this size and scale will be 
provided. The variances to the residential adjacency standards, 
parking and building coverage are reasonable and not beyond the 
scope of the type of intensity and density that will be needed to 
reinvigorate this area of the City. 

3) Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic; 

All access will be directed to Charleston Boulevard, to minimize any 
impacts to business owners or residents in the area. The north/south 
alley, if vacated, will continue to operate as it currently does, in terms 
of access and traffic flow. 

4) Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and 
for the City 

The buildings will be constructed of Low E clear glass, vision and 
spandrel glazing in aluminum framed curtain walls, with storefront retail 
glazing. This will be an exciting, vibrant addition to this area of the 
City, spurring additional redevelopment and reinvestment in the area. 
Therefore, the building and landscape material effectively implement 
the long-term vision of the Redevelopment Plan. 

5) Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural 
and aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or 
obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly and aesthetically 
pleasing environment, and are harmonious and compatible with 
the area 

The existing development on the property is unsightly, undesirable and 
obnoxious in appearance, which has led to an overall decay along the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. This project will bring an attractive, 
exciting environment to Charleston Boulevard and will be an important 
first step in changing the face of this area of the City. 
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6) 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

The redevelopment of this area is in the highest interest of all resident 
of the City of Las Vegas. Making the Redevelopment Plan objectives a 
reality will bring new development, new investment and a new, much 
needed vibrant atmosphere to this area. 

SUMMARY  

In summary, we believe this project will be the impetus for the north side of the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. It assembles parcels that are stagnant, 
underutilized and in need of redevelopment into an exciting mixed-use project 
that will spur future redevelopment activity. The intent is to enhance the 
environment of the business owners to the north, while having minimal impacts, 
in terms of views, traffic and shading to the John S. Park neighborhood to the 
South. It is the first step in implementing the overall objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan along the north side of Charleston Boulevard. 

We respectfully ask for your favorable consideration of this project; please do not 
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Sincerely, 
( 

— 
David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

GCG:mj 
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GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
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631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 
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GEORGE T. EiOCHANIS, ESQ. 
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FACSIMILE (702) 388-0484 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: CPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners; 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

I have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the comer of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any access we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

434p 
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The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project, I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant. Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning comrnission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTB.jh 

11-3
,0) 



July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

I am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 10th  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South 1 11h  Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
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Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Thiriot 

Thiriot 1977 Trust 
621 So. 9th St. 
Las Vegas, NV 891 01 
July 30, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 
Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 14345, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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0-41 Le44 ve,s44 Agenda Item No.. 71. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 []Consent El Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
VARIANCE RELATED TO GPA-14325 AND ZON-14338 

VAR-14342 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CASINO 
CENTER PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL - 
Request for a Variance TO ALLOW NO STEPBACK BEYOND THE BUILDING SETBACK 
LINE WHERE A 1:1 STEPBACK TO HEIGHT RATIO IS REQUIRED ALONG A STREET 
CLASSIFIED AS COLLECTOR OR LARGER IN CONJUNCTION WITH A PROPOSED 
MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT on 2.05 acres at the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard 
and 10th Street (APNs 139-34-810-101 through 105, 074, and 075; and 139-34-812-003), R-4 
(High Density Residential) Zone, P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone and C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone], Ward 5 (Weekly). NOTE: 
As of August 6, 2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (5-2 
vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 0 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (5-2 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Repor 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 19 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 
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200 	400 Feet 
CASE: 	VAR-14342 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 
ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
R-4 (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL), C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) AND P-R (PROFESSIONAL 
OFFICE AND PARKING) 
PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) 

E 

+ 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - VAR-14342 - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (5-2/Id/hg vote) and staff recommend DENIAL. 

Planning and Development 

1. 	Conformance to the Conditions for General Plan Amendment (GPA- 14325), Rezoning 
(ZON-14338), Variance (VAR-14345), Variance (VAR-14347), Special Use Permit (SUP-
14339), Vacation (VAC-12884) and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-14349) if 
approved. 

This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless a certificate of 
occupancy has been issued or upon approval of a final inspection. An Extension of Time 
may be filed for consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Variance to allow no stepback beyond the building setback line where a 
1:1 stepback to height ratio is required along a street classified as a collector or larger in 
conjunction with a proposed mixed-use development on 2.05 acres at the northwest corner of 
Charleston Boulevard and 10 th  Street. The following associated cases will be considered 
concurrently with this request: GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-14345, VAR-14347, SUP-
14339, VAC-12884 and SDR-14349. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The structure as designed does not comply with the additional setback that is required along 
Charleston Boulevard. Since there aren't any exceptional characteristics of the development 
parcel that warrant the Variance, and the hardship is self-created, staff cannot support the 
request. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/03/72 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0026-72) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) for the parcel at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request on 
04/13/72. 

04/26/79 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0027-79) to allow a 
group care home for 16 residents on the property at 700 S. 10 th  Street. 

09/27/84 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0103-84) to allow a 
beauty shop where such use is not allowed on the property located at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential), R-3 (Medium-Density Residential), R-4 (High-Density Residential), 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) for five of the parcels that comprise the subject 
development. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request 
on 01/10/91. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON- 
14338, VAR-14347, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and denial of GPA-14325, VAR-
14345 and SDR-14349 concurrently with this application. 
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09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 5-2/1d/bg to recommend DENIAL (PC Agenda 
Item #191f0. 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the General 
Plan designation for the site, rezoning requirements, parking requirements, 
residential adjacency requirements, and general development standards. 
Additionally, issues were discussed relative to the configuration of the alley. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting was held by the applicant at the Las Vegas Senior 
Center; 33 residents attended the meeting. The following concerns were raised at 
the meeting: 
• Concern about the reduction in parking; 
• Concern about the residential adjacency waiver and impact of building 

shadows on the residential neighborhood to the south; 
• Concern about traffic impacts on the neighborhood to the north; 
• Concern about construction noise; 
• Concern about sewer capacity; 
• Concern about power availability; 
• Concern about the provision of recreation space for residents of the project; 
• Concern about public transportation access and bus turnout facilities; and 
• Concern about the impacts of reflective glazing and whether or not the 

building would be LEED certified. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

North: 	Office Use 
South: 	Office Use 

General Commercial Use 
East: 	 Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

West: 	 Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 

2.05 



C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 

North: 

South: 
East: 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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West: 

C (Commercial) and MXU (Mixed-Use) [Proposed: C (Commercial)] 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 
C (Commercial) 
C (Commercial) 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 

R-4 (High-Density Residential), P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
and C-1 (Limited Commercial) [Proposed: C-1(Limited Commercial)] 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
R-4 (High-Density Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

E) General Plan Compliance 

The subject site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan area, and 
has C (Commercial) and MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designations; the applicant has filed 
a General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the land use designation on the 
entire development parcel to C (Commercial). The C (Commercial) designation allows 
uses comparable to the 0 (Office), SC (Service Commercial) and GC (General 
Commercial) land use categories. 

Yes I 
Special Area Plan 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
Special Overlay District 
Trails 
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 
Development Impact Notification Assessment 
Project of Regional Significance 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
As previously noted, the development site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan area, and it is proposed to change the land use designation to C 
(Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are consistent with the proposed land use 
designation; the residential uses are allowed in commercial districts upon approval of a 
special use permit. 
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A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al)  Development Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.08.030(C), building heights along streets classified as a 
collector or larger are subject to additional setback requirements. Buildings may 
be constructed up to 35 feet in height at the front yard setback line; any portion of a 
building over 35 feet in height shall be set back an additional one foot for each foot 
of height in excess of 35 feet. Charleston Boulevard is designated as a Primary 
Arterial by the Master Plan of Streets and Highways, and so the additional setback 
applies to the Charleston frontage of the project. 

The south tower as proposed is located at the 20-foot front yard setback line along 
Charleston Boulevard, and rises for 170 feet without any additional setbacks. The 
east tower is located approximately 25 feet from the front property line along 
Charleston Boulevard, and rises for 195 without any additional setbacks. Neither 
structure complies with the requirements of Title 19.08.030(C), requiring the 
submittal of the Variance request. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

The mixed-use development will have two tower structures; a 14-story tower facing 
Charleston Boulevard, and a 17-story tower facing 10 th  Street. Both towers are subject to 
the additional setback requirements. In order to comply with the regulation, the south 
tower would need to be set back a minimum of 135 feet from the front yard setback line, 
and the east tower would need to be set back an additional 160 feet from the front yard 
setback line on Charleston Boulevard. In lieu of the additional setbacks, the towers could 
also be sloped back from the front setback line at a 45-degree angle, and would be in 
compliance with the requirement. 

The applicant states that the requirement prevents any reasonable commercial development 
of the site. While conformance to Code requirements may reduce the number of units 
developed, it would also assist in reducing the massing of the project, and make it more 
compatible within its context and with the existing structures in the neighborhood. 

FINDINGS 

In accordance with the provisions of Title 19.18.070(B), Planning Commission and City Council, 
in considering the merits of a Variance request, shall not grant a Variance in order to: 

1. Permit a use in a zoning district in which the use is not allowed; 
2. Vary any minimum spacing requirement between uses; 
3. Relieve a hardship which is solely personal, self-created or financial in nature." 
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Additionally, Title 19.18.070L states: 
"Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific 
piece of property at the time of enactment of the regulation, or by reason of 
exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any zoning regulation 
would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to, or exceptional and 
undue hardships upon, the owner of the property, a variance from that strict 
application may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the relief 
may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good, without substantial 
impairment of affected natural resources and without substantially impairing the 
intent and purpose of any ordinance or resolution." 

No evidence of a unique or extraordinary circumstance has been presented, in that the applicant has 
created a self-imposed hardship in designing the building contrary to Code requirements. Stepping 
the building back from the front setback line at Charleston Boulevard would allow conformance to 
Title 19 requirements. In view of the absence of any hardships imposed by the site's physical 
characteristics, it is concluded that the applicant's hardship is preferential in nature, and it is 
thereby outside the realm of NRS Chapter 278 for granting of Variances. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	17 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	294 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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Signature of Property Owner; 

Print Name: 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This 	day of 	.4  AA . 20 6,  
/ 	 dro , 111117 

Aitssa 	I 40- 	
4 1 

5tary Public in an for sai County and State 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clark 

GLENDA K. SHAW ,f40.93-/617-f 
tMAAppointmen1 Expires  June 13, 2009 

Revised 12-03-04 f`depotV■ pplication Packet \ Statement of Financial Interestdoc 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

'I IV"r+1 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

VAR-14342 
Case Number: 	  APN: 	 -10) -4;0.1 ic) ,_,-,r) 79, 0 7 ,  8 0. 

Name of Property Owner:  1-  r 	t t It Pro(ltfr)-)'-ec / 	s:.()) 	Ptop 

Name of Applicant:  Cfl  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 	  

Partner(s): 	  

APN: 
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June 12, 2006 

Ms. Margo Wheeler 
City of Las Vegas 
731 S. 4th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	Letter of Justification for the North side of Charleston Boulevard, Between 
9 th  and 10th  Streets- General Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use: Variance to Residential Adjacency Standards and Site 
Development Plan Review; APN: 139-34-812-003; 139-34-810-101 thru 
105; 139-34-810-074 and 075 

Dear Margo: 

On behalf of our clients Glenda Shaw and Steve Gregory, please accept the 
application package for the 2.05 +/- acre property located on the north side of 
Charleston Boulevard, between 9 th  and 10 th  Streets. The proposal is a mixed-
use project consisting of 18,000 square feet of ground floor office and/or retail 
space, with 350 condominiums within two structures- one 14 story, 170 foot high 
building oriented toward the southwest corner of the parcel and a second 17 
story, 195 foot high building oriented toward the southwest corner of Garces and 
10th  Street. The following applications are submitted with this request: 

1) General Plan Amendment from MXU to C for the entire site with the 
exception of APN: 139-34-812-003, which is currently designated 
Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan; 

2) Rezoning from Professional Office and Parking (P-R) to Limited 
Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810-102 and 103; High Density 
Residential (R-4) to Limited Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810- 
101; 

3) Special Use Permit for a Mixed Use Project in Limited Commercial (C-
1) for the entire property; 

4) Variance to Title 19.08.060 of the City of Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance 
Residential Adjacency standards to allow a setback of 45 feet from 
Single Family Residential (R-1), where 510 feet is required. 

5) Variance to Title 19.08, Table 3, Commercial District Development 
Standards to allow a maximum lot coverage of 56% where 50% is the 
maximum allowed. 

eir'N 
A 

GARCIA 
A Planning &t. Development Services Corporation 

VAR-143442 
07/27/06 PC 
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6) Variance to allow 624 parking spaces, where 634 are required to 
provide for some sort of future restaurant or café space. 

7) Site Development Plan Review for a Mixed Use Project in Limited 
Commercial (C-1). 

CURRENT LAND USE AND ZONING CONDITIONS  

The southern portion of the site is currently designated Commercial (C) on the 
City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map 
of the Redevelopment Plan; the remainder of the site is designated Mixed Use 
District (MXU). The entire block to the east, from Charleston Boulevard to 
Garces, between 10 th  and 11 th  Street is designated Commercial (C) as well as all 
the properties fronting along the south side of Charleston Boulevard are also 
designated Commercial(C). The blocks to the north and west of the site are all 
designated Mixed Use (MXU); in fact the entire area north of Charleston is shown 
for both Mixed Use and Commercial development. 

The majority of the subject site is already zoned Limited Commercial (C-1), the 
three remaining parcels on the southwest corner of Garces and 10 th  Street are 
Professional Offices and Parking (P-R) and High Density Residential (R-4). The 
overall zoning, pattern for the area is more intense General Commercial (C-2) to 
the east of 10' h  Street, Limited Commercial (C-1) to the south and a mixture of C-
1, P-R and R-1 to the north, with the majority of the properties developed as 
professional offices. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT  
I itle 19.18.030 (I)  

The determinations for the Planning Commission and City Council for approval of 
a General Plan Amendment are as follows: 

1. 	The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is compatible with the existing adjacent land use 
designations; 

The entire area north of Charleston Boulevard is projected to be 
Commercial or Mixed Use Development as clearly shown on the 
Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map. In fact, 
all of the properties fronting along the north and south sides of the 
project, to the east and west, are all designated for Commercial (C), 
which allows mixed use projects. 

The subject site is designated both MXU and C; both allow mixed use 
projects with approval of a Special Use Permit. It was determined, 
through the pre-application process, that a General Plan Amendment 
was needed to prevent a split land use on the site, as it was being 
assembled into one project for the purposes of development. Either 
designating the entire site for MXU or C would be appropriate, 
however, as a result of a subsequent meeting with staff, changing the 
northern part of the property from MXU to C was preferable, as a 
consistent Commercial lanq use qesignation would result along the 
south side of Garces from 9 t" to 1 -1'n streets. 
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Essentially, there is no change in the density and intensity of permitted 
land uses as a result of this amendment to the General Plan, it will merely 
result in a consistent land use designation on the Redevelopment Plan 
Map; 

2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment 
will be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or zoning 
districts. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) zoning district is conforming 
to either the Mixed Use District (MXU) or Commercial (C) land use 
designations of the Redevelopment Plan Map. In fact, over 75% of the 
site is already zoned C-1. This application only applies to the three 
parcels along the northeast corner of the property. Therefore, it will 
result in a consistent zoning for the entire project. It is compatible with 
the C-1 zoned properties along the south side of Charleston 
Boulevard, and the General Commercial (C-2) properties to the east of 
10th  Street and south of Garces. 

3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other 
facilities to accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the 
proposed General Plan designation; and 

There are adequate facilities and utilities available to serve the needs 
of this property. It is a developed, in fill piece with services already in 
place. 

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

The General Plan Amendment and the related applications implement 
the following objectives of the Redevelopment Plan: 

A. The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either social or economic 
liabilities or both and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people, including among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building 
types, economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public 
improvements, inadequate parking facilities and inadequate 
utilization of land and public facilities. 

This block is in need of redevelopment as current development has 
been stagnant and become an eyesore to this area of the City. It will 
result in a modern, mixed use development that will result in additional 
reinvestment and redevelopment of other properties in the area. It will 
eliminate development which has resulted in a blighted area and 
provide an enhanced streetscape and vibrancy to development along 
the north side of the Charleston Boulevard corridor. 

B. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment Area: 
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The project has assembled eight of the eleven parcels in the block 
bounded by Garces to the north, 9 th  Street to the west, wth Street 
to the east and Charleston Boulevard to the south. The only 
parcels that have not been acquired are the three parcels on the 
northwest corner of the block. The applicant has had discussions 
with these property owners. 

This assemblage will allow development of a modern mixed-use 
project envisioned by the Redevelopment plan. One of the 
companion items is a vacation of the public alleys on the site; 
vacation of the north-south alley will not incur any changes to 
access in terms of traffic flow or private access; the east-west alley 
will be relocated to allow for a more cohesive development and 
improved traffic flow. 

C. The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which or stagnant or improperly utilized; 

While this piece is developed, it has become stagnant, 
underutilized and is not contributing to the economic diversification 
and well-being of the City. 

D. The strengthening of retail, office, and other commercial and 
residential functions in the downtown area; 

This project will add much needed office space, retail uses and 
opportunities for people to live and work in this area of the City. It 
will enhance the vitality of this area and provide an impetus for 
other redevelopment projects to occur. 

E. The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of 
needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth; 

Modern mixed-use compact development, such as that proposed 
for this site, can do nothing but enhance the economic base of the 
redevelopment area. It will provide employment opportunities, 
stimulate new commercial and residential redevelopment in the 
area, and increase the tax base generated along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

In summary, this proposal meets the requirements for approval of a 
General Plan Amendment, as it will not increase the intensity or 
density of development in the area, since both current plan 
designations allow and encourage mixed use development. It also 
implements the long-term vision and objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan as it assembles underutilized and decaying 
parcels into a modern, compact mixed-use development that will re-
invigorate interest and future investment along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA- REZONING 
title 19.18.040 (K)  

The following are the criteria for approval of a proposed rezoning: 

1) The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) is a conforming zone change 
for both the Mixed-Use District (MXU) and Commercial (C) land use 
categories of the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan. 

2) The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by 
approving the rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

As previously stated, approximately 75% of the site is currently zoned 
C-1. This application only applies to the three parcels located on the 
more northeast corner of the site; it essentially a single zoning 
designation for the portion of the block that has been assembled by the 
applicant. 

3) Growth and development factors in the community indicate the 
need for or appropriateness of the rezoning. 

This area of the City, along the Charleston Boulevard corridor is ripe 
for redevelopment activity that will contribute to the economic base of 
the area. Current development on this site is in disrepair, stagnant, 
and has contributed to long term blight and decay. Rezoning the site 
to C-1, allowing for mixed use development, should result in 
stimulating additional redevelopment activity in the area. 

4) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed zoning district. 

This action adds a small additional amount of C-1 property to the area. 
Street and highway facilities should provide adequate access and 
traffic carrying capacity; a traffic study will be provided to identify any 
additional improvements that will be needed. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
TifITIITTITIETTE)  

The following are the determinations to be made for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

1) 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is 
harmonious and compatible with existing surrounding land uses 
and with future surrounding land uses as projected by the 
General Plan; 

The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map shows that the entire area of 
the City north of this site and the Charleston Boulevard corridor, from 
Main Street to Bruce Street, up to Bonanza Road, is designated 
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predominately Commercial or for Mixed Use, which clearly indicates 
that modern, mixed use projects are a key component to encouraging 
reinvestment and redevelopment in this area of the City. The 
proposed use is oriented toward the Charleston Boulevard corridor, 
and should not be readily visible from the professional offices located 
to the north of the site. A line of sight drawing is included with this 
package, showing that only a small portion of the towers will be visible 
from some places within the John S. Park neighborhood to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the 
assemblages of parcels to promote the type and intensity of 
development to stimulate the economy of the downtown area. 

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

In terms of land use designation, a portion of the site is already 
designated for Commercial land uses; the remainder is MXU, which 
allows Service Commercial and General Commercial uses. In terms of 
the actual project proposed for the property, it can accommodate the 
proposed mix of residential and commercial uses, while providing all 
parking in a six level parking garage. Adequate on-site access will be 
provided to ensure free-flow of traffic movements and accommodate all 
emergency services. 

3) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed use; and 

The surrounding street network should be adequate to provide access 
and traffic carrying capacity. A traffic study will be submitted to 
determine additional improvements that will be needed to 
accommodate traffic and circulation needs. 

4) Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not 
be inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and 
welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

Approval of this Special Use Permit will implement the core vision and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan of the City of Las Vegas. It will 
spur economic activity; provide places for new and current residents to 
live, work, shop and play. It will lead to additional investment and 
needed redevelopment in the immediate area and other parcels 
located within the Redevelopment Plan area. Therefore, it will 
contribute to the overall well-being of the City, and enhance the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- VARIANCES 
itle 19.18.07U (L)  

The following is the substantive criterion for determining approval of variance 
applications: 
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2) 	Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or 
shape of a specific piece of property at the time of the enactment 
of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any 
zoning regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property, a variance from that strict application 
may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the 
relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good, without substantial impairment of affected natural 
resources and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of any ordinance or resolution. 

There are three variances requested from the strict application of the 
Code. They are: 

19.08.060, the residential adjacency standards, which states that no 
non-residential building shall exceed the height of a line drawn from 
the property line of a protected property at a 3:1 slope directly into the 
property subject to the standards of the chapter. A 15 foot tall building 
can be constructed at the applicable setback line; any building height 
above the 15 feet must fall below the slope. 

There are two adjacent properties zoned R-1 in very close proximity to 
the site- 707 S. 9 th  Street, which is to the west of the 20 foot wide 
east/west alley and 630 S. 10 th  Street, located on the northwest corner 
of Garces and 10 th  Street. We believe the variance is warranted for 
these reasons: 

a. Strict application of the Code standard would make it difficult for 
any reasonable commercial property to be built on the site without 
some variance to the standard. This development pattern is not a 
result of any action taken by the applicant, or their predecessor in 
title. Also, this and all the other surrounding properties are 
designated for Commercial or for Mixed Use Development, which 
should be a factor in determining the appropriateness of a variance 
application. 

b. While on its face the variance may seem excessive, it is not in 
terms of factoring the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 
The long term vision of the plan is for re-planning and redeveloping 
stagnant areas of the City that no longer contribute to its tax or 
economic base. Therefore, the variance to allow a modern, 
forward-looking mixed use development should be considered. 

c. Paragraph 5.b. entitled Waiver, states any mixed-use development 
that contains a significant residential element is eligible for a waiver 
by the City Council. The gross building size of the project is 
393,250 square feet; of that, only 18,000 square feet is non-
residential space. Clearly, this is a residential driven project that 
given its importance to continued implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan should be considered for a waiver. 
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d. The boundaries of the Downtown Centennial Plan extend to one-
half block east of 6th  Street, north of Charleston Boulevard. This is 
only two blocks away from the western edge of this project. If the 
project were in the Downtown Centennial Plan, Code standards 
would not be automatically applied. This is, obviously, in close 
proximity to the Plan area, and when reviewing the Future Land 
Use Maps of the Downtown Plan, Redevelopment Plan and 
Southeast Sector of the General Plan, all allow and encourage 
either commercial or mixed-use development; there is no real 
difference of lying within, or outside the Downtown Plan boundaries 
in terms of actual land use. 

19.08- Figure 3- Commercial Development Standards allow a maximum 
building coverage of 50 °A), where 56% is requested. The variance is warranted 
for the following reasons: 

a. The six percent increase in lot coverage is minor and will not result 
in any detriment to the overall health, safety and general welfare to 
this area of the City. 

b. As previously identified, the site is in close proximity to the area 
covered by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan, 
where the automatic application of Code standards is not applied. 

Title 19.10, Parking Requirements states that for a restaurant, café, tavern, bar 
and eating establishment, one space for each 50 square feet of public seating 
area, plus one space for each 200 square feet of the total remaining GFA, with a 
minimum of 10 spaces. Based on the minimum 10 spaces, a variance is 
requested to allow 624 spaces where 634 are required. The variance is 
warranted for the following reasons: 

1) The provided 624 spaces accommodate the 350 condominium units, 
based on a mix of 300 one bedroom and 50 two bedroom units and 
18,000 square feet of commercial, based on the 1/175 square feet 
required by Code. It is not know at this time, if a restaurant will be 
included in the ground floor space, or how much square footage it will 
need. The variance is intended to "free up" some parking to 
accommodate a future eating/drinking establishment. 

2) Normally in the downtown area, the goal is to provide at least one 
parking space per unit and one space/3,000 square feet of retail area. 
The provided parking exceeds this goal. 

3) The parking standards of the City of Las Vegas do not account for 
shared, or captured trips in a mixed use environment. This should also 
be taken into consideration when examining the parking standards for 
this type of proposal. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 
TifT67g71137151T(E)  

The following criteria are to be considered for approval of a Site Development 
Plan Review: 
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1) The proposed development is compatible with adjacent 
development and development in the area; 

While the predominant existing development pattern to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard is a mixture of professional office and some 
remaining single family units, the Redevelopment Plan encourages 
mixed-use as a major tool for redevelopment. Also, the project is 
constructed so as to not encourage any cut-through traffic for the 
businesses north of Charleston, or any of the residential 
neighborhoods south of Charleston Boulevard. The parcels to the east 
are zoned C-2, which not only allows mixed use with a special use 
permit, but more intense commercial uses as well. 

2) The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, 
this title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and 
Buffer Standards an other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards: 

The project is in substantial accordance with development related 
ordinances of the City. All landscaping, open space and required 
recreational amenities for a project of this size and scale will be 
provided. The variances to the residential adjacency standards, 
parking and building coverage are reasonable and not beyond the 
scope of the type of intensity and density that will be needed to 
reinvigorate this area of the City. 

3) Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic; 

All access will be directed to Charleston Boulevard, to minimize any 
impacts to business owners or residents in the area. The north/south 
alley, if vacated, will continue to operate as it currently does, in terms 
of access and traffic flow. 

4) Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and 
for the City 

The buildings will be constructed of Low E clear glass, vision and 
spandrel glazing in aluminum framed curtain walls, with storefront retail 
glazing. This will be an exciting, vibrant addition to this area of the 
City, spurring additional redevelopment and reinvestment in the area. 
Therefore, the building and landscape material effectively implement 
the long-term vision of the Redevelopment Plan. 

5) Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural 
and aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or 
obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly and aesthetically 
pleasing environment, and are harmonious and compatible with 
the area 

The existing development on the property is unsightly, undesirable and 
obnoxious in appearance, which has led to an overall decay along the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. This project will bring an attractive, 
exciting environment to Charleston Boulevard and will be an important 
first step in changing the face of this area of the City. 
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6) 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

The redevelopment of this area is in the highest interest of all resident 
of the City of Las Vegas. Making the Redevelopment Plan objectives a 
reality will bring new development, new investment and a new, much 
needed vibrant atmosphere to this area. 

SUMMARY  
In summary, we believe this project will be the impetus for the north side of the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. It assembles parcels that are stagnant, 
underutilized and in need of redevelopment into an exciting mixed-use project 
that will spur future redevelopment activity. The intent is to enhance the 
environment of the business owners to the north, while having minimal impacts, 
in terms of views, traffic and shading to the John S. Park neighborhood to the 
South. It is the first step in implementing the overall objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan along the north side of Charleston Boulevard. 

We respectfully ask for your favorable consideration of this project; please do not 
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Sincerely, 

David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

GCG:mj 



NOTE: THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTATION 

WAS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BEFORE 

OR AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

ON THIS ITEM WHICH IS NOW APPEARING 

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 



Jul 26 06 04:57p George T. Bochanis 	 388-0197 P • 1  

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS, ESQ. 
ADAM L. MUSLUSKY, ESQ. 
ALLAN P. CAPPS. ESQ. 

PAUL A. EDWARDS 
WORKER'S CO1PEN5ATION ADMINISTRATOR 

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
LAW OFFICES 

631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 

July 26, 2006 

TELEPHONE (702) 388-2005 
FACSIMILE (702) 388-0484 

-- 
PERSONAL 1NJUKY AND WORKERS 

COMPENSATIoN LAW 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: GPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

I have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the comer of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any access we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

434/9 



380-0197 	 p.2 Jul 26 06 04:57p 	George T. Bochanis 

GEORGE T. &)CHAN1S 
UM °Mali 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
Page Two 

The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project, I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant. Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning commission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTB.jh 
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July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

I am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 101h  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South 11 1h  Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 

PBW/cf 
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Las Vegas, NV 89101 
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Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 
Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 14345, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

,azz 

Joseph E. Thiriot 
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eattat Le44 ve-sA4 Agenda Item No.: 72. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 EConsent [E] Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
VARIANCE RELATED TO GPA-14325, ZON-14338, AND VAR-14342 

VAR-14345 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CASINO 
CENTER PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL - 
Request for a Variance TO ALLOW LOT COVERAGE OF 56 PERCENT WHERE 50 
PERCENT IS THE MAXIMUM ALLOWED IN CONJUNCTION WITH A PROPOSED 
MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT on 2.05 acres at the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard 
and 10th Street (APNs 139-34-810-101 through 105, 074, and 075; and 139-34-812-003), R-4 
(High Density Residential) Zone, P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone and C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone], Ward 5 (Weekly). NOTE: 
As of August 6, 2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (4-3 
vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: 	APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 	3 	Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 	tt, 	0 	City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (4-3 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 20 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 
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CASE: VAR-14345 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 
ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
R-4 (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL), C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) AND P-R (PROFESSIONAL 
OFFICE AND PARKING) 
PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) 

0 	200 	400 Feet 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - VAR-14345 - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (4-3/ds/ld/bg vote) and staff recommend DENIAL. 

Planning and Development 

1. Conformance to the Conditions for General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325), Rezoning 
(ZON-14338), Variance (VAR-14342), Variance (VAR-14347), Special Use Permit (SUP-
14339), Vacation (VAC-12884) and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-14349) if 
approved. 

2. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless a certificate of 
occupancy has been issued or upon approval of a final inspection. An Extension of Time 
may be filed for consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Variance to allow lot coverage of 56 percent where 50 percent is the 
maximum allowed in conjunction with a proposed mixed-use development on 2.05 acres at the 
northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard and 10 th  Street. The following associated cases will 
be considered concurrently with this request: GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-14342, VAR-
14347, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and SDR-14349. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposed development plan exceeds the permitted lot coverage allowed under the C-1 
(Limited Commercial) zoning regulations. The request does not meet the criteria for the 
approval of variances, as the hardship is self-created and the applicant could revise the 
development plan to comply with lot coverage requirements. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/03/72 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0026-72) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) for the parcel at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request on 
04/13/72. 

04/26/79 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0027-79) to allow a 
group care home for 16 residents on the property at 700 S. 10 th  Street. 

09/27/84 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0103-84) to allow a 
beauty shop where such use is not allowed on the property located at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential), R-3 (Medium-Density Residential), R-4 (High-Density Residential), 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) for five of the parcels that comprise the subject 
development. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request 
on 01/10/91. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON- 
14338, VAR-14347, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and denial of GPA-14325. VAR-
14342 and SDR-14349 concurrently with this application. 
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09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-3/1d/ds/bg to recommend DENIAL (PC Agenda 
Item #20/ff). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the General 
Plan designation for the site, rezoning requirements, parking requirements, 
residential adjacency requirements, and general development standards. In 
addition, issues were discussed relative to the configuration of the alley. 

C) Neighborhood Meeting 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting was held by the applicant at the Las Vegas Senior 
Center; 33 residents attended the meeting. The following concerns were raised at 
the meeting: 
• Concern about the reduction in parking; 
• Concern about the residential adjacency waiver and impact of building 

shadows on the residential neighborhood to the south; 
• Concern about traffic impacts on the neighborhood to the north; 
• Concern about construction noise; 
• Concern about sewer capacity; 
• Concern about power availability; 
• Concern about the provision of recreation space for residents of the project; 
• Concern about public transportation access and bus turnout facilities; and 
• Concern about the impacts of reflective glazing and whether or not the 

building would be LEED certified. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 	2.05 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

North: 	Office Use 
South: 	Office Use 

General Commercial Use 
East: 	 Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

West: 	 Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 



C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 

North: 

South: 
East: 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

VAR-14345 - Staff Report Page Three 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

West: 

C (Commercial) 
MXU (Mixed-Use) [Proposed: C (Commercial)] 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 
C (Commercial) 
C (Commercial) 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 

R-4 (High-Density Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) [Proposed: C-1 (Limited Commercial)] 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
R-4 (High-Density Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

E) General Plan Compliance 

The subject site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan area, and 
has C (Commercial) and MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designations; the applicant has filed 
a General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the land use designation on the 
entire development parcel to C (Commercial). The C (Commercial) designation allows 
uses comparable to the 0 (Office), SC (Service Commercial) and GC (General 
Commercial) land use categories. 

Special Area Plan 
Redevelopment Plan Area 

Special Overlay District 
Trails 
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 
Development Impact Notification Assessment 
Project of Regional Significance 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
As previously noted, the development site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan area, and it is proposed to change the land use designation to C 
(Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are consistent with the proposed land use 
designation; the residential uses are allowed in commercial districts upon approval of a 
special use permit. 
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A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al) Development Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.08, the following Development Standards apply to the subject 
proposal: 

Standards 
Max. Lot Coverage 

Required Requested Compliance 

The project exceeds the maximum lot coverage permitted in the C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) zoning district, necessitating the submittal of this application. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

The development as proposed will consist of two tower structures joined by a multi-story 
parking structure. An entrance plaza will be provided adjacent to the intersection of 
Charleston Boulevard and 101h  street, and sidewalk areas with street trees will be provided 
along all street frontages. Landscape buffer areas will be provided at the rear of the 
structures, along the reconfigured alleyways. 

Despite the provision of these amenities, the lot coverage of the structure will still exceed 
the 50% maximum required by the C-1 (Limited Commercial) district development 
standards. The development parcel has no unusual characteristics that prevent compliance 
with the code requirement; the project could easily be redesigned to conform to the lot 
coverage limitation. 

FINDINGS 

In accordance with the provisions of Title 19.18.070(B), Planning Commission and City Council, 
in considering the merits of a Variance request, shall not grant a Variance in order to: 

1. Permit a use in a zoning district in which the use is not allowed; 
2. Vary any minimum spacing requirement between uses; 
3. Relieve a hardship which is solely personal, self-created or financial in nature." 

Additionally, Title 19.18.070L states: 
"Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific 
piece of property at the time of enactment of the regulation, or by reason of 
exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any zoning regulation 
would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to, or exceptional and 
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undue hardships upon, the owner of the property, a variance from that strict 
application may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the relief 
may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good, without substantial 
impairment of affected natural resources and without substantially impairing the 
intent and purpose of any ordinance or resolution." 

No evidence of a unique or extraordinary circumstance has been presented, in that the applicant has 
created a self-imposed hardship in designing a project that exceeds the maximum permitted lot 
coverage. An alternative design would allow conformance to Title 19 requirements. In view of 
the absence of any hardships imposed by the site's physical characteristics, it is concluded that the 
applicant's hardship is preferential in nature, and it is thereby outside the realm of NRS Chapter 
278 for granting of Variances. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	17 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	294 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS  
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Subscribed and sworn before me 

Print Name: 

Signature of Property Owner 

This ______day of ilk A-1  , 2OC7  

4;L IWO% f 
1. 

Otary Public in and for s •. ounty and State 

Revised 12-03-04 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clark 

GLENDA K. SHAW 
93- 1617.1 

pointment Expzesottna ,1,3; 2,00,91  

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:  VAR-14345 	APN: 	- lliu iç i'.iq, c/cf  6I  -co 3 

1-7 	ic, J Pr(  pl:Itti 	Ca()  

Name of Applicant:  C(1,2, 	C  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN: 

Name of Property Owner: 

f:\depot\Application  Packet\Staremern of Financial Interest.doc 
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June 12, 2006 

Ms. Margo Wheeler 
City of Las Vegas 
731 S. 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Letter of Justification for the North side of Charleston Boulevard, Between 
9 th  and 10th  Streets- General Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use: Variance to Residential Adjacency Standards and Site 
Development Plan Review; APN: 139-34-812-003; 139-34-810-101 thru 
105; 139-34-810-074 and 075 

Dear Margo: 

On behalf of our clients Glenda Shaw and Steve Gregory, please accept the 
application package for the 2.05 +/- acre property located on the north side of 
Charleston Boulevard, between 9' and 10 th  Streets. The proposal is a mixed-
use project consisting of 18,000 square feet of ground floor office and/or retail 
space, with 350 condominiums within two structures- one 14 story, 170 foot high 
building oriented toward the southwest corner of the parcel and a second 17 
story, 195 foot high building oriented toward the southwest corner of Garces and 
10 th  Street. The following applications are submitted with this request: 

1) General Plan Amendment from MXU to C for the entire site with the 
exception of APN: 139-34-812-003, which is currently designated 
Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan; 

2) Rezoning from Professional Office and Parking (P-R) to Limited 
Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810-102 and 103; High Density 
Residential (R-4) to Limited Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810- 
101; 

3) Special Use Permit for a Mixed Use Project in Limited Commercial (C-
1) for the entire property; 

4) Variance to Title 19.08.060 of the City of Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance 
Residential Adjacency standards to allow a setback of 45 feet from 
Single Family Residential (R-1), where 510 feet is required. 

5) Variance to Title 19.08, Table 3, Commercial District Development 
Standards to allow a maximum lot coverage of 56% where 50% is the 
maximum allowed. 

GARCIA 
A Planning & Development Services Corporation 

VAR-14345 
07/27/06 PC 
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6) Variance to allow 624 parking spaces, where 634 are required to 
provide for some sort of future restaurant or café space. 

7) Site Development Plan Review for a Mixed Use Project in Limited 
Commercial (C-1). 

CURRENT LAND USE AND ZONING CONDITIONS  

The southern portion of the site is currently designated Commercial (C) on the 
City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map 
of the Redevelopment Plan; the remainder of the site is designated Mixed Use 
District (MXU). The entire block to the east, from Charleston Boulevard to 
Garces, between 10 th  and 11 th  Street is designated Commercial (C) as well as all 
the properties fronting along the south side of Charleston Boulevard are also 
designated Commercial(C). The blocks to the north and west of the site are all 
designated Mixed Use (MXU); in fact the entire area north of Charleston is shown 
for both Mixed Use and Commercial development. 

The majority of the subject site is already zoned Limited Commercial (C-1), the 
three remaining parcels on the southwest corner of Garces and 10 th  Street are 
Professional Offices and Parking (P-R) and High Density Residential (R-4). The 
overall zoning pattern for the area is more intense General Commercial (C-2) to 
the east of 10 th  Street, Limited Commercial (C-1) to the south and a mixture of C-
1, P-R and R-1 to the north, with the majority of the properties developed as 
professional offices. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT  
lutle 19.18.030 (1)  

The determinations for the Planning Commission and City Council for approval of 
a General Plan Amendment are as follows: 

1. 	The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is compatible with the existing adjacent land use 
designations; 

The entire area north of Charleston Boulevard is projected to be 
Commercial or Mixed Use Development as clearly shown on the 
Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map. In fact, 
all of the properties fronting along the north and south sides of the 
project, to the east and west, are all designated for Commercial (C), 
which allows mixed use projects. 

The subject site is designated both MXU and C; both allow mixed use 
projects with approval of a Special Use Permit. It was determined, 
through the pre-application process, that a General Plan Amendment 
was needed to prevent a split land use on the site, as it was being 
assembled into one project for the purposes of development. Either 
designating the entire site for MXU or C would be appropriate, 
however, as a result of a subsequent meeting with staff, changing the 
northern part of the property from MXU to C was preferable, as a 
consistent Commercial lamp( use qesignation would result along the 
south side of Garces from 9 t" to li t" streets. 

VAR-14345  
07/27106 PC 
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Essentially, there is no change in the density and intensity of permitted 
land uses as a result of this amendment to the General Plan, it will merely 
result in a consistent land use designation on the Redevelopment Plan 
Map; 

2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment 
will be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or zoning 
districts. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) zoning district is conforming 
to either the Mixed Use District (MXU) or Commercial (C) land use 
designations of the Redevelopment Plan Map. In fact, over 75% of the 
site is already zoned C-1. This application only applies to the three 
parcels along the northeast corner of the property. Therefore, it will 
result in a consistent zoning for the entire project. It is compatible with 
the C-1 zoned properties along the south side of Charleston 
Boulevard, and the General Commercial (C-2) properties to the east of 

Oth  Street and south of Garces. 

3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other 
facilities to accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the 
proposed General Plan designation; and 

There are adequate facilities and utilities available to serve the needs 
of this property. It is a developed, in fill piece with services already in 
place. 

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

The General Plan Amendment and the related applications implement 
the following objectives of the Redevelopment Plan: 

A. The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either social or economic 
liabilities or both and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people, including among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building 
types, economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public 
improvements, inadequate parking facilities and inadequate 
utilization of land and public facilities. 

This block is in need of redevelopment as current development has 
been stagnant and become an eyesore to this area of the City. It will 
result in a modern, mixed use development that will result in additional 
reinvestment and redevelopment of other properties in the area. It will 
eliminate development which has resulted in a blighted area and 
provide an enhanced streetscape and vibrancy to development along 
the north side of the Charleston Boulevard corridor. 

B. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment Area: 
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The project has assembled eight of the eleven parcels in the block 
bounded by Garces to the north, 911)  Street to the west, le Street 
to the east and Charleston Boulevard to the south. The only 
parcels that have not been acquired are the three parcels on the 
northwest corner of the block. The applicant has had discussions 
with these property owners. 

This assemblage will allow development of a modern mixed-use 
project envisioned by the Redevelopment plan. One of the 
companion items is a vacation of the public alleys on the site; 
vacation of the north-south alley will not incur any changes to 
access in terms of traffic flow or private access; the east-west alley 
will be relocated to allow for a more cohesive development and 
improved traffic flow. 

C. The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which or stagnant or improperly utilized; 

While this piece is developed, it has become stagnant, 
underutilized and is not contributing to the economic diversification 
and well-being of the City. 

D. The strengthening of retail, office, and other commercial and 
residential functions in the downtown area; 

This project will add much needed office space, retail uses and 
opportunities for people to live and work in this area of the City. It 
will enhance the vitality of this area and provide an impetus for 
other redevelopment projects to occur. 

E. The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of 
needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth; 

Modern mixed-use compact development, such as that proposed 
for this site, can do nothing but enhance the economic base of the 
redevelopment area. It will provide employment opportunities, 
stimulate new commercial and residential redevelopment in the 
area, and increase the tax base generated along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

In summary, this proposal meets the requirements for approval of a 
General Plan Amendment, as it will not increase the intensity or 
density of development in the area, since both current plan 
designations allow and encourage mixed use development. It also 
implements the long-term vision and objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan as it assembles underutilized and decaying 
parcels into a modern, compact mixed-use development that will re-
invigorate interest and future investment along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA- REZONING  
I ale 19.18.040 (K)  

The following are the criteria for approval of a proposed rezoning: 

1) The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) is a conforming zone change 
for both the Mixed-Use District (MXU) and Commercial (C) land use 
categories of the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan. 

2) The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by 
approving the rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

As previously stated, approximately 75% of the site is currently zoned 
C-1. This application only applies to the three parcels located on the 
more northeast corner of the site; it essentially a single zoning 
designation for the portion of the block that has been assembled by the 
applicant. 

3) Growth and development factors in the community indicate the 
need for or appropriateness of the rezoning. 

This area of the City, along the Charleston Boulevard corridor is ripe 
for redevelopment activity that will contribute to the economic base of 
the area. Current development on this site is in disrepair, stagnant, 
and has contributed to long term blight and decay. Rezoning the site 
to C-1, allowing for mixed use development, should result in 
stimulating additional redevelopment activity in the area. 

4) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed zoning district. 

This action adds a small additional amount of C-1 property to the area. 
Street and highway facilities should provide adequate access and 
traffic carrying capacity; a traffic study will be provided to identify any 
additional improvements that will be needed. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
title 18.18.060-(L) 

The following are the determinations to be made for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

1) 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is 
harmonious and compatible with existing surrounding land uses 
and with future surrounding land uses as projected by the 
General Plan; 

The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map shows that the entire area of 
the City north of this site and the Charleston Boulevard corridor, from 
Main Street to Bruce Street, up to Bonanza Road, is designated 
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predominately Commercial or for Mixed Use, which clearly indicates 
that modern, mixed use projects are a key component to encouraging 
reinvestment and redevelopment in this area of the City. The 
proposed use is oriented toward the Charleston Boulevard corridor, 
and should not be readily visible from the professional offices located 
to the north of the site. A line of sight drawing is included with this 
package, showing that only a small portion of the towers will be visible 
from some places within the John S. Park neighborhood to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the 
assemblages of parcels to promote the type and intensity of 
development to stimulate the economy of the downtown area. 

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

In terms of land use designation, a portion of the site is already 
designated for Commercial land uses; the remainder is MXU, which 
allows Service Commercial and General Commercial uses. In terms of 
the actual project proposed for the property, it can accommodate the 
proposed mix of residential and commercial uses, while providing all 
parking in a six level parking garage. Adequate on-site access will be 
provided to ensure free-flow of traffic movements and accommodate all 
emergency services. 

3) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed use; and 

The surrounding street network should be adequate to provide access 
and traffic carrying capacity. A traffic study will be submitted to 
determine additional improvements that will be needed to 
accommodate traffic and circulation needs. 

4) Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not 
be inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and 
welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

Approval of this Special Use Permit will implement the core vision and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan of the City of Las Vegas. It will 
spur economic activity; provide places for new and current residents to 
live, work, shop and play. It will lead to additional investment and 
needed redevelopment in the immediate area and other parcels 
located within the Redevelopment Plan area. Therefore, it will 
contribute to the overall well-being of the City, and enhance the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- VARIANCES 
late 19.18.0/0 (L)  

The following is the substantive criterion for determining approval of variance 
applications: 
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2) 	Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or 
shape of a specific piece of property at the time of the enactment 
of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any 
zoning regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property, a variance from that strict application 
may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the 
relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good, without substantial impairment of affected natural 
resources and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of any ordinance or resolution. 

There are three variances requested from the strict application of the 
Code. They are: 

19.08.060, the residential adjacency standards, which states that no 
non-residential building shall exceed the height of a line drawn from 
the property line of a protected property at a 3:1 slope directly into the 
property subject to the standards of the chapter. A 15 foot tall building 
can be constructed at the applicable setback line; any building height 
above the 15 feet must fall below the slope. 

There are two adjacent properties zoned R-1 in very close proximity to 
the site- 707 S. 9 th  Street, which is to the west of the 20 foot wide 
east/west alley and 630 S. 10 th  Street, located on the northwest corner 
of Garces and 10 th  Street. We believe the variance is warranted for 
these reasons: 

a. Strict application of the Code standard would make it difficult for 
any reasonable commercial property to be built on the site without 
some variance to the standard. This development pattern is not a 
result of any action taken by the applicant, or their predecessor in 
title. Also, this and all the other surrounding properties are 
designated for Commercial or for Mixed Use Development, which 
should be a factor in determining the appropriateness of a variance 
application. 

b. While on its face the variance may seem excessive, it/s not in 
terms of factoring the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 
The long term vision of the plan is for re-planning and redeveloping 
stagnant areas of the City that no longer contribute to its tax or 
economic base. Therefore, the variance to allow a modern, 
forward-looking mixed use development should be considered. 

c. Paragraph 5.b. entitled Waiver, states any mixed-use development 
that contains a significant residential element is eligible for a waiver 
by the City Council. The gross building size of the project is 
393,250 square feet; of that, only 18,000 square feet is non-
residential space. Clearly, this is a residential driven project that 
given its importance to continued implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan should be considered for a waiver. 
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d. The boundaries of the Downtown Centennial Plan extend to one-
half block east of 6th  Street, north of Charleston Boulevard. This is 
only two blocks away from the western edge of this project. If the 
project were in the Downtown Centennial Plan, Code standards 
would not be automatically applied. This is, obviously, in close 
proximity to the Plan area, and when reviewing the Future Land 
Use Maps of the Downtown Plan, Redevelopment Plan and 
Southeast Sector of the General Plan, all allow and encourage 
either commercial or mixed-use development; there is no real 
difference of lying within, or outside the Downtown Plan boundaries 
in terms of actual land use. 

19.08 - Figure 3 - Commercial Development Standards allow a maximum 
building coverage of 50 %, where 56% is requested. The variance is warranted 
for the following reasons: 

a. The six percent increase in lot coverage is minor and will not result 
in any detriment to the overall health, safety and general welfare to 
this area of the City. 

b. As previously identified, the site is in close proximity to the area 
covered by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan, 
where the automatic application of Code standards is not applied. 

Title 19.10, Parking Requirements states that for a restaurant, café, tavern, bar 
and eating establishment, one space for each 50 square feet of public seating 
area, plus one space for each 200 square feet of the total remaining GFA, with a 
minimum of 10 spaces. Based on the minimum 10 spaces, a variance is 
requested to allow 624 spaces where 634 are required. The variance is 
warranted for the following reasons: 

1) The provided 624 spaces accommodate the 350 condominium units, 
based on a mix of 300 one bedroom and 50 two bedroom units and 
18,000 square feet of commercial, based on the 1/175 square feet 
required by Code. It is not know at this time, if a restaurant will be 
included in the ground floor space, or how much square footage it will 
need. The variance is intended to "free up" some parking to 
accommodate a future eating/drinking establishment. 

2) Normally in the downtown area, the goal is to provide at least one 
parking space per unit and one space/3,000 square feet of retail area. 
The provided parking exceeds this goal. 

3) The parking standards of the City of Las Vegas do not account for 
shared, or captured trips in a mixed use environment. This should also 
be taken into consideration when examining the parking standards for 
this type of proposal. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 
Title 19.18.050  

The following criteria are to be considered for approval of a Site Development 
Plan Review: 
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1) The proposed development is compatible with adjacent 
development and development in the area; 

While the predominant existing development pattern to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard is a mixture of professional office and some 
remaining single family units, the Redevelopment Plan encourages 
mixed-use as a major tool for redevelopment. Also, the project is 
constructed so as to not encourage any cut-through traffic for the 
businesses north of Charleston, or any of the residential 
neighborhoods south of Charleston Boulevard. The parcels to the east 
are zoned C-2, which not only allows mixed use with a special use 
permit, but more intense commercial uses as well. 

2) The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, 
this title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and 
Buffer Standards an other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards: 

The project is in substantial accordance with development related 
ordinances of the City. All landscaping, open space and required 
recreational amenities for a project of this size and scale will be 
provided. The variances to the residential adjacency standards, 
parking and building coverage are reasonable and not beyond the 
scope of the type of intensity and density that will be needed to 
reinvigorate this area of the City. 

3) Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic; 

All access will be directed to Charleston Boulevard, to minimize any 
impacts to business owners or residents in the area. The north/south 
alley, if vacated, will continue to operate as it currently does, in terms 
of access and traffic flow. 

4) Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and 
for the City 

The buildings will be constructed of Low E clear glass, vision and 
spandrel glazing in aluminum framed curtain walls, with storefront retail 
glazing. This will be an exciting, vibrant addition to this area of the 
City, spurring additional redevelopment and reinvestment in the area. 
Therefore, the building and landscape material effectively implement 
the long-term vision of the Redevelopment Plan. 

5) Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural 
and aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or 
obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly and aesthetically 
pleasing environment, and are harmonious and compatible with 
the area 

The existing development on the property is unsightly, undesirable and 
obnoxious in appearance, which has led to an overall decay along the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. This project will bring an attractive, 
exciting environment to Charleston Boulevard and will be an important 
first step in changing the face of this area of the City. 
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6) 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

The redevelopment of this area is in the highest interest of all resident 
of the City of Las Vegas. Making the Redevelopment Plan objectives a 
reality will bring new development, new investment and a new, much 
needed vibrant atmosphere to this area. 

SUMMARY  

In summary, we believe this project will be the impetus for the north side of the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. It assembles parcels that are stagnant, 
underutilized and in need of redevelopment into an exciting mixed-use project 
that will spur future redevelopment activity. The intent is to enhance the 
environment of the business owners to the north, while having minimal impacts, 
in terms of views, traffic and shading to the John S. Park neighborhood to the 
South. It is the first step in implementing the overall objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan along the north side of Charleston Boulevard. 

We respectfully ask for your favorable consideration of this project; please do not 
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Sincerely, 
6 - 	 r/iee 

David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

GCG:mj 
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PAUL A. EDWARDS 
July 26, 2006 PERSONAL INJURY AND WORKER'S 

COMPENSATION LAW 

WORKER'S COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATOR 

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
LAW OFFICES 

631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 
GEORGE T. BOGHANIS, ESQ. 
ADAM L. MUSLUSKY, ESQ. 
ALLAN P CAPPS, ESQ. 

TELEPHONE (702) 388-2005 
FACSIMILE (702) 388-0484 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: GPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

I have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the corner of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any access we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

434p 
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The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project. I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant. Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning commission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTB.jh 
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July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

I am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 10th  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South 11 th  Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
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gAUG 03 ZOOG Thiriot 1977 Trust 
621 So. 9th St. 
Las Vegas, NV 891 01 
July 30, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 
Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 14345, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Thiriot 
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az-14, Le44 vekt4 Agenda Item No.: 73. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ['Consent Z Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
VARIANCE RELATED TO GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-14342, AND VAR-14345 

VAR-14347 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CASINO 
CENTER PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL - 
Request for a Variance TO ALLOW 624 PARKING SPACES WHERE 635 IS THE MINIMUM 
NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES REQUIRED IN CONJUNCTION WITH A PROPOSED 
MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT on 2.05 acres at the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard 
and 10th Street (APNs 139-34-810-101 through 105, 074, and 075; and 139-34-812-003), R-4 
(High Density Residential) Zone, P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone and C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone], Ward 5 (Weekly). As of 
August 6, 2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). Staff recommends DENIAL. The 
Planning Commission (4-3 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (4-3 vote) recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report , 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 21 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Strike 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - VAR-14347 - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (4-3/gt/se/sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. Conformance to the Conditions for General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325), Rezoning 
(ZON-14338), Variance (VAR-14342), Variance (VAR-14345), Special Use Permit (SUP-
14339), Vacation (VAC-12884) and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-14349) if 
approved. 

2. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless a certificate of 
occupancy has been issued or upon approval of a final inspection. An Extension of Time 
may be filed for consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Variance to allow 624 parking spaces where 635 is the minimum number 
of parking spaces required in conjunction with a proposed mixed-use development on 2.05 acres 
at the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard and 10th Street. The following associated cases 
will be considered concurrently with this request: GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-14342, VAR-
14345, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and SDR-14349. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The project will comply with parking requirements if all of the commercial area is developed as 
retail space; the applicant has requested a Variance for 11 parking spaces to allow the potential 
for commercial uses with a more intense parking requirement, such as restaurant uses. The 
request does not meet the criteria for the approval of variances, as the hardship is self-created 
and the applicant could revise the development to comply with parking requirements. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/03/72 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0026-72) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) for the parcel at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request on 
04/13/72. 

04/26/79 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0027-79) to allow a 
group care home for 16 residents on the property at 700 S. 10 th  Street. 

09/27/84 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0103-84) to allow a 
beauty shop where such use is not allowed on the property located at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential), R-3 (Medium-Density Residential), R-4 (High-Density Residential), 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) for five of the parcels that comprise the subject 
development. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request 
on 01/10/91. 
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09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON- 
14338, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and denial of GPA-14325, VAR-14342, VAR-
14345 and SDR-14349 concurrently with this application. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-3/gt/se/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #2 Uff). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the General 
Plan designation for the site, rezoning requirements, parking requirements, 
residential adjacency requirements, and general development standards. In 
addition, issues were discussed relative to the configuration of the alley. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting was held by the applicant at the Las Vegas Senior 
Center; 33 residents attended the meeting. The following concerns were raised at 
the meeting: 
• Concern about the reduction in parking; 
• Concern about the residential adjacency waiver and impact of building 

shadows on the residential neighborhood to the south; 
• Concern about traffic impacts on the neighborhood to the north; 
• Concern about construction noise; 
• Concern about sewer capacity; 
• Concern about power availability; 
• Concern about the provision of recreation space for residents of the project; 
• Concern about public transportation access and bus turnout facilities; and 
• Concern about the impacts of reflective glazing and whether or not the 

building would be LEED certified. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

North: 	Office Use 
South: 	Office Use 

General Commercial Use 

2.05 
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East: 

West: 

Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 
General Commercial Use 
Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 

C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: C (Commercial) 

MXU (Mixed-Use) [Proposed: C (Commercial)] 
North: 	MXU (Mixed-Use) 
South: 	C (Commercial) 
East: 	 C (Commercial) 
West: 	MXU (Mixed-Use) 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: R-4 (High-Density Residential) 

P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) [Proposed: C-1 (Limited Commercial)] 

North: 	R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

South: 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
East: 	 R-4 (High-Density Residential) 

P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 

West: 	 R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

E) General Plan Compliance 

The subject site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan area, and 
has C (Commercial) and MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designations; the applicant has filed 
a General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the land use designation on the 
entire development parcel to C (Commercial). The C (Commercial) designation allows 
uses comparable to the 0 (Office), SC (Service Commercial) and GC (General 
Commercial) land use categories. 

Special Area Plan 	 X  
Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X  

Special Overlay District 	 X  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 
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Redevelopment Plan Area 
As previously noted, the development site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan area, and it is proposed to change the land use designation to C 
(Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are consistent with the proposed land use 
designation; the residential uses are allowed in commercial districts upon approval of a 
special use permit. 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al) Parking and Traffic Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.10, the following Parking Standards apply to the subject 
proposal: 

	

Required 	 Provided 
Uses 	 GFA 	

R 	 Parking 	 Parking  atio  

	

Regular 	Handicap 	Regular 	Handicap  
Retail 	18,000 	1/175 GFA 	103 

SF  
Residential 
• 1 Bedroom 	300 	1.25/unit 	375 
• 2 Bedroom 	50 	1.75/unit 	88 
• Guest 	 1/6 units 	58 

Total: 624 13 624 2% of 
total (13 
spaces) 

Based on the numbers provided by the applicant, the development will conform to 
Title 19.10 parking requirements if all of the commercial space is utilized for retail 
uses. The applicant has requested the flexibility to development some of the 
commercial space for restaurant uses, and has requested a Variance for an extra 11 
parking spaces. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

The project will comply with the parking requirements of Title 19 if all of the commercial 
space is used for general retail. The applicant is requesting the Variance to allow for the 
possible inclusion of restaurant uses; however, the minimal number of parking spaces 
requested for the development will significantly limit the amount of square footage that 
can be devoted to any restaurant use. Rather than request a Variance for proposed uses, it 
is recommended that the commercial square footage be reduced as a means to allow 
greater flexibility of leasing options while complying with Title 19 requirements. 
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FINDINGS 

In accordance with the provisions of Title 19.18.070(B), Planning Commission and City Council, 
in considering the merits of a Variance request, shall not grant a Variance in order to: 

1. Permit a use in a zoning district in which the use is not allowed; 
2. Vary any minimum spacing requirement between uses; 
3. Relieve a hardship which is solely personal, self-created or financial in nature." 

Additionally, Title 19.18.070L states: 
"Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific 
piece of property at the time of enactment of the regulation, or by reason of 
exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any zoning regulation 
would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to, or exceptional and 
undue hardships upon, the owner of the property, a variance from that strict 
application may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the relief 
may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good, without substantial 
impairment of affected natural resources and without substantially impairing the 
intent and purpose of any ordinance or resolution." 

No evidence of a unique or extraordinary circumstance has been presented, in that the applicant has 
created a self-imposed hardship by not providing the required number of parking spaces for the 
prospective uses. The provision of additional parking spaces or a reduction in the commercial 
square footage of the project would allow conformance to the Title 19 requirements. In view of the 
absence of any hardships imposed by the site's physical characteristics, it is concluded that the 
applicant's hardship is preferential in nature, and it is thereby outside the realm of NRS Chapter 
278 for granting of Variances. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	18 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 
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SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	294 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

VAR-14347  Case Number: 	  APN: 	 a I OS, (qq, cisi gQ  -CO 

Name of Property Owner:  ,F ;1- VI tic; Id pr, 	C ac K` 	ro_Tte  

Name of Applicant:  C CL1 Un-0 C PILprt  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN: 

Signature of Property Owner: 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

Print Name: 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clark 

GLENDA K. SHAW 

tiNVigirit iment Expires June 13, 2009,Z 
zwswArttearrtszslivecw 

1:\depot\Application Packet1Siatement of Financial Interest.doc 
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June 12, 2006 

Ms. Margo Wheeler 
City of Las Vegas 
731 S. 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	Letter of Justification for the North side of Charleston Boulevard, Between 
9 th  and 10th  Streets- General Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use: Variance to Residential Adjacency Standards and Site 
Development Plan Review; APN: 139-34-812-003; 139-34-810-101 thru 
105; 139-34-810-074 and 075 

Dear Margo: 

On behalf of our clients Glenda Shaw and Steve Gregory, please accept the 
application package for the 2.05 +/- acre property located on the north side of 
Charleston Boulevard, between 9 th  and 10th  Streets. The proposal is a mixed-
use project consisting of 18,000 square feet of ground floor office and/or retail 
space, with 350 condominiums within two structures- one 14 story, 170 foot high 
building oriented toward the southwest corner of the parcel and a second 17 
story, 195 foot high building oriented toward the southwest corner of Garces and 
10th  Street. The following applications are submitted with this request: 

1) General Plan Amendment from MXU to C for the entire site with the 
exception of APN: 139-34-812-003, which is currently designated 
Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan; 

2) Rezoning from Professional Office and Parking (P-R) to Limited 
Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810-102 and 103; High Density 
Residential (R-4) to Limited Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810- 
101; 

3) Special Use Permit for a Mixed Use Project in Limited Commercial (C-
1) for the entire property; 

4) Variance to Title 19.08.060 of the City of Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance 
Residential Adjacency standards to allow a setback of 45 feet from 
Single Family Residential (R-1), where 510 feet is required. 

5) Variance to Title 19.08, Table 3, Commercial District Development 
Standards to allow a maximum lot coverage of 56% where 50% is the 

INIZOIr,TE maximum allowed. 
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6) Variance to allow 624 parking spaces, where 634 are required to 
provide for some sort of future restaurant or café space. 

7) Site Development Plan Review for a Mixed Use Project in Limited 
Commercial (C-1). 

CURRENT LAND USE AND ZONING CONDITIONS  

The southern portion of the site is currently designated Commercial (C) on the 
City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map 
of the Redevelopment Plan; the remainder of the site is designated Mixed Use 
District (MXU). The entire block to the east, from Charleston Boulevard to 
Garces, between 10 th  and 11 th  Street is designated Commercial (C) as well as all 
the properties fronting along the south side of Charleston Boulevard are also 
designated Commercial(C). The blocks to the north and west of the site are all 
designated Mixed Use (MXU); in fact the entire area north of Charleston is shown 
for both Mixed Use and Commercial development. 

The majority of the subject site is already zoned Limited Commercial (C-1), the 
three remaining parcels on the southwest corner of Garces and 10 th  Street are 
Professional Offices and Parking (P-R) and High Density Residential (R-4). The 
overall zoning, pattern for the area is more intense General Commercial (C-2) to 
the east of 10`h  Street, Limited Commercial (C-1) to the south and a mixture of C-
1, P-R and R-1 to the north, with the majority of the properties developed as 
professional offices. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
title 19.18.030 (I)  

The determinations for the Planning Commission and City Council for approval of 
a General Plan Amendment are as follows: 

1. 	The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is compatible with the existing adjacent land use 
designations; 

The entire area north of Charleston Boulevard is projected to be 
Commercial or Mixed Use Development as clearly shown on the 
Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map. In fact, 
all of the properties fronting along the north and south sides of the 
project, to the east and west, are all designated for Commercial (C), 
which allows mixed use projects. 

The subject site is designated both MXU and C; both allow mixed use 
projects with approval of a Special Use Permit. It was determined, 
through the pre-application process, that a General Plan Amendment 
was needed to prevent a split land use on the site, as it was being 
assembled into one project for the purposes of development. Either 
designating the entire site for MXU or C would be appropriate, 
however, as a result of a subsequent meeting with staff, changing the 
northern part of the property from MXU to C was preferable, as a 
consistent Commercial lanot use qesignation would result along the 
south side of Garces from 9 1" to l i t" streets. 

VAR-14347 
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Essentially, there is no change in the density and intensity of permitted 
land uses as a result of this amendment to the General Plan, it will merely 
result in a consistent land use designation on the Redevelopment Plan 
Map; 

2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment 
will be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or zoning 
districts. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) zoning district is conforming 
to either the Mixed Use District (MXU) or Commercial (C) land use 
designations of the Redevelopment Plan Map. In fact, over 75% of the 
site is already zoned C-1. This application only applies to the three 
parcels along the northeast corner of the property. Therefore, it will 
result in a consistent zoning for the entire project. It is compatible with 
the C-1 zoned properties along the south side of Charleston 
Boulevard, and the General Commercial (C-2) properties to the east of 
le Street and south of Garces. 

3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other 
facilities to accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the 
proposed General Plan designation; and 

There are adequate facilities and utilities available to serve the needs 
of this property. It is a developed, in fill piece with services already in 
place. 

cr) 

C-3 co 
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4. 	The proposed amendment conforms to other applicable adopted 
plans and policies. 

The General Plan Amendment and the related applications implement 
the following objectives of the Redevelopment Plan: 

A. The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either social or economic 
liabilities or both and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people, including among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building 
types, economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public 
improvements, inadequate parking facilities and inadequate 
utilization of land and public facilities. 

This block is in need of redevelopment as current development has 
been stagnant and become an eyesore to this area of the City. It will 
result in a modern, mixed use development that will result in additional 
reinvestment and redevelopment of other properties in the area. It will 
eliminate development which has resulted in a blighted area and 
provide an enhanced streetscape and vibrancy to development along 
the north side of the Charleston Boulevard corridor. 

B. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment Area: 

tf  
VAR-14347  
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APPROVAL CRITERIA- REZONING 
title 19.18.040 {Kt 

The following are the criteria for approval of a proposed rezoning: 

1) The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) is a conforming zone change 
for both the Mixed-Use District (MXU) and Commercial (C) land use 
categories of the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan. 

2) The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by 
approving the rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

As previously stated, approximately 75% of the site is currently zoned 
C-1. This application only applies to the three parcels located on the 
more northeast corner of the site; it essentially a single zoning 
designation for the portion of the block that has been assembled by the 
applicant. 

3) Growth and development factors in the community indicate the 
need for or appropriateness of the rezoning. 

This area of the City, along the Charleston Boulevard corridor is ripe 
for redevelopment activity that will contribute to the economic base of 
the area. Current development on this site is in disrepair, stagnant, 
and has contributed to long term blight and decay. Rezoning the site 
to C-1, allowing for mixed use development, should result in 
stimulating additional redevelopment activity in the area. 

4) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed zoning district. 

This action adds a small additional amount of C-1 property to the area. 
Street and highway facilities should provide adequate access and 
traffic carrying capacity; a traffic study will be provided to identify any 
additional improvements that will be needed. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
Title .11ETTIM7T- 1E)  

The following are the determinations to be made for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

1) 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is 
harmonious and compatible with existing surrounding land uses 
and with future surrounding land uses as projected by the 
General Plan; 

The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map shows that the entire area of 
the City north of this site and the Charleston Boulevard corridor, from 
Main Street to Bruce Street, up to Bonanza Road, is designated 

VAR-14347 
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The project has assembled eight of the eleven parcels in the block 
bounded by Garces to the north, 9 th  Street to the west, 101h  Street 
to the east and Charleston Boulevard to the south. The only 
parcels that have not been acquired are the three parcels on the 
northwest corner of the block. The applicant has had discussions 
with these property owners. 

This assemblage will allow development of a modern mixed-use 
project envisioned by the Redevelopment plan. One of the 
companion items is a vacation of the public alleys on the site; 
vacation of the north-south alley will not incur any changes to 
access in terms of traffic flow or private access; the east-west alley 
will be relocated to allow for a more cohesive development and 
improved traffic flow. 

C. The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which or stagnant or improperly utilized; 

While this piece is developed, it has become stagnant, 
underutilized and is not contributing to the economic diversification 
and well-being of the City. 

D. The strengthening of retail, office, and other commercial and 
residential functions in the downtown area; 

[Kj 
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This project will add much needed office space, retail uses and 
opportunities for people to live and work in this area of the City. It 
will enhance the vitality of this area and provide an impetus for 
other redevelopment projects to occur. 

E. The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of 
needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth; 

Modern mixed-use compact development, such as that proposed 
for this site, can do nothing but enhance the economic base of the 
redevelopment area. It will provide employment opportunities, 
stimulate new commercial and residential redevelopment in the 
area, and increase the tax base generated along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

In summary, this proposal meets the requirements for approval of a 
General Plan Amendment, as it will not increase the intensity or 
density of development in the area, since both current plan 
designations allow and encourage mixed use development. It also 
implements the long-term vision and objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan as it assembles underutilized and decaying 
parcels into a modern, compact mixed-use development that will re-
invigorate interest and future investment along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

VAR-14347 
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predominately Commercial or for Mixed Use, which clearly indicates 
that modern, mixed use projects are a key component to encouraging 
reinvestment and redevelopment in this area of the City. The 
proposed use is oriented toward the Charleston Boulevard corridor, 
and should not be readily visible from the professional offices located 
to the north of the site. A line of sight drawing is included with this 
package, showing that only a small portion of the towers will be visible 
from some places within the John S. Park neighborhood to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the 
assemblages of parcels to promote the type and intensity of 
development to stimulate the economy of the downtown area. 

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

In terms of land use designation, a portion of the site is already 
designated for Commercial land uses; the remainder is MXU, which 
allows Service Commercial and General Commercial uses. In terms of 
the actual project proposed for the property, it can accommodate the 
proposed mix of residential and commercial uses, while providing all 
parking in a six level parking garage. Adequate on-site access will be 
provided to ensure free-flow of traffic movements and accommodate all 
emergency services. 

3) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed use; and 

The surrounding street network should be adequate to provide access 
and traffic carrying capacity. A traffic study will be submitted to 
determine additional improvements that will be needed to 
accommodate traffic and circulation needs. 

4) Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not 
be inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and 
welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

Approval of this Special Use Permit will implement the core vision and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan of the City of Las Vegas. It will 
spur economic activity; provide places for new and current residents to 
live, work, shop and play. It will lead to additional investment and 
needed redevelopment in the immediate area and other parcels 
located within the Redevelopment Plan area. Therefore, it will 
contribute to the overall well-being of the City, and enhance the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- VARIANCES 
Title 19.18.070 

The following is the substantive criterion for determining approval of variance 
applications: 

VAR-14347 
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2) 	Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or 
shape of a specific piece of property at the time of the enactment 
of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any 
zoning regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property, a variance from that strict application 
may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the 
relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good, without substantial impairment of affected natural 
resources and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of any ordinance or resolution. 

There are three variances requested from the strict application of the 
Code. They are: 

19.08.060, the residential adjacency standards, which states that no 
non-residential building shall exceed the height of a line drawn from 
the property line of a protected property at a 3:1 slope directly into the 
property subject to the standards of the chapter. A 15 foot tall building 
can be constructed at the applicable setback line; any building height 
above the 15 feet must fall below the slope. 

There are two adjacent properties zoned R-1 in very close proximity to 
the site- 707 S. 9 th  Street, which is to the west of the 20 foot wide 
east/west alley and 630 S. 10th  Street, located on the northwest corner 
of Garces and 10 th  Street. We believe the variance is warranted for 
these reasons: 

a. Strict application of the Code standard would make it difficult for 
any reasonable commercial property to be built on the site without 
some variance to the standard. This development pattern is not a 
result of any action taken by the applicant, or their predecessor in 
title. Also, this and all the other surrounding properties are 
designated for Commercial or for Mixed Use Development, which 
should be a factor in determining the appropriateness of a variance 
application. 

b. While on its face the variance may seem excessive, it is not in 
terms of factoring the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 
The long term vision of the plan is for re-planning and redeveloping 
stagnant areas of the City that no longer contribute to its tax or 
economic base. Therefore, the variance to allow a modern, 
forward-looking mixed use development should be considered. 

c. Paragraph 5.b. entitled Waiver, states any mixed-use development 
that contains a significant residential element is eligible for a waiver 
by the City Council. The gross building size of the project is 
393,250 square feet; of that, only 18,000 square feet is non-
residential space. Clearly, this is a residential driven project that 
given its importance to continued implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan should be considered for a waiver. 

VAR-14347 
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d. The boundaries of the Downtown Centennial Plan extend to one-
half block east of 6 1h  Street, north of Charleston Boulevard. This is 
only two blocks away from the western edge of this project. lithe 
project were in the Downtown Centennial Plan, Code standards 
would not be automatically applied. This is, obviously, in close 
proximity to the Plan area, and when reviewing the Future Land 
Use Maps of the Downtown Plan, Redevelopment Plan and 
Southeast Sector of the General Plan, all allow and encourage 
either commercial or mixed-use development; there is no real 
difference of lying within, or outside the Downtown Plan boundaries 
in terms of actual land use. 

19.08- Figure 3- Commercial Development Standards allow a maximum 
building coverage of 50 %, where 56% is requested. The variance is warranted 
for the following reasons: 

a. The six percent increase in lot coverage is minor and will not result 
in any detriment to the overall health, safety and general welfare to 
this area of the City. 

b. As previously identified, the site is in close proximity to the area 
covered by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan, 
where the automatic application of Code standards is not applied. 

Title 19.10, Parking Requirements states that for a restaurant, café, tavern, bar 
and eating establishment, one space for each 50 square feet of public seating 
area, plus one space for each 200 square feet of the total remaining GFA, with a 
minimum of 10 spaces. Based on the minimum 10 spaces, a variance is 
requested to allow 624 spaces where 634 are required. The variance is 
warranted for the following reasons: 

1) The provided 624 spaces accommodate the 350 condominium units, 
based on a mix of 300 one bedroom and 50 two bedroom units and 
18,000 square feet of commercial, based on the 1/175 square feet 
required by Code. It is not know at this time, if a restaurant will be 
included in the ground floor space, or how much square footage it will 
need. The variance is intended to "free up" some parking to 
accommodate a future eating/drinking establishment. 

2) Normally in the downtown area, the goal is to provide at least one 
parking space per unit and one space/3,000 square feet of retail area. 
The provided parking exceeds this goal. 

3) The parking standards of the City of Las Vegas do not account for 
shared, or captured trips in a mixed use environment. This should also 
be taken into consideration when examining the parking standards for 
this type of proposal. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 
I itle 19.18.050 (E)  

The following criteria are to be considered for approval of a Site Development 
Plan Review: 

VAR-14347 
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1) The proposed development is compatible with adjacent 
development and development in the area; 

While the predominant existing development pattern to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard is a mixture of professional office and some 
remaining single family units, the Redevelopment Plan encourages 
mixed-use as a major tool for redevelopment. Also, the project is 
constructed so as to not encourage any cut-through traffic for the 
businesses north of Charleston, or any of the residential 
neighborhoods south of Charleston Boulevard. The parcels to the east 
are zoned C-2, which not only allows mixed use with a special use 
permit, but more intense commercial uses as well. 

2) The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, 
this title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and 
Buffer Standards an other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards: 

The project is in substantial accordance with development related 
ordinances of the City. All landscaping, open space and required 
recreational amenities for a project of this size and scale will be 
provided. The variances to the residential adjacency standards, 
parking and building coverage are reasonable and not beyond the 
scope of the type of intensity and density that will be needed to 
reinvigorate this area of the City. 

3) Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic; 

All access will be directed to Charleston Boulevard, to minimize any 
impacts to business owners or residents in the area. The north/south 
alley, if vacated, will continue to operate as it currently does, in terms 
of access and traffic flow. 

4) Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and 
for the City 

The buildings will be constructed of Low E clear glass, vision and 
spandrel glazing in aluminum framed curtain walls, with storefront retail 
glazing. This will be an exciting, vibrant addition to this area of the 
City, spurring additional redevelopment and reinvestment in the area. 
Therefore, the building and landscape material effectively implement 
the long-term vision of the Redevelopment Plan. 

5) Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural 
and aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or 
obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly and aesthetically 
pleasing environment, and are harmonious and compatible with 
the area 

The existing development on the property is unsightly, undesirable and 
obnoxious in appearance, which has led to an overall decay along the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. This project will bring an attractive, 
exciting environment to Charleston Boulevard and will be an important 
first step in changing the face of this area of the City. VAR-14347 
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David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 
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6) 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

The redevelopment of this area is in the highest interest of all resident 
of the City of Las Vegas. Making the Redevelopment Plan objectives a 
reality will bring new development, new investment and a new, much 
needed vibrant atmosphere to this area. 

SUMMARY  
In summary, we believe this project will be the impetus for the north side of the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. It assembles parcels that are stagnant, 
underutilized and in need of redevelopment into an exciting mixed-use project 
that will spur future redevelopment activity. The intent is to enhance the 
environment of the business owners to the north, while having minimal impacts, 
in terms of views, traffic and shading to the John S. Park neighborhood to the 
South. It is the first step in implementing the overall objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan along the north side of Charleston Boulevard. 

We respectfully ask for your favorable consideration of this project; please do not 
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 
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PAUL A EDWARDS 
WORKER'S COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATOR 

July 26, 2006 PERSONAL INJURY AISTI WORKER'S 

COMPENSATION LAW 

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
LAW OFFICES 

631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 
GEORGE T. 130CHANIS, ESQ. 
ADAM L. MUSLUSKY, ESQ. 
ALLAN P. CAPPS, ESQ. 

TELEPHONE (702) 388 - 2005 
FACSIMILE (702) 388-0484 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: GPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

I have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the corner of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any access we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

43-op 
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The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project, I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant. Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning commission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTB.jh 
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July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 10th  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South 11th  Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
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AUG 03 2006 Thiriot 1977 Trust 
621 So. 9th St. 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 

July 30, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 

Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 14345, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Thiriot 
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eat, Le44 veire44 Agenda Item No.: 74. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1,2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ZConsent Z Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-14342, VAR-134345, 
AND VAR-14347 

SUP-14339 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL - Request for a 
Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT at the northwest 
corner of Charleston Boulevard and 10th Street (APNs 139-34-810-101 through 105, 074, and 
075; and 139-34-812-003), R-4 (High Density Residential) Zone, P-R (Professional Office and 
Parking) Zone and C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
Zone], Ward 5 (Weekly). NOTE: As of August 6, 2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). 
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (4-3 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (4-3 vote) recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions.  

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 22 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SUP-14339 - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (4-3/gt/se/sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Plannink and Development 

I. 	Conformance to all Minimum Requirements under LVMC Title 19.04.050 for mixed-use 
developments. 

Conformance to the Conditions for Rezoning (ZON-14338), Variances (VAR-14342, 
VAR-14345, VAR-14347), Vacation (VAC-12884) and Site Development Plan Review 
(SDR-14349) if approved. 

3. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless a building 
permit has been issued for the principal building on the site. An Extension of Time may 
be filed for consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 

4. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfied, 
except as modified herein. 



SUP-14339 - Staff Report Page One 
November I, 2006 City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for Special Use Permit approval of a proposed mixed-use development at the 
northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard and 10 th  Street. The following associated cases will 
be considered concurrently with this request: GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-14342, VAR-
14345, VAR-14347, VAC-12884 and SDR-14349. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposed mixed-use development is consistent with the zoning and land use designations for 
the property, and will conform to the minimum standards for the use listed in Title 19.04. 
However, the number of Variances and Waivers required for the development suggests that the 
project is inappropriately scaled to the development site. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/03/72 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0026-72) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) for the parcel at 717 South 
9th  Street. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request on 
04/13/72. 

04/26/79 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0027-79) to allow a 
group care home for 16 residents on the property at 700 South 10 th  Street. 

09/27/84 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0103-84) to allow a 
beauty shop where such use is not allowed on the property located at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential), R-3 (Medium-Density Residential), R-4 (High-Density Residential), 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) for five of the parcels that comprise the subject 
development. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request 
on 01/10/91. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON- 
14338, VAR-14347, VAC-12884 and denial of GPA-14325, VAR-14342, VAR-
14345 and SDR-14349 concurrently with this application. 



SUP-14339 - Staff Report Page Two 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-3/gt/se/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #22/ff). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the General 
Plan designation for the site, rezoning requirements, parking requirements, 
residential adjacency requirements, and general development standards. In 
addition, issues were discussed relative to the configuration of the alley. 

C) Neighborhood Meeting 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting was held by the applicant at the Las Vegas Senior 
Center; 33 residents attended the meeting. The following concerns were raised at 
the meeting: 
• Concern about the reduction in parking; 
• Concern about the residential adjacency waiver and impact of building 

shadows on the residential neighborhood to the south; 
• Concern about traffic impacts on the neighborhood to the north; 
• Concern about construction noise; 
• Concern about sewer capacity; 
• Concern about power availability; 
• Concern about the provision of recreation space for residents of the project; 
• Concern about public transportation access and bus turnout facilities; and 
• Concern about the impacts of reflective glazing and whether or not the 

building would be LEED certified. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 	2.05 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

North: 	Office Use 
South: 	Office Use 

General Commercial Use 
East: 	 Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

West: 	 Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 



C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 

North: 

South: 
East: 

SUP-14339 - Staff Report Page Three 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

West: 

C (Commercial) 
MXU (Mixed-Use) [Proposed: C (Commercial)] 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 
C (Commercial) 
C (Commercial) 
MXU (Mixed-Use) 

R-4 (High-Density Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) [Proposed: C-1 (Limited Commercial)] 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
R-4 (High-Density Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

E) General Plan Compliance 

The subject site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan area, and 
has C (Commercial) and MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designations; the applicant has filed 
a General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the land use designation on the 
entire development parcel to C (Commercial). The C (Commercial) designation allows 
uses comparable to the 0 (Office), SC (Service Commercial) and GC (General 
Commercial) land use categories. 

Special Area Plan 	 X  
Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X  

Special Overlay District 	 X  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
As previously noted, the development site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan area, and it is proposed to change the land use designation to C 
(Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are consistent with the proposed land use 
designation; the residential uses are allowed in commercial districts upon approval of a 
special use permit. 



SUP-I4339 - Staff Report Page Four 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

ANALYSIS 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al) Minimum Distance Separation Requirements 

There are no Minimum Separation Distance Requirements in the Zoning Code that 
apply to the proposed mixed-use development. 

Pursuant to Title 19.04, the following Standards apply to the subject proposal: 

Standards 	 Code Requirement 	Provided  
Mixed-Use 	 Residential uses may be 	Y 

permitted in commercial 
districts by means of a 
Special Use Permit  
Non-residential use shall 	Y 
be located at the ground 
level fronting the primary 
public right-of-way  
The 	architecture 	shall 	Y 
highlight the difference in 
uses 	 , 

The proposed development will conform to the minimum standards contained in 
Title 19.04 for mixed-use developments. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

• Zoning 

The properties that comprise the development site are intended to be rezoned to C-1 
(Limited Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are permitted by right under 
the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning; the residential use is permitted upon approval 
of a Special Use Permit. While the proposed development will comply with setback 
requirements, the applicant has requested Variances for lot coverage, building stepback 
requirements, and parking requirements. In addition, a Waiver from Residential 
Adjacency Standards has been requested as part of the application for the Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-14349). 



SUP-14339 - Staff Report Page Five 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

• Use 

Within a C- I (Limited Commercial) zoning district, residential uses permitted by right 
in the R-4 (High Density Residential) zone are permitted upon approval of a Special 
Use Permit. Commercial uses are permitted by right in the C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
district. The development will include a total 350 residential units and 18,000 square 
feet of commercial space. 

• Conditions 

The design of the development will conform to the minimum standards for mixed-use 
development as listed in Title 19.04, and no additional conditions of approval are 
necessary. 

FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Special Use Permit application, per Title 19.18.060 the Planning Commission 
and City Council must affirm the following: 

1. "The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious and 
compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and with future surrounding land 
uses as projected by the General Plan." 

The design of the development adequately separates the commercial and residential 
components, and will not be significantly impacted by adjacent commercial land uses. 

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

While the site is physically suitable for mixed-use development, the intensity of the project 
as proposed requires numerous Variances and Waivers. As such, the project does not 
appear to be appropriate to its context. 

3. "Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate 
in size to meet the requirements of the proposed use." 

The site immediately abuts Charleston Boulevard, a 100-Foot Primary Arterial as 
designated on the Master Plan of Streets and Highways, and has adequate capacity to serve 
the proposed development. The remainder of the site is bordered by 70 and 80-foot wide 
local streets, which may be impacted by the intensity of the development plan. 



SUP-14339 - Staff Report Page Six 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

4. 	"Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be inconsistent 
with or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectives of 
the General Plan." 

Approval of a mixed-use development for the subject site will not be inconsistent with the 
General Plan, nor would it compromise the public health, safety, and welfare. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	17 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	294 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS 	 1 



PLANNING 
DEVELOPMENT 

This  67  day of 2(V2_6 

Signature of Property Owner: 

Print Name 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

5tary Public in and for said QFunty and State 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: SUP-14339 APN: 	- Fj10-- 10) hri 	/ 4/ eic ià cc 

Name of Property Owner: 	if" 	 Pf 	(cc 	(.) C 	P4ip. 

Name of Applicant:  Cc's 	ô 	 )( \Aril  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 	  

Partner(s): 	  

APN: 

f: \depoMpplicai ion Packet \Statement of Financial Interest.doc Revised 12-03-04 
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Ms. Margo Wheeler 
City of Las Vegas 
731 S. 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

June 12, 2006 

\$1-0  

RE: Letter of Justification for the North side of Charleston Boulevard, Between 
9 th  and 10 th  Streets- General Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use: Variance to Residential Adjacency Standards and Site 
Development Plan Review; APN: 139-34-812-003; 139-34-810-101 thru 
105; 139-34-810-074 and 075 

Dear Margo: 

On behalf of our clients Glenda Shaw and Steve Gregory, please accept the 
application package for the 2.05 +/- acre property located on the north side of 
Charleston Boulevard, between 9 th  and 10 th  Streets. The proposal is a mixed-
use project consisting of 18,000 square feet of ground floor office and/or retail 
space, with 350 condominiums within two structures- one 14 story, 170 foot high 
building oriented toward the southwest corner of the parcel and a second 17 
story, 195 foot high building oriented toward the southwest corner of Garces and 
10 th  Street. The following applications are submitted with this request: 

1) General Plan Amendment from MXU to C for the entire site with the 
exception of APN: 139-34-812-003, which is currently designated 
Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan; 

2) Rezoning from Professional Office and Parking (P-R) to Limited 
Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810-102 and 103; High Density 
Residential (R-4) to Limited Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810- 
101; 

3) Special Use Permit for a Mixed Use Project in Limited Commercial (C-
1) for the entire property; 

4) Variance to Title 19.08.060 of the City of Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance 
Residential Adjacency standards to allow a setback of 45 feet from 
Single Family Residential (R-1), where 510 feet is required. 

5) Variance to Title 19.08, Table 3, Commercial District Development 
Standards to allow a maximum lot coverage of 56% where 50% is the 
maximum allowed. 

' 

GARCIA 
A Planning & Development Se; 'ices Corporation 

SUP-14339 
07/27106 PC 

7.4Yr 



Charleston & 10— June 6, 21. 
Ltr- Justification for CPA, ZON, SUP, VAR and SDR 
Page 2 of 10 

6) Variance to allow 624 parking spaces, where 634 are required to 
provide for some sort of future restaurant or café space. 

7) Site Development Plan Review for a Mixed Use Project in Limited 
Commercial (C-1). 

CURRENT LAND USE AND ZONING CONDITIONS  

The southern portion of the site is currently designated Commercial (C) on the 
City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map 
of the Redevelopment Plan; the remainder of the site is designated Mixed Use 
District (MXU). The entire block to the east, from Charleston Boulevard to 
Garces, between 10 th  and 11 th  Street is designated Commercial (C) as well as all 
the properties fronting along the south side of Charleston Boulevard are also 
designated Commercial(C). The blocks to the north and west of the site are all 
designated Mixed Use (MXU); in fact the entire area north of Charleston is shown 
for both Mixed Use and Commercial development. 

The majority of the subject site is already zoned Limited Commercial (C-1), the 
three remaining parcels on the southwest corner of Garces and 10 th  Street are 
Professional Offices and Parking (P-R) and High Density Residential (R-4). The 
overall zoning, pattern for the area is more intense General Commercial (C-2) to 
the east of 10`h  Street, Limited Commercial (C-1) to the south and a mixture of C-
1, P-R and R-1 to the north, with the majority of the properties developed as 
professional offices. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
Iitle 19.18.030 (I)  

The determinations for the Planning Commission and City Council for approval of 
a General Plan Amendment are as follows: 

D_1_5j s 

=3# 

1. 	The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is compatible with the existing adjacent land use 
designations; 

The entire area north of Charleston Boulevard is projected to be 
Commercial or Mixed Use Development as clearly shown on the 
Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map. In fact, 
all of the properties fronting along the north and south sides of the 
project, to the east and west, are all designated for Commercial (C), 
which allows mixed use projects. 

The subject site is designated both MXU and C; both allow mixed use 
projects with approval of a Special Use Permit. It was determined, 
through the pre-application process, that a General Plan Amendment 
was needed to prevent a split land use on the site, as it was being 
assembled into one project for the purposes of development. Either 
designating the entire site for MXU or C would be appropriate, 
however, as a result of a subsequent meeting with staff, changing the 
northern part of the property from MXU to C was preferable, as a 
consistent Commercial lam( use c'esignation would result along the 
south side of Garces from 9 1" to streets. 
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Essentially, there is no change in the density and intensity of permitted 
land uses as a result of this amendment to the General Plan, it will merely 
result in a consistent land use designation on the Redevelopment Plan 
Map; 

2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment 
will be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or zoning 
districts. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) zoning district is conforming 
to either the Mixed Use District (MXU) or Commercial (C) land use 
designations of the Redevelopment Plan Map. In fact, over 75% of the 
site is already zoned C-1. This application only applies to the three 
parcels along the northeast corner of the property. Therefore, it will 
result in a consistent zoning for the entire project. It is compatible with 
the C-1 zoned properties along the south side of Charleston 
Boulevard, and the General Commercial (C-2) properties to the east of 
10th  Street and south of Garces. 

3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other 
facilities to accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the 
proposed General Plan designation; and 

There are adequate facilities and utilities available to serve the needs 
of this property. It is a developed, in fill piece with services already in 
place. 

I co 
cza 
cc?..4  

IsJ —  

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

The General Plan Amendment and the related applications implement 
the following objectives of the Redevelopment Plan: 

A. The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either social or economic 
liabilities or both and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people, including among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building 
types, economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public 
improvements, inadequate parking facilities and inadequate 
utilization of land and public facilities. 

This block is in need of redevelopment as current development has 
been stagnant and become an eyesore to this area of the City. It will 
result in a modern, mixed use development that will result in additional 
reinvestment and redevelopment of other properties in the area. It will 
eliminate development which has resulted in a blighted area and 
provide an enhanced streetscape and vibrancy to development along 
the north side of the Charleston Boulevard corridor. 

B. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment Area: 
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The project has assembled eight of the eleven parcels in the block 
bounded by Garces to the north, 9th  Street to the west, 10th  Street 
to the east and Charleston Boulevard to the south. The only 
parcels that have not been acquired are the three parcels on the 
northwest corner of the block. The applicant has had discussions 
with these property owners. 

This assemblage will allow development of a modern mixed-use 
project envisioned by the Redevelopment plan. One of the 
companion items is a vacation of the public alleys on the site; 
vacation of the north-south alley will not incur any changes to 
access in terms of traffic flow or private access; the east-west alley 
will be relocated to allow for a more cohesive development and 
improved traffic flow. 

C. The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which or stagnant or improperly utilized; 

While this piece is developed, it has become stagnant, 
underutilized and is not contributing to the economic diversification 
and well-being of the City. 

D. The strengthening of retail, office, and other commercial and 
residential functions in the downtown area; 

This project will add much needed office space, retail uses and 
opportunities for people to live and work in this area of the City. It 
will enhance the vitality of this area and provide an impetus for 
other redevelopment projects to occur. 

E. The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of 
needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth; 

Modern mixed-use compact development, such as that proposed 
for this site, can do nothing but enhance the economic base of the 
redevelopment area. It will provide employment opportunities, 
stimulate new commercial and residential redevelopment in the 
area, and increase the tax base generated along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

In summary, this proposal meets the requirements for approval of a 
General Plan Amendment, as it will not increase the intensity or 
density of development in the area, since both current plan 
designations allow and encourage mixed use development. It also 
implements the long-term vision and objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan as it assembles underutilized and decaying 
parcels into a modern, compact mixed-use development that will re-
invigorate interest and future investment along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA- REZONING 
I itle 19.15.040 (K)  

The following are the criteria for approval of a proposed rezoning: 

1) The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) is a conforming zone change 
for both the Mixed-Use District (MXU) and Commercial (C) land use 
categories of the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan. 

2) The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by 
approving the rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

As previously stated, approximately 75% of the site is currently zoned 
C-1. This application only applies to the three parcels located on the 
more northeast corner of the site; it essentially a single zoning 
designation for the portion of the block that has been assembled by the 
applicant. 

3) Growth and development factors in the community indicate the 
need for or appropriateness of the rezoning. 

This area of the City, along the Charleston Boulevard corridor is ripe 
for redevelopment activity that will contribute to the economic base of 
the area. Current development on this site is in disrepair, stagnant, 
and has contributed to long term blight and decay. Rezoning the site 
to C-1, allowing for mixed use development, should result in 
stimulating additional redevelopment activity in the area. 

	

1 4) 	Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed zoning district. 

This action adds a small additional amount of C-1 property to the area. 
Street and highway facilities should provide adequate access and 
traffic carrying capacity; a traffic study will be provided to identify any 
additional improvements that will be needed. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
Title 18.1&060-(L)  

The following are the determinations to be made for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

1) 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is 
harmonious and compatible with existing surrounding land uses 
and with future surrounding land uses as projected by the 
General Plan; 

The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map shows that the entire area of 
the City north of this site and the Charleston Boulevard corridor, from 
Main Street to Bruce Street, up to Bonanza Road, is designated 
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predominately Commercial or for Mixed Use, which clearly indicates 
that modern, mixed use projects are a key component to encouraging 
reinvestment and redevelopment in this area of the City. The 
proposed use is oriented toward the Charleston Boulevard corridor, 
and should not be readily visible from the professional offices located 
to the north of the site. A line of sight drawing is included with this 
package, showing that only a small portion of the towers will be visible 
from some places within the John S. Park neighborhood to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the 
assemblages of parcels to promote the type and intensity of 
development to stimulate the economy of the downtown area. 

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

In terms of land use designation, a portion of the site is already 
designated for Commercial land uses; the remainder is MXU, which 
allows Service Commercial and General Commercial uses. In terms of 
the actual project proposed for the property, it can accommodate the 
proposed mix of residential and commercial uses, while providing all 
parking in a six level parking garage. Adequate on-site access will be 
provided to ensure free-flow of traffic movements and accommodate 
emergency services. 

3) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed use; and 

The surrounding street network should be adequate to provide access 
and traffic carrying capacity. A traffic study will be submitted to 
determine additional improvements that will be needed to 

	

I 	accommodate traffic and circulation needs. 

cz, 	4 	Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not 
-- 

	

--n 	 be inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and 

	

1J 	Cr) 

welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 
-J 

Approval of this Special Use Permit will implement the core vision and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan of the City of Las Vegas. It will _ 
spur economic activity; provide places for new and current residents to 
live, work, shop and play. It will lead to additional investment and 
needed redevelopment in the immediate area and other parcels 
located within the Redevelopment Plan area. Therefore, it will 
contribute to the overall well-being of the City, and enhance the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- VARIANCES  
TillWITTERMYT)  

The following is the substantive criterion for determining approval of variance 
applications: 
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cra cm,  
c:s 

Cr)  

FSZY vm.  

2) 	Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or 
shape of a specific piece of property at the time of the enactment 
of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any 
zoning regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property, a variance from that strict application 
may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the 
relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good, without substantial impairment of affected natural 
resources and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of any ordinance or resolution. 

There are three variances requested from the strict application of the 
Code. They are: 

19.08.060, the residential adjacency standards, which states that no 
non-residential building shall exceed the height of a line drawn from 
the property line of a protected property at a 3:1 slope directly into the 
property subject to the standards of the chapter. A 15 foot tall building 
can be constructed at the applicable setback line; any building height 
above the 15 feet must fall below the slope. 

There are two adjacent properties zoned R-1 in very close proximity to 
the site- 707 S. 9 th  Street, which is to the west of the 20 foot wide 
east/west alley and 630 S. 10th  Street, located on the northwest corner 
of Garces and 10 th  Street. We believe the variance is warranted for 
these reasons: 

a. Strict application of the Code standard would make it difficult for 
any reasonable commercial property to be built on the site without 
some variance to the standard. This development pattern is not a 
result of any action taken by the applicant, or their predecessor in 
title. Also, this and all the other surrounding properties are 
designated for Commercial or for Mixed Use Development, which 
should be a factor in determining the appropriateness of a variance 
application. 

b. While on its face the variance may seem excessive, it/s not in 
terms of factoring the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 
The long term vision of the plan is for re-planning and redeveloping 
stagnant areas of the City that no longer contribute to its tax or 
economic base. Therefore, the variance to allow a modern, 
forward-looking mixed use development should be considered. 

c. Paragraph 5.b. entitled Waiver, states any mixed-use development 
that contains a significant residential element is eligible for a waiver 
by the City Council. The gross building size of the project is 
393,250 square feet; of that, only 18.000 square feet is non-
residential space. Clearly, this is a residential driven project that 
given its importance to continued implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan should be considered for a waiver. 
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d. The boundaries of the Downtown Centennial Plan extend to one-
half block east of 6th  Street, north of Charleston Boulevard. This is 
only two blocks away from the western edge of this project. If the 
project were in the Downtown Centennial Plan, Code standards 
would not be automatically applied. This is, obviously, in close 
proximity to the Plan area, and when reviewing the Future Land 
Use Maps of the Downtown Plan, Redevelopment Plan and 
Southeast Sector of the General Plan, all allow and encourage 
either commercial or mixed-use development; there is no real 
difference of lying within, or outside the Downtown Plan boundaries 
in terms of actual land use. 

19.08- Figure 3- Commercial Development Standards allow a maximum 
building coverage of 50 °A), where 56% is requested. The variance is warranted 
for the following reasons: 

a. The six percent increase in lot coverage is minor and will not result 
in any detriment to the overall health, safety and general welfare to 
this area of the City. 

b. As previously identified, the site is in close proximity to the area 
covered by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan, 
where the automatic application of Code standards is not applied. 

Title 19.10, Parking Requirements states that for a restaurant, café, tavern, bar 
and eating establishment, one space for each 50 square feet of public seating 
area, plus one space for each 200 square feet of the total remaining GFA, with a 
minimum of 10 spaces. Based on the minimum 10 spaces, a variance is 
requested to allow 624 spaces where 634 are required. The variance is 
warranted for the following reasons: 

1) The provided 624 spaces accommodate the 350 condominium units, 
based on a mix of 300 one bedroom and 50 two bedroom units and 
18,000 square feet of commercial, based on the 1/175 square feet 
required by Code. It is not know at this time, if a restaurant will be 
included in the ground floor space, or how much square footage it will 
need. The variance is intended to "free up" some parking to 
accommodate a future eating/drinking establishment. 

2) Normally in the downtown area, the goal is to provide at least one 
parking space per unit and one space/3,000 square feet of retail area. 
The provided parking exceeds this goal. 

3) The parking standards of the City of Las Vegas do not account for 
shared, or captured trips in a mixed use environment. This should also 
be taken into consideration when examining the parking standards for 
this type of proposal. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 
line 19.18.050 (E)  

The following criteria are to be considered for approval of a Site Development 
Plan Review: 
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1) The proposed development is compatible with adjacent 
development and development in the area; 

While the predominant existing development pattern to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard is a mixture of professional office and some 
remaining single family units, the Redevelopment Plan encourages 
mixed-use as a major tool for redevelopment. Also, the project is 
constructed so as to not encourage any cut-through traffic for the 
businesses north of Charleston, or any of the residential 
neighborhoods south of Charleston Boulevard. The parcels to the east 
are zoned C-2, which not only allows mixed use with a special use 
permit, but more intense commercial uses as well. 

2) The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, 
this title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and 
Buffer Standards an other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards: 

The project is in substantial accordance with development related 
ordinances of the City. All landscaping, open space and required 
recreational amenities for a project of this size and scale will be 
provided. The variances to the residential adjacency standards, 
parking and building coverage are reasonable and not beyond the 
scope of the type of intensity and density that will be needed to 
reinvigorate this area of the City. 

3) Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic; 

All access will be directed to Charleston Boulevard, to minimize any 
impacts to business owners or residents in the area. The north/south 
alley, if vacated, will continue to operate as it currently does, in terms 
of access and traffic flow. 

Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and 
for the City 

The buildings will be constructed of Low E clear glass, vision and 
spandrel glazing in aluminum framed curtain walls, with storefront retail 
glazing. This will be an exciting, vibrant addition to this area of the 
City, spurring additional redevelopment and reinvestment in the area. 
Therefore, the building and landscape material effectively implement 
the long-term vision of the Redevelopment Plan. 

5) 	Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural 
and aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or 
obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly and aesthetically 
pleasing environment, and are harmonious and compatible with 
the area 

The existing development on the property is unsightly, undesirable and 
obnoxious in appearance, which has led to an overall decay along the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. This project will bring an attractive, 
exciting environment to Charleston Boulevard and will be an important 
first step in changing the face of this area of the City. 
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6) 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

The redevelopment of this area is in the highest interest of all resident 
of the City  of Las Vegas. Making the Redevelopment Plan objectives a 
reality  will bring new development, new investment and a new, much 
needed vibrant atmosphere to this area. 

SUMMARY 
In summary, we believe this project will be the impetus for the north side of the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. It assembles parcels that are stagnant, 
underutilized and in need of redevelopment into an exciting mixed-use project 
that will spur future redevelopment activity. The intent is to enhance the 
environment of the business owners to the north, while having minimal impacts, 
in terms of views, traffic and shading to the John S. Park neighborhood to the 
South. It is the first step in implementing the overall objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan along the north side of Charleston Boulevard. 

We respectfully ask for your favorable consideration of this project; please do not 
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Singerely, 

- --- 
David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

GCG:mj 
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PAUL A EDWARDS 
WORKERS COMPENbATION AVMINISTRATOR 

July 26, 2006 PERSONAL 1NJUKY AND WORKER'S 

COMPENSATION LAW 

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
LAW OFFICES 

631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 
GEORGE T. BOCHANIS, ESQ. 
ADAM L. MUSLUSKY, ESQ. 
ALLAN P. CAPPS, ESQ. 

TELEPHONE (702) 388-2005 
FACSIMILE (702) 388.0484 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: GPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

I have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the corner of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any access we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

434p 
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The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project, I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant. Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning commission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTBjh 



July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

I am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 10 th  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South 11th  Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
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Thiriot 1977 Trust 
621 So. 9th St. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
July 30, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 
Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 14345, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Thiriot 
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0/41 txt 1/44 ves44 Agenda Item No.: 75. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ['Consent El Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
VACATION 

VAC-12884 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: STEVE 
GREGORY - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC. - Petition to Vacate public 
alleys generally located south of Garces Avenue, between 9th Street and 10th Street, Ward 5 
(Weekly). NOTE: As of August 6, 2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). Staff 
recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-2 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-2 vote) recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 23 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 6; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 1; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, GARY REESE, 
STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); (Did Not Vote-
LARRY BROWN); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - VAC-12884- APPLICANT: STEVE GREGORY - 
OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC. 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-2/se/sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

I. 	The limits of this Vacation shall be all portions of the public alleys south of Garces 
Avenue, north of Charleston Boulevard, between 9th Street and 10th Street. 

If any portion of the alley is proposed to remain public, provide a plan for approval by the 
City Engineer indicating an alternative alley access route providing a legal through-access 
for this alley. Such alley access shall be dedicated prior to recordation of an Order of 
Vacation for this alleyway. The proposed alternative shall provide a turning radius 
acceptable to the City Traffic Engineer. 

3. Provide a plan showing how the right-of-way proposed to be vacated will be incorporated 
into the abutting properties, including the property not controlled by the applicant (if 
applicable), so that an un-maintained "no-man's land" area is not produced by this action. 
The required plan shall identify exactly who is responsible to reclaim each portion of right-
of-way and exactly how the right-of-way will be reclaimed, and shall provide a schedule of 
when such reclamation will occur. Such plan shall be approved by the City Engineer prior 
to the recordation of the Order of Vacation or the submittal of any construction drawings 
adjacent to or overlying the area requested for vacation, whichever may occur first. 

4. A sanitary sewer relocation/abandonment plan must be approved by the Department of 
Public Works. If relocation is proposed, the relocated sewer lines must be constructed and 
active prior to the recordation of the Order of Vacation. Alternatively, public sewer 
easements shall be retained through this Petition of Vacation. 

5. A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the 
Department of Public Works prior to the recordation of the Order of Vacation for this 
application or appropriate drainage easements shall be reserved. 

6. All public improvements, if any, adjacent to and in conflict with this vacation application 
are to be modified, as necessary, at the applicant's expense prior to the recordation of an 
Order of Vacation. 
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7. Approval of a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-14349) application for development 
of the abutting parcels prior to the recordation of an Order of Vacation. 

8. Reservation of easements for the facilities of the various utility companies together with 
reasonable ingress thereto and egress there from shall be provided if required. 

9. All development shall be in conformance with code requirements and design standards of 
all City Departments. 

10. The Order of Vacation shall not be recorded until all of the conditions of approval have 
been met provided, however, that conditions requiring modification of public 
improvements may be fulfilled for purposes of recordation by providing sufficient security 
for the performance thereof in accordance with the Subdivision Ordinance of the City of 
Las Vegas. City Staff is empowered to modify this application if necessary because of 
technical concerns or because of other related review actions as long as current City 
right-of-way requirements are still complied with and the intent of the vacation application 
is not changed. If applicable, a five foot wide easement for public streetlight and fire 
hydrant purposes shall be retained on all vacation actions abutting public street corridors 
that will remain dedicated and available for public use. Also, if applicable and where 
needed, public easement corridors and sight visibility or other easements that 
would/should cross any right-of-way or easement being vacated must be retained. 

11. If the Order of Vacation is not recorded within one (1) year after approval by the City of 
Las Vegas or an Extension of Time is not granted by the Planning Director, then approval 
will terminate and a new petition must be submitted. 

The south part of the north/south alley shall retain access to the property at the southeast 
corner of Garces Avenue and 9th Street. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a Petition to Vacate public alleys generally located south of Garces Avenue, between 
Ninth Street and Tenth Street. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A mixed-use development is planned for the block that contains the two alleys; this item will be 
heard concurrently with this Vacation request. The proposed Vacation would not result in a 
conflict with any existing City requirements. It is recommended that the request be denied, as 
the recommendation for the related items is for denial; however, if approved and a portion of the 
alley between Ninth and Tenth Streets is not vacated, the applicant must provide an additional 
plan showing how the right-of-way proposed to be vacated will be incorporated into the abutting 
properties, in order to eliminate a potential "no-man's land." 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residence), R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence), R-4 (Apartment Residence), P-R 
(Professional Offices and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) at 715 and 717 South Ninth Street, 714 and 716 South 
Tenth Street, and 911 East Charleston Boulevard. The Planning Commission and 
staff recommended approval. 

10/03/95 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0060-95) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residence) to P-R (Professional Offices and Parking) at 711 South Ninth Street. 
The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval. 

07/05/01 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0002-01) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking), a Variance (V-0002-01) to 
allow 9 parking spaces where 19 spaces is the minimum required and to allow a 
lot width of 50 feet where 60 feet is the minimum required, a Variance (V-0006- 
01) to allow a zero-foot corner side yard setback where 15 feet is the minimum 
required and to allow a five-foot side yard setback where Residential Adjacency 
Standards require a 90-foot setback, and a Site Development Plan Review 
1Z-0002-01(1)1 for a proposed 7,066 square foot office building and for a waiver 
of the landscaping requirements on 0.17 acres at 701 South Ninth Street. The 
Planning Commission recommended denial of all requests. Staff recommended 
approval of the Rezoning and denial of all other requests. 
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05/25/06 	The Planning Commission held this item in abeyance to the 07/27/06 Planning 
Commission meeting in order to allow the Vacation to be considered concurrently 
with related applications. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON- 
14338, VAR-14347, SUP-14339 and denial of GPA-14325, VAR-14342, VAR-
14345 and SDR-14349 concurrently with this application. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 5-2/se/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #23/ff). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

A pre-application conference is not required for a Vacation application request. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting with 33 citizens in attendance was held in conjunction 
with the related applications for this project. Area residents were generally in 
support of the project and the associated vacation. Concerns included parking, 
traffic, noise, potential street closure, sewer capacity, power service, reflective 
glass, shadows, and the need for dog walking facilities. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

The area to be vacated is legally described as being a portion of the South Half (S1/2) of the 
Southwest Quarter (SW1/4) of the Southeast Quarter (SP%) of Section 34, Township 20 South, 
Range 61 East, M.D.M. 
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ANALYSIS 

A) Planning discussion 

The subject vacation request would relinquish the City's interest in one 20-foot wide alley 
between Garces Avenue and Gass Avenue separating properties along Ninth Street and 
Tenth Street, and in one 15-foot wide alley between Ninth Street and Tenth Street. A 
mixed-use project is proposed for this block and will be heard concurrently with this item. 

The applicant does not own the three parcels located at the southeast comer of Ninth Street 
and Garces Avenue. The site plan included with the submittal indicates that the portion of 
the alley adjacent to these three parcels may not need to be vacated, and that a new alley 
may be dedicated south of these parcels. As a condition of approval, the applicant must 
provide a plan showing how the right-of-way proposed to be vacated will be incorporated 
into the abutting properties, in order to eliminate a potential "no-man's land." With 
approval of the planned development, the remaining portion of the alleys would not be 
necessary. 

B) Public Works discussion 

The following information is presented concerning this request to vacate certain public 
street rights-of-way: 

A. 	Does this vacation request result in uniform or non-uniform right-of-way widths? 
Uniform, as it is to vacate the full width of the public alleys south of Garces Avenue 
between 9th Street and 10th Street. 

B. From a traffic handling viewpoint will this vacation request result in a reduced traffic 
handling capability? No, as the alleys only provide rear access to parcels. 

C. Does it appear that the vacation request involves only excess right-of-way? No. 

D. Does this vacation request coincide with development plans of the adjacent parcels? Yes, 
Zoning Reclassification ZON-14338 and Site Development Plan Review SDR-14349. 

E. Does this vacation request eliminate public street access to any abutting parcel? No. 

F. Does this vacation request result in a conflict with any existing City requirements? No. 

G. Does the Department of Public Works have an objection to this vacation request? No. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	16 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	12 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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GARNE'TTE Y KLUKOSKE 
Notary Pbic. State of Nevada 

oont No. 05978751 
vrA es June 13, 2009 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: VAC-12884  APN 	""3 ea/02-603 

S-feveivl - 
Name of Applicant: 	S 1A/0 Ce. 11 )12-v-  rA. 	(2.y /7  '2-L L-L('  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, or 
an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

[7] Yes 	 110q;) 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN 

Signature of Property Owner: 

Name of Property Owner: 

Print Name: Stt2 ve/yi 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This ,Vdday of (tip 	, 20  CC0 

W/A1 	7)-kb416`~- 
iblic in nd for saicYCountv and State Notary Public in nd for sai&County and State 

fAcleNt\Application l'acke0Statement of Financial Interest.pdf Revised 12-03-04 
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VAC-12884 - APPLICANT: STEVE GREGORY - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC. 
PUBLIC ALLEYS GENERALLY LOCATED SOUTH OF GARCES AVENUE, BETWEEN 9TH STREET AND 10TH 
STREET 
SEPTEMBER 7, 2006 PLANNING COMMISSION 

05/05/06 
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05/05/06 



April 7, 2006 

City of Las Vegas 
Planning Department 
731 S. 4th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

ROG CJ EMEYER 

ENGINEERS • PLANNERS + SURVEYORS 

L ANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 

gware 
t Coordinator 

Attention: 	Planner 

RE: CHARLESTON AND GASS ALLEY WAY VACATION, PDG PROJECT 
NO. 05106-C, CLV APPLICATION FOR VACATION OF ALLEY WAYS 
ADJACENT TO CILARLES'TON AND GASS 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter is to serve as a formal request for the vacation of the alley ways 
adjacent to parcel 139-34-812-003 at Charleston Boulevard and Gass Avenue. 

The vacation of the alley ways is being requested to utilize the unused space for 
the sole purpose of constructing a commercial subdivision as alley ways are not required 
for any access to properties. 

If you have any additional questions in regards to this request, please do not 
hesitate to contact me directly at 702-255-8100. 

Sincerely, 

POGWIEYER DESIGN GROUP, INC. 

1:105106- Charleston and Gass\ vacation just ltr.doc. 

VAC-12884 
05125/06 PC 

2601 North Tenaya Way 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89 I 28 

(702; 255-8100 

FAX1702) 255-8375 

ernati pclg- Iv(ippcig -Iv corn 



NOTE: THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTATION 

WAS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BEFORE 

OR AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

ON THIS ITEM WHICH IS NOW APPEARING 

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 
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PAUL A. EDWARDS 
WORKER 's COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATOR 

July 26, 2006 PERSONAL INJURY AND WORKER'S 

COMPENSATION LAW 

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
LAW OFFICES 

631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 
GEORGE T. BOCHANIS, ESQ, 
ADAM L. MUSLUSKY, ESQ. 
ALLAN P CAPPS, ESQ.  

TELEPHONE (702) 388-2005 
FACSIMILE (702)388-0484 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: GPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

I have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the corner of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any acccss we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

434p 
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GEORGE T.  BOCHAN1S 
LAW OPIP1( ES 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
Page Two 

The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project - 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project, I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant. Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning commission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTB.jh 



July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 10th  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South 11 th  Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 

PBW/cf 

--.) 	1-- 
F ,531 

g 

• 	 Cal 

; 

1 	 tss 	 :• 

..173 

ITEM #  Ø-50  

CASE # 	  
PC MTG  7 27 (J(  



AUG 0 3 2006 Thiriot 1977 Trust 
621 So. 9th St. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
July 30, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 
Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 1434S, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Thiriot 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 EConsent El Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-14325, ZON-14338, VAR-
14342, VAR-134345, VAR-14347 AND SUP-14339 

SDR-14349 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CASINO 
CENTER PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL - 
Request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 350 RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM UNITS AND 
18,000 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA WITHIN ONE 14-STORY AND 
ONE 17-STORY BUILDING, AND A WAIVER OF THE RESIDENTIAL ADJACENCY 
REQUIREMENTS on 2.05 acres at the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard and 10th 
Street (APNs 139-34-810-101 through 105, 074, and 075; and 139-34-812-003), R-4 (High 
Density Residential) Zone, P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone and C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone], Ward 5 (Weekly). NOTE: 
As of August 6, 2006 this item is located in Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (4-3 
vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

3 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (4-3 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 09-07-06 Planning Commission Meeting Item 24 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve subject to conditions amending Condition 2, 3 and 
13 and adding the following as read for the record as follows: 

2. This approval shall be void one year from the date of final approval, unless a building permit 
has been issued for the principal building on the site. An Extension of Time may be filed for 
consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

3. All development shall be in conformance with the site plan, landscape plan, and building 
elevations, date stamped 06/13/06, except as amended by conditions herein. A new site plan 
including ground floor restaurant use shall be submitted to provide parking within an additional 
level to meet all Code requirements. 

13. A Comprehensive Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted to the Planning and 
Development Department for review and approval prior to the issuance of any building permits. 
The Construction Staging Plan shall include the following information: Design and location of 
construction trialer(s); design and location of construction fencing; all proposed temporary 
construction signage; location of materials staging area; and the location and design of parking 
for all construction workers. Construction stage and access shall cause minimal destruction to 
the free flow of traffic along Charleston Boulevard, Gass, Garces, 9th and 10th Street. 

A. The property at 712 10th Street shall be demolished within 30 days. 

B. During the construction phase of the project, the applicant shall construct the parking garage 
as the first phase of the project to provide onsite parking for employees subject to the 
requirements of the Building Code. 

C. During the construction phase the applicant shall provide a contact person, email address and 
telephone number to the Council ward office and Planning and Devleoprnent Department as a 
24-hour contact. 

D. The hours of operation of construction shall be limited to 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. 

E. A safety barrier to ensure the protection of abutting properties be constructed subject to 
approval of Building Code requirements. 

F. A shadow study shall be prepared and submitted to the Planning and Development 
Department prior to the commencement of construction. 

G. Pursuant to Municipal Code provisions, provide a plan to be approved by Parking 
Enforcement prior to the issuance of permits whereby any vehicles of contractors or employees 
associated with this development may be towed if they are parked along the street adjacent to 
property not owned by this applicant. 

H. Within one year after a certificate of occupancy is issued, coordinate with the Traffic 
Engineer to determine if additional signalization is required in the neighborhood as a result of 
this development, the developer shall be responsible for the total cost of all signalization required 
or recommended by the Traffic Engineer. 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 69 for a combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 69 - 76 and related backup. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SDR-14349 - APPLICANT: CASINO CENTER 
PROPERTIES - OWNER: CASINO CENTER PROPERTIES, LLC, ET AL 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN REESE. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (4-3/1d/sd/rt vote) and staff recommend DENIAL. 

Plannink and Development 

1. 	Conformance to the Conditions for Rezoning (ZON-14338), Variances (VAR-14342, 
VAR-14345, VAR-14347), Special Use Permit (SUP-14339) and Vacation (VAC-12884) 
if approved. 

This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless a building 
permit has been issued for the principal building on the site. An Extension of Time may 
be filed for consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 

3. All development shall be in conformance with the site plan, landscape plan, and building 
elevations, date stamped 06/13/06, except as amended by conditions herein. 

4. A Waiver from Title 19.08.060 is hereby approved, to exempt the development from 
compliance with the Residential Adjacency proximity slope requirements. 

5. Revised elevations for the parking structure shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Planning and Development Department, prior to the time application is made for a 
building permit, to include additional architectural elements on the west façade of the 
parking structure. 

6. A technical landscape plan, signed and sealed by a Registered Architect, Landscape 
Architect, Residential Designer or Civil Engineer, must be submitted prior to or at the 
same time application is made for a building permit. A permanent underground sprinkler 
system is required, and shall be permanently maintained in a satisfactory manner; the 
landscape plan shall include irrigation specifications. The technical landscape plan shall 
demonstrate compliance with the tree-spacing requirement for the buffer areas along the 
alleyways in accordance with Title 19.12. 

7. No turf shall be permitted in the non-recreational common areas, such as medians and 
amenity zones in this development. 
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8. Pre-planting and post-planting landscape inspections are required to ensure the appropriate 
plant material, location, size of planters, and landscape plans are being utilized. The 
Planning and Development Department must be contacted to schedule an inspection prior 
to the start of the landscape installation and after the landscape installation is completed. 
A certificate of occupancy will not be issued or the final inspection will not be approved 
until the landscape inspections have been completed. 

9. Reflective glazing at the pedestrian level is prohibited. Glazing above the pedestrian level 
shall be limited to a maximum reflectance rating of 22% (as defined by the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology). 

10. All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in views 
from the abutting streets. 

11. All utility boxes exceeding 27 cubic feet in size shall meet the standards of LVMC Title 
19.12.040. 

12. Lighting on the exterior of buildings shall be shielded and shall be downward-directed. 
Non-residential property lighting shall be directed away from residential property or 
screened, and shall not create fugitive lighting on adjacent properties. 

13. A Comprehensive Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted to the Planning and 
Development Department for review and approval prior to the issuance of any building 
permits. The Construction Staging Plan shall include the following information: Design 
and location of construction trailer(s); design and location of construction fencing; all 
proposed temporary construction signage; location of materials staging area; and the 
location and design of parking for all construction workers. 

14. Prospective buyers shall be informed that views may be obscured by future adjacent 
development and this information shall be included in project CC & R's. 

15. Prior to the submittal of a building permit application, the applicant shall meet with 
Planning and Development Department staff to develop a comprehensive address plan for 
the subject site. A copy of the approved address plan shall be submitted with any future 
building permit applications related to the site. 

16. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City Departments must be 
satisfied, except as modified herein. 

Public Works 

17. Landscape and maintain all unimproved rights-of-way, if any, adjacent to this site. 
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18. Submit an Encroachment Agreement for all landscaping and private improvements, if any, 
located within the public rights-of-way adjacent to this site prior to occupancy of this site. 

19. Obtain an Occupancy Permit from the Nevada Department of Transportation for all 
landscaping and private improvements in the Charleston Boulevard public right-of-way 
adjacent to this site prior to the issuance of any permits. 

20. Driveways shall be designed, located and constructed in accordance with Standard 
Drawing #222a. 

21. All private improvements and landscaping installed with this project shall be situated and 
maintained so as to not create sight visibility obstructions for vehicular traffic at all 
development access drives and abutting street intersections. 

22. Meet with the Clark County School District to discuss the impact this site plan has on the 
District's schools, and to identify possible methods to mitigate the impacts. 

23. Site development to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for Zoning 
Reclassification ZON-14338 and all other applicable site-related actions. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Site Development Plan Review for a proposed mixed-use development 
consisting of 350 residential condominium units and 18,000 square feet of commercial floor area 
within one 14-story and one 17-story tower building, and a Waiver of the Residential Adjacency 
Standards on 2.05 acres at the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard and 10 th  Street. The 
following associated cases will be considered concurrently with this request: GPA-14325, ZON-
14338, VAR-14342, VAR-14345, VAR-14347, SUP-14339, and VAC-12884. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposed development complies with many of the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning district 
standards, but requires a Waiver from Residential Adjacency Standards, and Variances from 
parking requirements, lot coverage requirements, and the building stepback requirement. While 
the project will assist in the redevelopment of the area, the scale of the project is greater any 
other development in the immediate vicinity and the number of deviations from zoning 
requirements suggests that the intensity of the project is inappropriate for the site. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/03/72 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0026-72) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) for the parcel at 717 South 
9th  Street. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request on 
04/13/72. 

04/26/79 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0027-79) to allow a 
group care home for 16 residents on the property at 700 S. 10 th  Street. 

09/27/84 	The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Variance (V-0103-84) to allow a 
beauty shop where such use is not allowed on the property located at 717 S. 9 th  
Street. 

02/06/91 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0150-90) from R-1 (Single Family 
Residential), R-3 (Medium-Density Residential), R-4 (High-Density Residential), 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) to C-1 
(Limited Commercial) for five of the parcels that comprise the subject 
development. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request 
on 01/10/91. 
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09/07/06 	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON- 
14338, VAR-14347, SUP-14339, VAC-12884 and denial of GPA-14325, VAR-
14342 and VAR-14345 concurrently with this application. 

09/07/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-3/1d/sd/rt to recommend DENIAL (PC Agenda 
Item #24/ff). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the General 
Plan designation for the site, rezoning requirements, parking requirements, 
residential adjacency requirements, and general development standards. In 
addition, issues were discussed relative to the configuration of the alley. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

07/05/06 	A neighborhood meeting was held by the applicant at the Las Vegas Senior 
Center; 33 residents attended the meeting. The following concerns were raised at 
the meeting: 
• Concern about the reduction in parking; 
• Concern about the residential adjacency waiver and impact of building 

shadows on the residential neighborhood to the south; 
• Concern about traffic impacts on the neighborhood to the north; 
• Concern about construction noise; 
• Concern about sewer capacity; 
• Concern about power availability; 
• Concern about the provision of recreation space for residents of the project; 
• Concern about public transportation access and bus turnout facilities; and 
• Concern about the impacts of reflective glazing and whether or not the 

building would be LEED certified. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 	2.05 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: Single-Family Residential Use 

Office Use 
General Commercial Use 

North: 	Office Use 
South: 	Office Use 

General Commercial Use 
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East: 

West: 

Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 
General Commercial Use 
Single-Family Residential Use 
Office Use 

C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: C (Commercial) 

MXU (Mixed-Use) [Proposed: C (Commercial)] 
North: 	MXU (Mixed-Use) 
South: 	C (Commercial) 
East: 	 C (Commercial) 
West: 	MXU (Mixed-Use) 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: R-4 (High-Density Residential) 

P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) [Proposed: C-1(Limited Commercial)] 

North: 	R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

South: 	C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
East: 	 R-4 (High-Density Residential) 

P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 

West: 	R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
P-R (Professional Office and Parking) 

E) General Plan Compliance 

The subject site is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan area, and 
has C (Commercial) and MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designations; the applicant has filed 
a General Plan Amendment (GPA-14325) to change the land use designation on the 
entire development parcel to C (Commercial). The C (Commercial) designation allows 
uses comparable to the 0 (Office), SC (Service Commercial) and GC (General 
Commercial) land use categories. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General description of proposed project. 
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ANALYSIS 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

A I) Development Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.08, the following Development Standards apply to the subject 
ronosal: 

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance  
MM. Lot Size 	 N/A 	 2.05 Acres 	N/A  
Min. Lot Width 	 100 Feet 	 300 Feet 	 Y  
MM. Setbacks 
• Front (Charleston) 	 20 Feet 	 20 Feet 	Y 
• Front (Garces) 	 20 Feet 	25 Feet (approx.) 	Y 
• Corner (9ffi) 	 15 Feet 	 15 Feet 	Y 

• Corner (10th ) 	 15 Feet 	 15 Feet 	Y 

• Rear 	 20 Feet 	 20 Feet 	Y 

Max. Lot Coverage 	 50% 	 56% 	 N  
Max. Building Height 	 N/A 	17 Stories/195 	N/A 

Feet  
Trash Enclosure 	 Wall/roof 	 Interior 	 Y  
Loading Zone 	 2 Spaces 	 2 Spaces 	 Y  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	Not indicated 	Not indicated 

The proposed development complies with minimum lot width and setback 
requirements, and will provide an adequate number of loading spaces. The project 
exceeds lot coverage requirements; the applicant has submitted a Variance (VAR-
14345) application to address this issue. No information has been provided relative 
to the screening of mechanical equipment; all equipment shall be screened in 
accordance with the Commercial Development Standards. 

A2) Residential Adjacency Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.08, the following Residential Adjacency Standards apply to the 
subject proposal: 

a) Proximity slope. Per the definition listed in Title 19.08.060, protected 
properties are located immediately west and north of the subject site. At a 
height of 195 feet, the east tower would need to be located a minimum of 585 
feet from either protected property; the tower is located approximately 90 feet 
from the property to the north, and 75 feet from the property to the west. The 
south tower, at a height of 170 feet, would need to be a minimum of 510 feet 
from either protected property; it is located approximately 360 feet from the 
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protected property to the north and 205 feet from the property to the west. 
The garage structure is also subject to the proximity slope requirements, and 
would need to either be reduced in height or be located further away from the 
protected property to the west. The applicant has requested a Waiver from the 
proximity slope requirement. 

b) Building setback. Title 19.08.060 requires that any commercial structure be 
located to the same minimum setback as required of the protected property. In 
this case, the structure would need to be located a minimum of 15 feet from 
the protected property; the structure complies with the minimum setback 
requirements. 

A3) Parking and Traffic Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.10, the following Parking Standards apply to the subject 
ronosal: 

	

Required 	 Provided 
Uses 	 GFA 	

R 	 c Parkinu 	 Parking  
atio  

	

Regular 	Handicap 	Regular 	Handicap  
Retail 	18,000 	1/175 GFA 	103 

SF  
Residential 
• 1 Bedroom 	300 	1.25/unit 	375 
• 2 Bedroom 	50 	1.75/unit 	88 
• Guest 	 1/6 units 	58 

Total: 624 13 624 2% of 
total (13 
spaces) 

Based on the numbers provided by the applicant, the development will conform to 
Title 19.10 parking requirements if all of the commercial space is utilized for retail 
uses. The applicant has requested the flexibility to development some of the 
commercial space for restaurant uses, and has requested a Variance (VAR-14347) 
for an extra 11 parking spaces. 

A4) Landscape and Open Space Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.12, the following Landscape Standards apply to the subject 
proposal: 

Standards 	
Required 	Provided 

Ratio 	 Trees  
Parking Area 	 1 Tree/6 Spaces 	0 Trees 	0 Trees  
Buffer: 
• Min. Trees (alley-east) 	1 Tree/20 Linear Feet 	8 Trees 	4 Trees 
• Min. Trees (alley-south) 	1 Tree/30 Linear Feet 	5 Trees 	5 Trees 

• Min. Zone Width 	 8 Feet 	 13-20 Feet 
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No parking area landscaping is required, as all parking spaces are located within a 
parking structure. The buffers along the alleyways exceed the minimum buffer 
width requirements. The number of trees in the buffer on the east side of the alley 
does not meet the minimum requirements, while the number of trees in the buffer 
on the south side of the alley is consistent with code requirements. 

A5) Sign Standards 

No information has been provided relative to the signage that is proposed for the 
project; all signage shall be subject to the requirements of Title 19.14. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

• Zoning 

The properties that comprise the development site are intended to be rezoned to C-1 
(Limited Commercial). The proposed commercial uses are permitted by right under 
the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning; the residential use is permitted upon approval 
of a Special Use Permit. While the proposed development will comply with setback 
requirements, the applicant has requested Variances for lot coverage, building stepback 
requirements, and parking requirements. In addition, the applicant has requested a 
Waiver from Residential Adjacency Standards to allow the tower structures to 
encroach into the required proximity slope. 

• Site Plan 

The site plan depicts the 14-story tower building located at the south side of the 
property, and the I7-story tower building located on the east side of the property. A 
multi-story parking structure is located between the structures, and will have an 
entrance on 9th Street and an entrance on 10th Street. The alley will be reconfigured 
to accommodate the development; a Vacation (VAC-12884) application has been 
submitted to address the relocation of the alley. A service area, including loading 
spaces and a trash area, will be located on the bottom floor of the east tower building, 
and will have direct access from the alley. Streetscape treatment will be provided 
along all public street frontages, and will include palm trees spaced approximately 30 
feet on center along the sidewalk areas. 

• Waivers 

The applicant has requested a Waiver from the proximity slope requirement of the 
Residential Adjacency Standards. Title 19.08.060(B)(5) allows a Waiver from the 
requirement for any mixed-use project with a significant residential element. As the 
residential use will occupy most of the square footage of the structures, the project 
qualifies for the submittal of the Waiver request. 
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The development site is located in an area that is transitioning from single-family 
residential uses to professional office and commercial uses. Properties surrounding the 
subject site have a MXU (Mixed-Use) land use designation, and properties along 
Charleston Boulevard have a C (Commercial) land use designation. As the long-range 
plan for the area is to allow the transition to office and commercial uses, the request for 
the Waiver may be justified. 

• Landscape Plan 

The landscape plan depicts buffer areas along the alleyways at the rear of the property; 
the remainder of the site will be covered with hardscape. The width of the buffer areas 
conforms to minimum requirements; additional trees will be required in the buffer area 
along the east side of the alley. 

• Elevation 

The submitted elevations depict a retail arcade at the base of both tower buildings, 
which will enliven the streetscape and will provide visibility for the commercial 
tenants. The upper stories of the tower buildings include planar stucco elements with 
punched window openings, juxtaposed with curtain wall glazing for the remainder of 
the facade. Horizontal balconies will be utilized on both buildings. In addition, each 
building features a rounded tower element facing Charleston Boulevard. The tower 
buildings are located so as to screen most of the parking structure, although the west 
façade of the structure will be visible from 9th Street. While the elevations are 
generally in conformance with the Commercial Development Standards, additional 
detailing may be required on the parking structure elevations. 

• Floor Plan 

The ground floor of the development depicts retail space facing the Gass Avenue and 
10th Street frontages, with a central plaza area facing the Charleston Boulevard 
frontage. All retail spaces will have direct access from the public sidewalks, which 
will enhance the pedestrian environment. 

FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Site Development Plan application, per Title 19.18.050 the Planning 
Commission and/or City Council must affirm the following: 
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1. "The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and 
development in the area;" 

The proposed development will exceed the scale and massing of any existing development 
within the immediate neighborhood. While the project demonstrates a thoughtful mixture 
of uses that will enliven and enhance the streetscape surrounding the project, the height 
and intensity of the project is greater than adjacent development. 

2. "The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, Title 19, the 
Landscape, Wall and Buffer Standards, and other duly-adopted City Plans, policies 
and Standards;" 

The proposed uses are in compliance with the General Plan, and the project will advance 
redevelopment within the existing urban area. However, the project requires a Waiver and 
several Variances from Title 19 requirements. 

3. "Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent roadways or 
neighborhood traffic;" 

The site immediately abuts Charleston Boulevard, a 100-Foot Primary Arterial as 
designated on the Master Plan of Streets and Highways, and has adequate capacity to serve 
the proposed development. The remainder of the site is bordered by 70- and 80-foot wide 
local streets, which may be impacted by the intensity of the development plan. 

4. "Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the areas and for the City;" 

The proposed building materials and landscape materials are appropriate for the immediate 
area and for the City, and are generally in compliance with the Commercial Development 
Standards. 

5. "Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural and aesthetic 
features are not unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly 
and aesthetically pleasing environment; and are harmonious and compatible with 
development in the area;" 

Adequate care has been exercised in the composition of the building elevations, although 
additional detailing may be required on the parking structure elevations. While there is 
adequate variation in the façade elements of the tower buildings, the overall massing far 
exceeds that of the structures in the immediate area. 
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protect the public health, safety and 6. 	"Appropriate measures are taken to secure and 
general welfare." 

The development will be subject to permit reviews, 
protect public health, safety, and general welfare. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	295 by Planning Dept 

APPROVALS 	 3 

PROTESTS 	 1 

and adequate measures will be taken to 

17 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
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SDR 14349  
Casino Center 
Properties   	_ 

NWC Charleston 
& 10th 

Proposed 350 unit condominium development.  

Traffic produced by proposed development:  

DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATE/# 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	RES. CONDO/TOWNHOUSE [DWELL] 	350 	5.86 	2,051 
(ADT) 	_ 	 - 
AM Peak Hour 	 0.44 	154  	_ 
PM Peak Hour 	 0.52 	182  
(heaviest 60 minutes) 	 , 

DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATEM—  TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	 SHOPPING CENTER [1000 SF] 	 18 	42.94 	773 
(ADT)  
AM Peak Hour 	 1.03 	19  	 _ 
PM Peak Hour 	 3.75 	68 	. 

(heaviest 60 minutes) 	 , 

	

Total Change 	 DESCRIPTION 	 #UN IT 	RATE/# 	TOTAL:—  
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	RES. CONDO/TOWNHOUSE [DWELL] 	350 	 2,824 
(ADT)  
AM Peak Hour 	 173  
PM Peak Hour 	 250  

(heaviest 60 minutes) 
— 	  

Existing traffic on all nearby streets:  

Charleston Boulevard  
Average Daily Traffic 	 46,175 
(ADT)  
PM Peak Hour 	3694  
(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Gass Avenue  
Average Daily Traffic 	 3,227 
(ADT)  
PM Peak Hour 	 258  
(heaviest 60 minutes) 

10th Street 



Average Daily Traffic 	 3,808 
(ADT)  
PM Peak Hour 	 305 
(heaviest 60 minutes) i. 	  

Traffic Capacity of adjacent streets:  

Adjacent street ADT 
Capacity  

Charleston Boulevard 	 51700  
Gass Avenue 	 16200  
10th Street 	 16200  

This project will add approximately 2,824 trips per day on Charleston, Gass & 10th.  
This will increase expected volumes by about 6 percent on Charleston, 88 
percent 	 _ 
on Gass and 74 percent on 10th. Charleston is at about 89 percent of 
capacity,  
Gass is at about 20 percent of capacity and 10th is at about 24  percent of capacity.  

Based on Peak Hour use, this development will add roughly 250 additional  
cars into the area; which works out to about four every minute.  	. 

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



ZON-14344, VAR-15323 et SDR-14353 - APPLICANT/OWNER: WALKFED, LLC. 
837 CLARKWAY DRIVE 
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June 12, 2006 

Ms. Margo Wheeler 
City of Las Vegas 
731 S. 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	Letter of Justification for the North side of Charleston Boulevard, Between 
9 th  and 10 th  Streets- General Plan Amendment, Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use: Variance to Residential Adjacency Standards and Site 
Development Plan Review; APN: 139-34-812-003; 139-34-810-101 thru 
105; 139-34-810-074 and 075 

Dear Margo: 

On behalf of our clients Glenda Shaw and Steve Gregory, please accept the 
application package for the 2.05 +/- acre property located on the north side of 
Charleston Boulevard, between 9 th  and 10 th  Streets. The proposal is a mixed-
use project consisting of 18,000 square feet of ground floor office and/or retail 
space, with 350 condominiums within two structures- one 14 story, 170 foot high 
building oriented toward the southwest corner of the parcel and a second 17 
story, 195 foot high building oriented toward the southwest corner of Garces and 
10 th  Street. The following applications are submitted with this request: 

1) General Plan Amendment from MXU to C for the entire site with the 
exception of APN: 139-34-812-003, which is currently designated 
Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan; 

2) Rezoning from Professional Office and Parking (P-R) to Limited 
Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810-102 and 103; High Density 
Residential (R-4) to Limited Commercial (C-1) for APN: 139-34-810- 
101; 

3) Special Use Permit for a Mixed Use Project in Limited Commercial (C-
1) for the entire property; 

4) Variance to Title 19.08.060 of the City of Las Vegas Zoning Ordinance 
Residential Adjacency standards to allow a setback of 45 feet from 
Single Family Residential (R-1), where 510 feet is required. 

5) Variance to Title 19.08, Table 3, Commercial District Development 
Standards to allow a maximum lot coverage of 56% where 50% is the 
maximum allowed. 

t ff. 	T 

GARCIA 
A Planning & Development Services Corporation 
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6) Variance to allow 624 parking spaces, where 634 are required to 
provide for some sort of future restaurant or café space. 

7) Site Development Plan Review for a Mixed Use Project in Limited 
Commercial (C-1). 

CURRENT LAND USE AND ZONING CONDITIONS  

The southern portion of the site is currently designated Commercial (C) on the 
City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map 
of the Redevelopment Plan; the remainder of the site is designated Mixed Use 
District (MXU). The entire block to the east, from Charleston Boulevard to 
Garces, between 10 th  and 11 th  Street is designated Commercial (C) as well as all 
the properties fronting along the south side of Charleston Boulevard are also 
designated Commercial(C). The blocks to the north and west of the site are all 
designated Mixed Use (MXU); in fact the entire area north of Charleston is shown 
for both Mixed Use and Commercial development. 

The majority of the subject site is already zoned Limited Commercial (C-1), the 
three remaining parcels on the southwest corner of Garces and 10 th  Street are 
Professional Offices and Parking (P-R) and High Density Residential (R-4). The 
overall zoning pattern for the area is more intense General Commercial (C-2) to 
the east of 10th  Street, Limited Commercial (C-1) to the south and a mixture of C-
1, P-R and R-1 to the north, with the majority of the properties developed as 
professional offices. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
Title 19.18.030  

The determinations for the Planning Commission and City Council for approval of 
a General Plan Amendment are as follows: 

1. 	The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is compatible with the existing adjacent land use 
designations; 

The entire area north of Charleston Boulevard is projected to be 
Commercial or Mixed Use Development as clearly shown on the 
Downtown Redevelopment Area Land Use Designations Map. In fact, 
all of the properties fronting along the north and south sides of the 
project, to the east and west, are all designated for Commercial (C), 
which allows mixed use projects. 

The subject site is designated both MXU and C; both allow mixed use 
projects with approval of a Special Use Permit. It was determined, 
through the pre-application process, that a General Plan Amendment 
was needed to prevent a split land use on the site, as it was being 
assembled into one project for the purposes of development. Either 
designating the entire site for MXU or C would be appropriate, 
however, as a result of a subsequent meeting with staff, changing the 
northern part of the property from MXU to C was preferable, as a 
consistent Commercial tang use qesignation would result along the 
south side of Garces from 9 6 ' to li t" streets. 

SDR-14349 
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Essentially, there is no change in the density and intensity of permitted 
land uses as a result of this amendment to the General Plan, it will merely 
result in a consistent land use designation on the Redevelopment Plan 
Map; 

2. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment 
will be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or zoning 
districts. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) zoning district is conforming 
to either the Mixed Use District (MXU) or Commercial (C) land use 
designations of the Redevelopment Plan Map. In fact, over 75% of the 
site is already zoned C-1. This application only applies to the three 
parcels along the northeast corner of the property. Therefore, it will 
result in a consistent zoning for the entire project. It is compatible with 
the C-1 zoned properties along the south side of Charleston 
Boulevard, and the General Commercial (C-2) properties to the east of 
10th  Street and south of Garces. 

3. There are adequate transportation, recreation, utility, and other 
facilities to accommodate the uses and densities permitted by the 
proposed General Plan designation; and 

There are adequate facilities and utilities available to serve the needs 
of this property. It is a developed, in fill piece with services already in 
place. 

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

The General Plan Amendment and the related applications implement 
the following objectives of the Redevelopment Plan: 

A. The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either social or economic 
liabilities or both and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people, including among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building 
types, economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public 
improvements, inadequate parking facilities and inadequate 
utilization of land and public facilities. 

This block is in need of redevelopment as current development has 
been stagnant and become an eyesore to this area of the City. It will 
result in a modern, mixed use development that will result in additional 
reinvestment and redevelopment of other properties in the area. It will 
eliminate development which has resulted in a blighted area and 
provide an enhanced streetscape and vibrancy to development along 
the north side of the Charleston Boulevard corridor. 

B. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment Area: 

SDR-14349 
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The project has assembled eight of the eleven parcels in the block 
bounded by Garces to the north, 9 th  Street to the west, 101h  Street 
to the east and Charleston Boulevard to the south. The only 
parcels that have not been acquired are the three parcels on the 
northwest corner of the block. The applicant has had discussions 
with these property owners. 

This assemblage will allow development of a modern mixed-use 
project envisioned by the Redevelopment plan. One of the 
companion items is a vacation of the public alleys on the site; 
vacation of the north-south alley will not incur any changes to 
access in terms of traffic flow or private access; the east-west alley 
will be relocated to allow for a more cohesive development and 
improved traffic flow. 

C. The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which or stagnant or improperly utilized; 

While this piece is developed, it has become stagnant, 
underutilized and is not contributing to the economic diversification 
and well-being of the City. 

D. The strengthening of retail, office, and other commercial and 
residential functions in the downtown area; 

This project will add much needed office space, retail uses and 
opportunities for people to live and work in this area of the City. It 
will enhance the vitality of this area and provide an impetus for 
other redevelopment projects to occur. 

E. The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of 
needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth; 

Modern mixed-use compact development, such as that proposed 
for this site, can do nothing but enhance the economic base of the 
redevelopment area. It will provide employment opportunities, 
stimulate new commercial and residential redevelopment in the 
area, and increase the tax base generated along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

In summary, this proposal meets the requirements for approval of a 
General Plan Amendment, as it will not increase the intensity or 
density of development in the area, since both current plan 
designations allow and encourage mixed use development. It also 
implements the long-term vision and objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan as it assembles underutilized and decaying 
parcels into a modern, compact mixed-use development that will re-
invigorate interest and future investment along the Charleston 
Boulevard corridor. 

SDR-14349 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA- REZONING  
iitle 19.18.(J40 (K)  

The following are the criteria for approval of a proposed rezoning: 

1) The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-1) is a conforming zone change 
for both the Mixed-Use District (MXU) and Commercial (C) land use 
categories of the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan. 

2) The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by 
approving the rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

As previously stated, approximately 75% of the site is currently zoned 
C-1. This application only applies to the three parcels located on the 
more northeast corner of the site; it essentially a single zoning 
designation for the portion of the block that has been assembled by the 
applicant. 

3) Growth and development factors in the community indicate the 
need for or appropriateness of the rezoning. 

This area of the City, along the Charleston Boulevard corridor is ripe 
for redevelopment activity that will contribute to the economic base of 
the area. Current development on this site is in disrepair, stagnant, 
and has contributed to long term blight and decay. Rezoning the site 
to C-1, allowing for mixed use development, should result in 
stimulating additional redevelopment activity in the area. 

4) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed zoning district. 

This action adds a small additional amount of C-1 property to the area. 
Street and highway facilities should provide adequate access and 
traffic carrying capacity; a traffic study will be provided to identify any 
additional improvements that will be needed. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
I itle 18.113.060-M  

The following are the determinations to be made for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

1) 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is 
harmonious and compatible with existing surrounding land uses 
and with future surrounding land uses as projected by the 
General Plan; 

The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map shows that the entire area of 
the City north of this site and the Charleston Boulevard corridor, from 
Main Street to Bruce Street, up to Bonanza Road, is designated 

SDR-14349 
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predominately Commercial or for Mixed Use, which clearly indicates 
that modern, mixed use projects are a key component to encouraging 
reinvestment and redevelopment in this area of the City. The 
proposed use is oriented toward the Charleston Boulevard corridor, 
and should not be readily visible from the professional offices located 
to the north of the site. A line of sight drawing is included with this 
package, showing that only a small portion of the towers will be visible 
from some places within the John S. Park neighborhood to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the 
assemblages of parcels to promote the type and intensity of 
development to stimulate the economy of the downtown area. 

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

In terms of land use designation, a portion of the site is already 
designated for Commercial land uses; the remainder is MXU, which 
allows Service Commercial and General Commercial uses. In terms of 
the actual project proposed for the property, it can accommodate the 
proposed mix of residential and commercial uses, while providing all 
parking in a six level parking garage. Adequate on-site access will be 
provided to ensure free-flow of traffic movements and accommodate all 
emergency services. 

3) Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are 
or will be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the 
proposed use; and 

The surrounding street network should be adequate to provide access 
and traffic carrying capacity. A traffic study will be submitted to 
determine additional improvements that will be needed to 
accommodate traffic and circulation needs. 

4) Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not 
be inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and 
welfare or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

Approval of this Special Use Permit will implement the core vision and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan of the City of Las Vegas. It will 
spur economic activity; provide places for new and current residents to 
live, work, shop and play. It will lead to additional investment and 
needed redevelopment in the immediate area and other parcels 
located within the Redevelopment Plan area. Therefore, it will 
contribute to the overall well-being of the City, and enhance the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- VARIANCES  
Till -177118:1370- (E)  

The following is the substantive criterion for determining approval of variance 
applications: 

SDR-14349 
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2) 	Where by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or 
shape of a specific piece of property at the time of the enactment 
of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or 
condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any 
zoning regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property, a variance from that strict application 
may be granted so as to relieve the difficulties or hardship, if the 
relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good, without substantial impairment of affected natural 
resources and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of any ordinance or resolution. 

There are three variances requested from the strict application of the 
Code. They are: 

19.08.060, the residential adjacency standards, which states that no 
non-residential building shall exceed the height of a line drawn from 
the property fine of a protected property at a 3:1 slope directly into the 
property subject to the standards of the chapter. A 15 foot tall building 
can be constructed at the applicable setback line; any building height 
above the 15 feet must fall below the slope. 

There are two adjacent properties zoned R-1 in very close proximity to 
the site- 707 S. 9' Street, which is to the west of the 20 foot wide 
east/west alley and 630 S. 10 th  Street, located on the northwest corner 
of Garces and 10 th  Street. We believe the variance is warranted for 
these reasons: 

a. Strict application of the Code standard would make it difficult for 
any reasonable commercial property to be built on the site without 
some variance to the standard. This development pattern is not a 
result of any action taken by the applicant, or their predecessor in 
title. Also, this and all the other surrounding properties are 
designated for Commercial or for Mixed Use Development, which 
should be a factor in determining the appropriateness of a variance 
application. 

b. While on its face the variance may seem excessive, it is not in 
terms of factoring the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 
The long term vision of the plan is for re-planning and redeveloping 
stagnant areas of the City that no longer contribute to its tax or 
economic base. Therefore, the variance to allow a modern, 
forward-looking mixed use development should be considered. 

c. Paragraph 5.b. entitled Waiver, states any mixed-use development 
that contains a significant residential element is eligible for a waiver 
by the City Council. The gross building size of the project is 
393,250 square feet; of that, only 18,000 square feet is non-
residential space. Clearly, this is a residential driven project that 
given its importance to continued implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan should be considered for a waiver. 

SDR-14349 
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d. The boundaries of the Downtown Centennial Plan extend to one-
half block east of eh  Street, north of Charleston Boulevard. This is 
only two blocks away from the western edge of this project. If the 
project were in the Downtown Centennial Plan, Code standards 
would not be automatically applied. This is, obviously, in close 
proximity to the Plan area, and when reviewing the Future Land 
Use Maps of the Downtown Plan, Redevelopment Plan and 
Southeast Sector of the General Plan, all allow and encourage 
either commercial or mixed-use development; there is no real 
difference of lying within, or outside the Downtown Plan boundaries 
in terms of actual land use. 

19.08- Figure 3 - Commercial Development Standards allow a maximum 
building coverage of 50 %, where 56% is requested. The variance is warranted 
for the following reasons: 

a. The six percent increase in lot coverage is minor and will not result 
in any detriment to the overall health, safety and general welfare to 
this area of the City. 

b. As previously identified, the site is in close proximity to the area 
covered by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan, 
where the automatic application of Code standards is not applied. 

Title 19.10, Parking Requirements states that for a restaurant, café, tavern, bar 
and eating establishment, one space for each 50 square feet of public seating 
area, plus one space for each 200 square feet of the total remaining GFA, with a 
minimum of 10 spaces. Based on the minimum 10 spaces, a variance is 
requested to allow 624 spaces where 634 are required. The variance is 
warranted for the following reasons: 

1) The provided 624 spaces accommodate the 350 condominium units, 
based on a mix of 300 one bedroom and 50 two bedroom units and 
18,000 square feet of commercial, based on the 1/175 square feet 
required by Code. It is not know at this time, if a restaurant will be 
included in the ground floor space, or how much square footage it will 
need. The variance is intended to "free up" some parking to 
accommodate a future eating/drinking establishment. 

2) Normally in the downtown area, the goal is to provide at least one 
parking space per unit and one space/3,000 square feet of retail area. 
The provided parking exceeds this goal. 

3) The parking standards of the City of Las Vegas do not account for 
shared, or captured trips in a mixed use environment. This should also 
be taken into consideration when examining the parking standards for 
this type of proposal. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA- SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 
I 'tie 19.18.05U (E)  

The following criteria are to be considered for approval of a Site Development 
Plan Review: 

SDR-14349 
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1) The proposed development is compatible with adjacent 
development and development in the area; 

While the predominant existing development pattern to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard is a mixture of professional office and some 
remaining single family units, the Redevelopment Plan encourages 
mixed-use as a major tool for redevelopment. Also, the project is 
constructed so as to not encourage any cut-through traffic for the 
businesses north of Charleston, or any of the residential 
neighborhoods south of Charleston Boulevard. The parcels to the east 
are zoned C-2, which not only allows mixed use with a special use 
permit, but more intense commercial uses as well. 

2) The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, 
this title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and 
Buffer Standards an other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards: 

The project is in substantial accordance with development related 
ordinances of the City. All landscaping, open space and required 
recreational amenities for a project of this size and scale will be 
provided. The variances to the residential adjacency standards, 
parking and building coverage are reasonable and not beyond the 
scope of the type of intensity and density that will be needed to 
reinvigorate this area of the City. 

3) Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic; 

All access will be directed to Charleston Boulevard, to minimize any 
impacts to business owners or residents in the area. The north/south 
alley, if vacated, will continue to operate as it currently does, in terms 
of access and traffic flow. 

4) Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and 
for the City 

The buildings will be constructed of Low E clear glass, vision and 
spandrel glazing in aluminum framed curtain walls, with storefront retail 
glazing. This will be an exciting, vibrant addition to this area of the 
City, spurring additional redevelopment and reinvestment in the area. 
Therefore, the building and landscape material effectively implement 
the long-term vision of the Redevelopment Plan. 

5) Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural 
and aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or 
obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly and aesthetically 
pleasing environment, and are harmonious and compatible with 
the area 

The existing development on the property is unsightly, undesirable and 
obnoxious in appearance, which has led to an overall decay along the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. This project will bring an attractive, 
exciting environment to Charleston Boulevard and will be an important 
first step in changing the face of this area of the City. SDR 14349 
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6) 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

The redevelopment of this area is in the highest interest of all resident 
of the City of Las Vegas. Making the Redevelopment Plan objectives a 
reality will bring new development, new investment and a new, much 
needed vibrant atmosphere to this area. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, we believe this project will be the impetus for the north side of the 
Charleston Boulevard corridor. It assembles parcels that are stagnant, 
underutilized and in need of redevelopment into an exciting mixed-use project 
that will spur future redevelopment activity. The intent is to enhance the 
environment of the business owners to the north, while having minimal impacts, 
in terms of views, traffic and shading to the John S. Park neighborhood to the 
South. It is the first step in implementing the overall objectives of the 
Redevelopment Plan along the north side of Charleston Boulevard. 

We respectfully ask for your favorable consideration of this project; please do not 
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Sincerely, 

David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

GCG:mj 
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PAUL A. EDWARDS 
WORKER'S CONPENbATiON ADMINISTRATOR 

July 26, 2006 PEN SONAL INJURY AND WORKER'S 

COMPENSATION LAW 

GEORGE T. BOCHANIS 
LAW OFFICES 

631 SOUTH NINTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 
GEORGE T. BOCHANIS, ESQ. 
ADAM L. MUSLUSKY, ESQ. 
ALLAN P CAPPS, ESQ. 

TELEPHONE (702) 388-2005 
FACSIMILE (702) 388-0484 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 
385-7268 

City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: GPA 14325 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am the property owner at 631 South Ninth Street in Las Vegas, Nevada which 
houses my law firm. I have been at this business address since the time I constructed my 
office in 1992. It is my understanding that the above general plan amendment 
contemplates several tall office buildings and a large parking garage on East Charleston 
Boulevard between Ninth and Tenth Streets. 

I am unable to attend the planning commission meeting on this agenda set for 
Thursday, July 27, 2006 because I currently serve as a Henderson Planning 
Commissioner and have a Henderson Planning Commission meeting at the same time. 

1 have not reviewed the proposed plans for this mixed use development but have 
several concerns based on some of the general concepts of the plan that were described to 
me by one of the applicants representatives during a briefing I had with him at the 
conclusion of a Henderson Planning Commission briefing session. 

Obviously, a major concern is that his project would somehow alter or modify our 
access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from Charleston Boulevard to our office 
location which is on the corner of South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. As you know, 
the city expanded Las Vegas High School at the corner of South Ninth Street and Clark 
Avenue thus blocking any access we have from the north. Therefore, I want to ensure 
that this project in no way alters access from South Ninth and South Tenth Street from 
East Charleston Boulevard to our location on South Ninth Street and Garces Avenue. 

434/2 
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The second concern has to do with parking with the impact that this is project 
would have on street parking. We want to make sure that there are no waiver for parking 
given to this project that will impact our customer parking in our existing neighborhood. 

I also want to know whether the applicant is actually going to build this project, or 
has committed to building this project or is the applicant simply seeking entitlements for 
future sale after you grant their zoning variance requests. 

Finally, a major concern with respect to this project is the impact that the 
construction of this project will have on my existing business and all those businesses, 
primarily consisting of law offices in this area. I would like to know how long the 
construction of this project will take. Since it is such a massive project, I am assuming 
that there will be at least one hundred construction workers at all times working on this 
project. This raises the issue as to where these individuals will park their vehicles. The 
applicant should be required to provide separate parking in a designated lot for those 
individuals who work on this project. We cannot have our on street parking taken away 
for the six to twelve month period that I assume this project will take to build. Another 
issue as to where the material for this project will be stored. We again request that you 
require a condition that a separate materials staging area on Charleston Boulevard be 
provided by the applicant_ Additionally, the applicant should be required to provide 
access at all times from East Charleston Boulevard to South Ninth and South Tenth Street 
during this construction period. At no time should either of these streets be blocked 
during construction and the applicant should be required to provide all such traffic 
control such as flagmen and appropriate signage to make sure that traffic continuously 
flows on South Ninth and South Tenth from East Charleston Boulevard. 

Finally, I would like to know the impact that this project has on the city's historic 
preservation district concept. Many of property owners in the area objected to these 
historical preservation district requirements being imposed upon us and now it appears 
that one applicant is easily able to obtain variances from the historical preservation 
district requirement that many of us have objected to for years. It appears that this 
massive project would be entirely inconsistent with the goals of the city's historical 
development district. 
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I have spoken to several other property owners in my area, many of whom were 
unaware of the meeting that was held by the applicant with respect to this project. 
Further, many other property owners have informed me that they are going to wait to see 
what the planning commission approves then if it is objectionable, they plan to voice 
their concerns and objections to city council. 

I thank you for taking into consideration my concerns with respect to this project. 

GTBjh 

4,3 
	r 



July 20, 2006 

Glenn Trowbridge 
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission 
c/o City of Las Vegas Planning & Development Dept. 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Dear Mr. Trowbridge: 

I am writing this letter in regards to the mixed use project at 9 th  & 10th  Street proposed by 
George C. Garcia. 

I own some apartments located at 604 South Il Street and I feel that this project would 
be a definite improvement for the neighborhood and I am for this project being 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Perry B. Whitt 
2701 Bryant Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
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621 So. 9th St. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
July 30, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed mixed use project on Charleston Blvd., between 9th and 10th 
Streets (VAC-12884, GPA-14325, SDR-14349, SUP-14339, VAR 14345, 
VAR-14342, VAR-14347, ZON-14338) 

ATTN: Planning Commission: 

On July 5, 2006, I met with David Clapsaddle at the Senior Center, in regards 
to the above referenced mixed use project. After checking all the proposals 
I am very much in favor of this project. My properties (617 & 621) are on 
9th Street in the block just north of the proposed project. 

Since your planned meeting of July 27, was postponed until later, this letter 
will verify my agreement with the project since I will not be able to attend the 
next meeting. My hope is that this will be passed because it will be a 
wonderful bonus to this part of the downtown area. 

I would be happy to talk to anyone on the planning commission if there is 
question as to my position in this matter. My telephone # is 384-2498. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

va_kj,azz 	6) 

Joseph E. Thiriot 
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August 28, 2006 

City of Las Vegas 
Department of Planning & Development 
731 South 4 th  St. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Proposed Project on the North Side of Charleston, at 10 th  Street 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I attended the community meeting on July 5th to learn about the proposed project on 
Charleston & 10 th  St. I feel that this project has been well planned and the information 
was presented thoroughly to the community members present. I believe that this project 
will be a benefit to the downtown neighborhood and will help bring about the ongoing 
revitalization of our downtown. 

This project has my full support. Please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Gabriel Manriquez 
717 S. 8th  St. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
702-436-2233 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1,2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 0Consent Z Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
MAJOR MODIFICATION TO A MASTER SIGN PLAN 

ARC-13764 — ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 
MONTECITO MARKETPLACE, LLC - Appeal filed by the applicant of the Denial by the 
Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee of a request for A Major Modification to an 
approved Master Sign Plan (CHR-0019-05), TO ADD AN ADDITIONAL 24' PYLON SIGN 
AND AN ARRIVAL STATEMENT WALL SIGN adjacent to the east side of Durango Drive, 
approximately 1200 feet south of Elkhorn Road (APN 125-20-510-019), PD (Planned 
Development) Zone, Ward 6 (Ross). The Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee (2- 
1 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL of the additional 24' pylon sign 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 0 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee (2-1 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 
of the additional 24' pylon sign  

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Minutes from CHARC-TC meetin 
6. Appeal letter filed by GNU Group 
7. Submitted after final agenda - Withdrawal letter by Michael Townsend 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Strike Item 56 [1616 South Las Vegas Boulevard]; 
WITHDRAW WITHOUT PREJUDICE Item 77 [ARC-13764]; TABLE Item 78 [SUP-13891], 
Item 79 [SUP-13897] and Item 80 [SDR-13899]; HOLD IN ABEYANCE Item 82 [SUP-15347], 
Item 98 [ZON-13896], Item 99 [VAR-13900], Item 100 [SUP-13902], Item 101 [SUP-13903], 
Item 102 [SDR-13904], Item 103 [ZON-15371], Item 104 [VAR-15373] and Item 105 [SDR-
15375] to 11/15/2006; Item 64 [EOT-16956], Item 83 [RQR-15420], Item 92 [GPA-16201], 
Item 93 [ZON-16196], Item 94 [SUP-16198], Item 95 [SUP-16200], Item 96 [SDR-16197], Item 
108 [VAR-16144] and Item 109 [SUP-16143] to 12/06/2006 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 



azli, L44 tko4 Agenda Item No.: 77. 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 
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CASE: 	ARC-13764 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
T-C (TOWN CENTER) ZONE [UC-TC (URBAN CENTER MIXED-USE) TOWN 
CENTER SPECIAL LANDUSE DESIGNATION] 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - ARC-13764 - APPLICANT/OWNER: 
MONTECITO MARKETPLACE, LLC 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 4, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee (2-1 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 
of the additional 24' pylon sign. 

1. Conformance to the sign elevations and documentation as submitted and date stamped 
May 23, 2006 in conjunction with this request, except as modified herein. 

2. All signage shall have proper permits obtained through the Building and Safety 
Department. 

3. Waiver from the Town Center Development Standards to allow two pylon signs where one 
is the maximum permitted per frontage. 

4. Any additional signage for the development shall require an amendment to the Master 
Sign Plan, approved by the Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee-Town 
Center (CHARC-TC). 



ARC-13764 - Staff Report Page One 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for approval of a Major Modification to an already approved Master Sign Plan 
(CHARC-0019-05) for a 380,000 square foot commercial development on 45.6 acres adjacent to 
the southeast corner of Durango Drive and Elkhorn Road. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The applicant is appealing the Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee's (CHARC) 
decision to deny the addition of a 24' pylon sign along the Durango Drive frontage of its project. 
The appeal is authorized by Town Center Development Standards Manual D(1)k.4.f This was 
the second time that CHARC had considered and denied the request and the second time that 
staff had recommended denial as well. The Town Center Development Standards allows for one 
24' pylon sign per street frontage per project. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

05/20/64 	The City Council approved an annexation (A-0003-64) of land generally located 
north of Cheyenne Avenue and west of Decatur Boulevard, containing 
approximately 10,136 acres, including the easterly portion of the subject site. The 
effective date of this annexation was May 29, 1964. 

12/07/98 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0076-98) to TC (Town Center) of a 
1,468-acre portion of the Northwest, including the easterly portion of the subject 
site. The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval. 

01/17/01 	The City Council approved an annexation (A-0003-99) of land generally located 
west of El Capitan Way and east of Hualapai Way between Grand Teton Drive 
and Rome Avenue, containing approximately 615 acres, including the westerly 
portion of the subject site. The effective date of this annexation was 
January 26, 2001. The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval on 
March 25, 1999. 

12/19/02 	The Planning Commission approved a request for a Tentative Map (TMP-1244) 
for a three-lot commercial subdivision on 80 acres on the east side of the El 
Capitan alignment (Durango Drive) between Elkhorn Road and Deer Springs 
Way. Staff had recommended approval. 



ARC-13764 - Staff Report Page Two 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

04/07/04 	The City Council approved a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-3764) related 
to a Modification (MOD-3763) and Rezoning (ZON-3840) for a proposed 
587,750 square-foot mixed-use commercial development on 45.6 acres in 
Montecito Town Center, adjacent to the southeast corner of Elkhorn Road and 
Durango Drive. Additionally, the following Special Use Permits were also 
approved: (SUP-3765) for liquor sales on Pad A, (SUP-3767) for gaming 
(incidental) on Pad A, (SUP-3769) for a drive-through facility on Pad A, (SUP-
3770) for a drive-through facility on Pad 0, (SDR-3771) for a tavern on Pad P, 
(SUP-3773) for gaming (incidental) on Pad P, (SDR-3764) for gasoline sales on 
Pad Q, (SUP-3776) for a car wash on Pad Q, (SUP-3777) for gaming (incidental) 
on Pad Q, (SUP-3778) for liquor sales on Pad Q, (SUP-3779) for a tavern on Pad 
Z, (SUP-3780) for gaming (incidental) on Pad Z, (SUP-3781) for a drive-through 
on Pad F, (SUP-3783) for liquor sales on Pad HH, (SUP-3785) for gaming 
(incidental) on Pad HH, (SUP-3786) for a drive-through facility on Pad HH, 
(SUP-3788) for a drive-through facility on DD, and (SUP-3789) for a drive-
through facility on EE. The Planning Commission and staff recommended 
approval on March 11,2004. 

02/16/05 	The City Council approved a revised Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5731) 
and associated Special Use Permit (SUP-5718, SUP-5720, SUP-5722, SUP-5723) 
applications for the subject property. The overall square footage of the project 
was reduced to 380,003 square feet. The Planning Commission recommended 
approval of the applications on 01/13/05; staff also recommended approval of the 
applications. 

03/01/05 	The Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee approved a Master Sign 
Plan (CHARC-0019-05) for the entire 380,003 commercial center located at the 
Southeast Corner of Elkhorn Road and Durango Drive. 

06/06/06 	The Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee approved the addition of 
two new monument signs along Durango Drive and denied the request for an 
additional 24' pylon sign along Durango Drive for a commercial center located at 
the Southeast Corner of Elkhorn Road and Durango Drive. 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/12/06 	At the pre-application conference, issues were discussed relative to the location of 
the proposed 24' pylon, and the two 8' monument signs. The applicant was 
advised to provide reasonable justification in the required justification letter. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

A neighborhood meeting is not required as part of this application request, nor was one 
held. 
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DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: 	Commercial 
North: 	 Undeveloped 
South: 	 Undeveloped 
East: 	 Undeveloped 
West: 	 Commercial 

B) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 	UC-TC (Urban Center Mixed Use - Town Center) and 

MS-TC (Main Street Mixed Use - Town Center) 
North: 	 PF-TC (Public Facilities - Town Center) 
South: 	 UC-TC (Urban Center Mixed Use - Town Center) and 

MS-TC (Main Street Mixed Use - Town Center) 
East: 	 PF-TC (Public Facilities - Town Center) 
West: 	 UC-TC (Urban Center Mixed Use - Town Center) 

C) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 	T-C (Town Center) 
North: 	 T-C (Town Center) 
South: 	 T-C (Town Center) 
East: 	 T-C (Town Center) 
West: 	 T-C (Town Center) 

D) General Plan Compliance 

The General Plan designation of the subject parcels on the Centennial Hills Sector Plan 
map is TC (Town Center), with special land use designations of UC-TC (Urban Center 
Mixed Use - Town Center) and MS-TC (Main Street Mixed Use - Town Center) under the 
Town Center Development Standards Manual. The parcels are currently designated as 
"Montecito Town Center Mixed Use Commercial" pursuant to the Montecito Town Center 
Development Agreement. The project is in compliance with the provisions of the 
Development Agreement. 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS/ZONES  
Special Area Plan 	 Yes 	No  

Town Center 	 X  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 
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ANALYSIS 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

General project description 

The following additional signage is proposed for the property along the east side of 
Durango Drive: 

• 	(1) 24-foot high Pylon Sign 

A discussion of the compliance of the signage with the Town Center Development 
Standards Manual follows. 

Al) 	Residential Separation Standards 

Section D-1(G)(2) of the Town Center Development Standards Manual requires a 
minimum separation of 330 feet between any proposed pylon sign and any 
existing single-family residential development; the proposed pylon signs will be a 
minimum of 750 feet from existing residential development. 

A2) Sign Standards 

Pursuant to Section D-1(G)(2) of the Town Center Development Standards 
Manual, the following Sign Standards apply to the subject proposal: 
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Ion Signs: 24' in Height 
Standards 	Allowed 	 Provided 	 Complies  
Maximum 	1/street frontage 	2/Durango Drive (East) 	No 
Number 

Maximum 	1 SF1150 SF 	140 SF Each 	 Yes 
Area 	gross floor area 	(255 SF Cumulative) 

(2,533 SF 
maximum 
allowed)  

Maximum 	24' 	 24' 	 Yes 
Height  
Minimum 	5' 	 5' 	 Yes 
Setback  
Illumination 	No fugitive 	 Internal 	 Yes 

light 

One additional pylon sign is proposed, for a total of two pylon signs, for the east side of 
the Durango Drive frontage where one pylon sign is permitted. This is the same 
proposal as the original for the east side of Durango Drive that CHARC denied last year. 
The approved Master Sign Plan allows for one each on the east side and the west side of 
the Durango Drive frontage. The proposed additional sign will exceed the Town Center 
Development Standard maximum for pylon signage on the Durango Drive frontage. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

The applicant did not put forth a valid reason to deviate from the Town Center 
Development Standards to allow for the additional pylon sign in the justification letter, 
only that they were requesting it. The fact that the Centennial Hills Architectural Review 
Committee voted to approve two additional monument signs along Durango Drive 
certainly off sets the denial of the additional pylon sign request. This was also the second 
time that CHARC reviewed and considered the request for an additional pylon sign and the 
second time they voted to deny the request. Staff concurs with CHARC and recommends 
that this appeal be denied. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	9 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  N/A 

SENATE DISTRICT 	N/A 

NOTICES MAILED 	375 by the Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

./2 ";--  -2C>  • -S--/C; - 0/9 A/63e-t-i_i/  

APN: 	2O-)O ... 0-0-"Fcy-OGY  Oz-i7 

Name of Property Owner: /1--70,4_,,,z-c  //es ,' - 7,9 1a-7P74-9  < er" Z__ e_ 
Name of Applicant: 6A/ef- 

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, or 
an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN: 

_ ~4d2e..•-te. "1,744Atie4,-t-r*thr 	C-- 
rf_ogkAE4OA2rAice..e. 	

96 &nit ,reys4-7 7r, 	c, 

gnature of Property Owner: 	A  

Print Na 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

X.E "PAIR 4J/47 -4-$iff-A/ 
Airre).odt-oz7"" 

This  1(0114-  day of  0,A lsc..( 	, 20  Ote  

Notary Publi in and for said County and State 

ALLISON J. CARROLL 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF NEVADA 
CLARK COUNTY 

APPT. No. 05-97517-1 
MY APPT. EXP. JUNE 9, 2009 

Revised 12-03-04 	 fAdeponApplication Packet1Statement of Financial Interest.pdf 



ARC-13764 
CHARC-TC 
06-06-06 

f. 

- 

Mk 2 3 2006 

MONTECITO MARKETPLACE 

PHASE II 
Master Sign Program Submittal 

23, 200 .; 

GNU 
GNU Group 



I 

(fITT.1:11). 
Li] :117T{, MI 2.111 

Proposed Grand Montseito Parkway 

I 7 
I n 

PHASE N 

PRASE 

771 	11.11 , Lia.1.1. !Ii(lill th Ill 

1. 

. 

MONTECITO MARKETPLACE I  
e— --* 

I 	; :; 	YEAR 

nasal maser . 171q 	; 
I 	 !. 

KEY 

&gnaw. — phase I 
11.11 40' moNumer(r (I) 

MN 24' MONUMENT 12) 

11' MONUMENT (2) 

N B ARRIVAL STATEMENT 
WALL SIGN (1) 

signags — phase II 
tU 24 MONUMENT (2) 

I MONUMENT 

vehicular circulation 
HEAVY 

MEDIUM 

LIGHT 

destinations 
15 FOOD COURT AREA 

R1 LINE RETAIL 

. PADS 

MONTECITO 
MARKETPLACE 

tig 2 3 2006 

BD aRT 
• :•ammoomst=1 

11111110 

111111 ttttt 11 

tat 111 

111111 01111 'WW1 
11001111 Ill NM 
0111. 1/11/11$ 
014110 11: lIES 41111111 

1. • IN 
11111.2 0110 

WNW. 

4I11001 

0131011114PNEGI 

UMPLOPRIPA 

01,21,11111111111 SIll 
141 40Olp 1. A 

lllll p4A 	"WA.. GIs. 
Aloof" es dam.. Al.A..../1 din; al.An 
111,4 •144 141114,4.4,4 

Al MRS 11111111 Ill, how 	no.•.1 
NI As A 	 point NA, 0.44 
Ill 	 All Ill 11 mo, Os ,  I., *Ion A m.o. 8.114. 

Ato•..4. 4.1 411 as* be nplelocel 
Own Aroo. 	 Ammel 

ARC 13764 
CHARC-TC 
06-06-06 

bum 



2244.2020 ,ek ;IvAt 

W5-411-70)2 
cvnt 

KEY 

D.1caur 
Catoormi1 

/roan., 

.1- I -2 

11116.16 	 1.2.1ASE II 

• „ 

• 11, 1 	1  

-• 
• 

Zr. • 

• 1:0 • Li.- •61i 	
 

1,66..0'0266 

• 

(- 1 -2 

INAS!. 	OttAIE 

Paviest No: 5M108.02 
&Ow I 1.15.2005 
Seals: 1 '4W-0' 
Sr NC 

A 
006621.01660rwm.201/1.2, 

1 ZET:___77i L-in: 
a. MAY 2 3 2006 : _j ARC-13764 

CHARC-TC 
06-06-06 

GNU 
GNU Grim/ 

l',0100.4 
Way. 

• PHASE I SIGRAGE - PREVIOUSLY APPROVED 

111111 PHASE II SIGNACIE (SIZE NOTEDI 

vahuiir circulation 
HEAVY 

41. MEDIUM 

LIGHT 

pedestrian circulation 
111 mos 
E7=7 Low 

destinations 
F000 COURT A RCA 

PADS 

NORTH

RETAIL  A   

0 60 100 	 200 

EAJ!O PTt  

MONTECITO 
MARKETPLACE 

Elkhorn Rd. & Durango Dr. 

Las Vegas, NV 

0 MS EAU Bow AI (11% sureet 

Site Orarviaw 
Analysis - 
Phase II Sigma 

RevlsIons/BudolIns By 

1. 	05.01.2006 	HG 

2 	05.172006 	NC 

C) NORTH 



GNU Group 

MO NTECITO 
MARKETPLACE 

Elkhorn Rd & Durango Dr 

Las Vegas NV 

SIDE NEW 

SIDE E. FRONT ELEVATION 
Scale: 1/4.1 . -0" 

Sg in panels (11' thck) f\  \ \ \ 

SECTION DETAIL 
Scale: 1.1 -0 - 

DESIGN 
DEVELOPMENT' 

© noon GNU G rue. Al Ilea tesened. 

24 Foot Sign 

Project No: MP 006.03 
Dale: 5 10.2006 
Scale: As Noted 
By: NC 

1.0 

8%5" 

3'-1 1/2" 

GNU 

Note All paint to be Matthews (MP) with SVOC finisheS  

Two single-faced, internally illuminated logo displays 
mounted to face of square tube members, back to bask. 
on either side. Faces to be white acrylic overlaid with 
Scotchonnt graphic. cabinets painted MP01269 (retainers sides and backs). 

-- 14" diameter aluminum spheres painted metallic gold MP2 1943. 
and mounted to sterns painted MP13437 

Primary support structure 6 tubing painted MP1343 -1. 

Curved sect on 4" square tubing painted MP21943. 

Secondary vertical members 3" square tubing, painted MP13437 

4"k6' horizontal Support members painted MP13437 

6" aiamete ,  aluminum spheres painted MP21943 

L__ 

- 

It It K ETPI, ACE 
zowa tr.alramE  

isitha 	 — 	 .72 

EDELMEDIEZESE 

SECT 

Double-faced, internally-illuminated pylon display /102 square feet  

Note: One 20 amp 277 volt circuit required. 

0-5" 

internally-illuminated, fabricated aluminum tenant 
cabinets painted MP02770 tenant copy to be 
push-through acrylic with film applied faces (colors peif tenant) 

Two (2) fiat cut-out, 1/8" trf ck aluminum oval panels 
painted MP02770 to be center-mounted to single 
4%6" horizontal support painted MP13437. Panels to have 1 -  
border, edges and backsides painted MP13437.8" numerals 
and copy to have 3M 3630 green film applied to oval faces 

318"thick aluminum plaque painted MP04631 
with beveled edges painted MP21943 Copy flat cut-out aluminum 
painted white Plague mounted to face of rock base, 
with mounting fixtures supplied by AdArt 

AdArt to provide sub-surface steel for base, with wonder board and 
stone work by others 

ReyisionsBuilerins 8y 
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SIDE VIEW 

Note: All pilot to be Methews OAP, with SVOC finishes. 

r diameter aluminum Spheres painted metalic gold 
MP 21943. and mounted to stems pointed tAP 13437. 

Primety supped Structure 4 0  SCUM tubing pointed 
13437. 

Curvet, section 3 square tubbg painted MP 21043. 

Sesondary mesh) members 2' square tubing pointed 
VP 13437. 

1 
Yx0 hertrental supped members painted 41P 13437 

Into madtaluminoted, fabricated aluminum tenant 
cabinet periled IAP02770. Mewl copy to be push-
emu erotic with Obniippled faces (colors per *noel) 

4' diameter aluminum spheres painted MP 11043. 

Bo am.  
af.a1=3.11NiEall!21.alEil 

Double-faced, internally-illuminated monument display 

Note: 277 volt power 

Section detail 

Scale: 1/2" .= 1'-0" 
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Note All paint lo be Mathews OAP) with SVOC finishes. 

V diameter aluminum spheres painted metabe gold 
MP 211143. and mounted to stems painted MP 13437. 

Printery wpm! structure 4 squire tubing painted 
MP 13437. 

Curved section 3- square tubing beetled MP 21843. 

Seconding vas** membets 2' square tutting painted 
MP 13437. 

ruin horizontal support members Painted NP 13437 

intemally-lilummated. labncated aluminum tenant 
cabinets painted MP02770. Tenant cep, to be push-
thru acrylic with tern-appSed tacos tenors par tenant) 

e diameter aluminum spheres pointed SAP 21943 

aco 

Double-faced, internally-illuminated monument display 

Note: 277 volt power 

Scale: 1/2" = 1'-0" 
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GNU 
GNU Group 

Single-faced, internally-illuminated logo cabinet 
mounted to front of fence display Cabinet painted 
PAP 01259 (reamer. sides and back) Face white 
acrylic overlaid with Scotch/wird graphic 

PLAN VIEW 
Scale: 3/11".1-0' 

— Primary fence flaming and support columns 3 -  square 
tubular members painted SAP 13437. 

— Proposed sign location 

SOUTHWEST CORNER PLAN 
Scale . 1.20-0' 

Curved ban Mr thick flat cut-out akminum painted 
51P 21943 and mounted to both sideS of fence, back 
to back. 

Note. All painted surfaces by Mathews with SVOC finishes 

MONTECITO 
MARKETPLACE 

Elkhorn Rd & Durango Dr 

Las Vegas NV 

Keynotes: 

DESIGN Ad Art to provide sub-surface steel for bases 
with wonder board and stonework by others 

11 -  aluminum spheres painted MP 21943 

23 -0- along curve 

3/81_4 

- 	 Vertical fence railings to be 1 la' square tube members 
	  painted MP 13437 	 DEVELOPMENT 

Fabricated aluminum sign face painted MP 04631, 
whir a r wide border painted UP 21943 	 2WS 	:ene Al rX) ,t. 
Sign cabinet palmed krIP 21943 uincluding backeidel 
Cabinet mounted fence railings.. 

Fence Sign Panel 
SW Corner 

Reyisions/Builetins By 

FRONT VIEW 
Scale: 3/8" ,. 

Internaltyllluminated lilontecdo* copy land fete embellishes; 
routed-out and backed with white acrylic. 

. 	. 

Internally-illuminated 'Marketplace copy' to be oush-thru 
„Age 	wit;  fim.spased embeNshes within letter 
strokes 

Project No; MP P06.03 
Pale: 5.10.2006 
Scale: None 
By: HC 

Internally-illuminated corner fence display / 81.75 square feet  

Note: One 20 amp 277 volt circuit required. 
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Existing Signage Samples 
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GNU Group 

May 23, 2006 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	CHARC Meeting Application 
Revision to Sign Program #CHR-0019-05 
Montecito Marketplace — 7000 Durango Las Vegas 

Application Number 125-20-510-010/011/012 

We respectfully request your audience at your next CHARC Meeting to review our 
documents outlining major changes to previously approved sign program at Montecito 
Marketplace (Sign Program #CHR-0019-05). 

Having implemented Phase 1 of the program, we would like to request adding a 24' pylon 
sign for Phase 2, addition of an arrival statement wall sign, and reinstatement of an 8' 
monument sign. Please see attached drawings for graphic representation of request. 

Very truly yours, 

/- 
/ (Z■ 

Kyle T. Reath 
Sr. VP I COO 
GNU Group 

ARC-13764 
CHARC-TC 
06-06-06 
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CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
CENTENNIAL HILLS ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (CHARC) 

Tuesday, June 6, 2006 
12:00 PM 

Development Services Center 
731 South Fourth Street 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 

ANNOTATED MINUTES 

Members Present 	Members Excused 	Members Absent 
Sam C. Dunnarn 	Jeff Gale 
David Steiman 
Ronni Council 
Andrea Mired 

citizens 	 City Staff 
David Esajian (Ad Art Sign Company) 	 Yorgo Kagafas 
Kyle Reath (GNV Group) 	 Nora Lares 

ANNOUNCEMENT: OPEN MEETING LAW/CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order at 12:04 p.m. by David Steinman. This meeting has been 
properly noticed in accordance with the Open Meeting Law. 

ITEM 1: APPROVAL OF APRIL 4. 2006 MINUTES BY REFERENCE  

Sam Dunnam made a motion to accept the April 4, 2006 minutes; Ronni Council seconded the 
motion, motion APPROVED. 

ITEM 2: ARC-13764- MAJOR MODIFICATION TO A MASTER SIGN PLAN -  
PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANJ/OWNER: MONTICITQ MARKETPLACE, LLC  - 
REQUEST FOR A MAJOR MODIFICATION TO AN APPROVED MASTER SIGN PLAN 
(CHR-0019-05), TO ADD AN ADDMONAL 24' PYLON SIGN AN]) AN ARRIVAL 
STATEMENT WALL SIGN ADJACENT TO THE EAST SIDE OF DURANGO DRIVE, 
APPROXIMATELY 1200 FEET SOUTH OF ELKHORN ROAD (APN 125-20-510-019), PD 
(PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) ZONE, WARD 6 (ROSS). 

David Steinman opened the item for discussion. Back-up information and staff recommendation 
was presented to the committee by Yorgo ICagafas. City Staff is recommending DENIAL noting 
two reasons for such recommendation: 1. the current request is almost similar to what was 
originally proposed and addressed by this committee a year ago and 2. the Town Center 
Standards would be exceeded by the request. It was also noted that the applicant did not comply 
with the request of providing a "detailed" Justification Letter. 

There was discussion between committee members and applicant's representatives (Mr. Kyle Reath 
from GNV Group and Mr. David Esajian from Ad Art Sign Company). 

1 
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CHARC - Meeting Minutes 
June 6, 2006 
Page Two 

It was specified by Yorgo Kagafas that the committee is hem to consider the applicant's request for 
a 24-foot Pylon sign for the east side of Durango (where Town Center Standards allow one per 
street frontage) and two additional monument signs, noting that the entry feature is considered a 
monument sign under the Town Center Standards. 

City staff noted that five (5) monument signs have already been approved in the Master Sign Plan 
and one of those signs was moved to be an entry feature but is still part of the already approved 5 
monument signs. The applicant is requesting two additional, one regular/traditional monument sign 
and one which would be an entry feature, but under the code, considered a monument sign. The 24- 
foot Pylon sign that's being requested would be replacing an 8-foot monument sign already 
approved and placed on Durango Drive where there is one, already existing, Pylon Sign. 

It was further clarified by David Steinman that the request, as is, would make a total of six (6) 8-foot 
monument signs and not seven (7) since one would be taken out and replaced by the 24-foot Pylon 
sign. The committee is considering whether they should allow six (6) monuments and two (2) 
pylons, noting that both requests are above the allowable. 

The applicant justifies the request as a means to provide signage for the rear businesses. City Staff 
notes that no such justification was provided in the justification letter submitted other than that 
Phase I was already completed and that they would like to add this to Phase H. 

The committee notes that providing signage for the rear businesses had already been discussed in 
the prior meeting and that it was accorded that there wouldn't be any type of identification for the 
tenants on the back of the center. 

Both applicant's representatives state for the record that neither one of them were present at the 
prior meeting and were not part or aware of the prior discussion. 

Ronni Council makes a motion to approve two (2) 8-foot high Monument Signs, including an 
Arrival Sign to be located at corner of Dorrell Lane and Durango Drive and an 8-foot Monument 
Sign to be located approximately 500' north of Dwell Lane at the main entrance on Durango 
Drive. Andrea Allred seconded the motion. Motion APPROVED (2:1). This motion is subject to 
the following amended conditions of approval: 

I. Conformance to the sign elevations and documentation as submitted and date stamped May 
23,2006 in conjunction with this request, except as modified herein. 

2. All signage shall have proper permits obtained through the Building and Safety Department. 

3. Waiver from the Town Center Development Standards to allow for six monument signs where 
five is the maximum permitted per frontage. 

4. Any additional signage for the development shall require an amendment to the Master Sign 
Plan, approved by the Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee-Town Center 
(CHARC-TC). 
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CHARC - Meeting Minutes 
June 6, 2006 
Page Three 

The committee recommends denial of the second 24' Pylon Sign on Durango. Andrea Allred 
moves the motion to deny the 24' Pylon Sign. Ronni Council seconds the motion. Motion 
APPROVED (2:1). 

The committee advises the applicant that they have the right to appeal the decision in writing 
within 10 days with the City Clerk's office. 

ITEM 3: REVILEW AN)) COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE 
TOWN CENTER DEVELOPMENT SIGN STANDARDS  

David Steinman opens up the item for discussion. Yorgo Kagafas specifies that this item is only 
for review and comment. No action will take place. A copy of the draft revised Town Center 
Standards was provided to each committee member to review. The committee is only reviewing 
the Sign portion of the Town Center Development Standards. Some of the items that are being 
emphasized in the proposed changes are that "no exposed neon" is permitted and "no reader 
boards" which is currently not addressed in the Town Center Standards. The committee is 
advised that if they have any comment in regards to the proposed changes they may contact 
James Marshall at the Planning & Development Department. It was also noted that the Town 
Center Standards are not changing they are just being clarified and put in a more reader friendly 
version. The Planning Commission and City Council will be considering the document and there 
will be public meetings prior to the official meetings. 

ITEM 4: CITIZENS PARTICIPATION 

None. 

ITEM 4: SET NEXT MEETING DATE/ADJOURNMENT 

Ronni Council moves to adjourn the meeting at 12:50 p.m. seconded by Andrea Allred. David 
Steinman adjourned the meeting at 12:50 p.m. There are currently no items to be heard by the 
Centennial Hills Architectural Review Committee therefore no meeting date is set for July 2006. 
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Very truly yours, 

Kyle T. Reath 
Sr. VP! COO 

GNU Group 

GNU 
GNU Group 

June 16, 2006 

City Clerk Office 
CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	APPEAL to La Vegas City Council 
Regarding CHARC Meeting Recommendation (ARC-13764) 
Revision to Sign Program #CHR-0019-05 
Montecito Marketplace — 7000 Durango Las Vegas 

To Whom it May Concern; 

On behalf of the GNU Group. Applicant, and Montecito Properties, LLC, Owner, we 
respectfully request the opportunity to appeal the findings to the appropriate City Council 
Committee pursuant to hearing regarding Application Number 125-20-510-010/011/012 
reviewed June 6 th, 2006. 

We are in agreement with all of the recommendations except that which has approved an 
additional 8' tall monument sign rather than a second 24' pylon along the Durango frontage 
of Phase 2 of project site. We would like to review conditions and explain logic to City 
Council. 

Please refer to attached meeting minutes document and let us know what additional exhibits, 
if any, would be helpful in evaluating this request or in our presentation to City Council. We 
will make ourselves available at your convenience for such a conversation. 
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3445 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 
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October 30, 2006 

SENT VIA FACSIMILE (702) 382-4803 

Ms. Barbara Jo Ronemus 
City Clerk 
City of Las Vegas 
400 Stewart Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: City Council Agenda 
ARC-13764 

Dear Ms. Ronemus: 

Regarding the above-referenced agenda item, CHARC has approved our sign 
submittal due to the recent modifications that were made; therefore we 
respectfully request the above-referenced item scheduled for November 1, 2006 
City Council Meeting be withdrawn without prejudice from the calendar. 

Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to call. 

Respectfully, 
Montecito Marketplace, LLC 
By Delaware 118, LLC, its Manager 
By The Montecito Companies, LLC 
Its Manager 

cftael  R.3  
Chief Operating Offi - 

raitted after final age:. . 

Date 0704  Item -/P 72 

6600 W. CHARLESTON BOULEVARD 	SUITE 120 LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89146 (702) 798-5111 FAX: (702) 892-7784 
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0,44, 0,“44 tk-s44 Agenda Item No.: 78. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ['Consent El Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

SUP-13891 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: STRATORISE 
LLC/AZTEC INTERNATIONAL - OWNER: GEOSUMMITT LLC - - Request for a Special 
Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED 517-FOOT TOWER IN THE MCCARRAN AIRPORT 
OVERLAY DISTRICT at 1431 Las Vegas Boulevard South (APN 162-03-202-003 and 004), C-
2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (4-2-1 vote) 
recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (4-2-1 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION: 
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Submitted after final agenda — Table request letter by David Clapsaddle for Items 78 - 80 
6. Backup referenced from the 08-10-06 Planning Commission meeting Item 36 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Strike Item 56 [1616 South Las Vegas Boulevard]; 
WITHDRAW WITHOUT PREJUDICE Item 77 [ARC-13764]; TABLE Item 78 [SUP-13891], 
Item 79 [SUP-13897] and Item 80 [SDR-13899]; HOLD IN ABEYANCE Item 82 [SUP-15347], 
Item 98 [ZON-13896], Item 99 [VAR-13900], Item 100 [SUP-13902], Item 101 [SUP-13903], 
Item 102 [SDR-13904], Item 103 [ZON-15371], Item 104 [VAR-15373] and Item 105 [SDR-
15375] to 11/15/2006; Item 64 [EOT-16956], Item 83 [RQR-15420], Item 92 [GPA-16201], 
Item 93 [ZON-16196], Item 94 [SUP-16198], Item 95 [SUP-16200], Item 96 [SDR-16197], Item 
108 [VAR-16144] and Item 109 [SUP-16143] to 12/06/2006 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SUP-13891 - APPLICANT: STRATORISE, 
LLC/AZTEC INTERNATIONAL - OWNER: GEOSUMMIT, LLC 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE SEPTEMBER 6, 2006 CITY 
COUNCIL MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (4-2/ds/bg-l/rt vote) recommends DENIAL and staff recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. 	Conformance to all Minimum Requirements under Title 19.06.080 for a project in the 
Airport Overlay District. 

Approval of and conformance to the Conditions of Approval for Special Use Permit (SUP-
13897), and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-I3899). 

3. This Special Use Permit shall expire two years from the date of final approval, unless it is 
exercised or an Extension of Time is granted by the City of Las Vegas. 

4. Clark County Department of Aviation approval is necessary prior to issuance of any 
building permits, with no change in flight patterns. 

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



SUP-13891 - Staff Report Page One 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

**STAFF REPORT** 

APPLICANT REQUEST 

This is a request for a Special Use Permit for a 517-foot tall building where 200 feet is the 
maximum height allowed in the McCarren Airport Overlay District located at 1431 South Las 
Vegas Boulevard. A related Site Development Plan Review (SDR-13899) and Special Use 
Permit (SUP-13897) will be considered concurrently. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This project has a rather unique ground floor design in that the driveway is circular and off set to 
the right of the tower structure off of Las Vegas Boulevard. This permits two primary entrances 
into the tower, one directly off of Las Vegas Boulevard and one directly off of the driveway. 
The retail space is found directly on the Las Vegas Boulevard frontage with its own entrance. 
This tower features six levels of parking, an amenity floor and then the residential units on the 
upper levels. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

06/21/06 There is no land use or zoning history on file for this parcel. Records show that the 
current zoning is C-2 (General Commercial). 

08/10/06 	The Planning Commission recommended denial of companion items SU-13897 
and SDR-13899 concurrently with this application. 

08/10/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-2/ds/bg- l/rt to recommend DENIAL (PC 
Agenda Item #36/yk). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	A pre-application meeting was held where it was discussed that a Site 
Development Plan Review and two Special Use Permits would be required to 
move this project forward. The need for three waivers of the Downtown 
Centennial Plan was also noted. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

A neighborhood meeting is not required as part of this application, nor was one held. However, 
the applicant has met with the President of the Historic John S. Park Neighborhood regarding 
this project. 
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DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Gross Acres: 
Net Acres: 

1.50 acres 
1.30 acres 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: Vacant lot/Wedding Chapel 
North: 	Vacant lot 
South: 	Vacant lot 
East: 	 Residential duplexes 
West: 	Retail/bar/restaurant 

C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West:  

C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 

C-2 (Genera] Commercial) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-2 (Medium Density Residential) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 

E) General Plan Compliance 
The Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan designates the parcels C (Commercial), which 
permits office uses, limited commercial uses, and general commercial uses. The 
proposed mixed-use development is consistent with the land use designation. 

Yes 	No  
Special Area Plan 	 X  

Downtown Centennial Plan 	 X  
Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X  

Special Overlay District 	 X  
Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway 	 X  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 
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ANALYSIS 

Downtown Centennial Plan 
The parcel is located within the Downtown South district, which encourages major mixed-use 
residential projects. Height, setback, parking requirements and other development regulations 
are not automatically applied to properties within the Downtown Centennial Plan area; however, 
additional streetscape and architectural requirements are applicable. This proposed project is 
generally consistent with the goals and objectives of the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
This parcel is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Area, with a Commercial 
land use designation. The proposed uses are in conformance with the Redevelopment Plan. 

Trails 
This development is not adjacent to any Transportation, Recreation, or Urban Trails. 

Scenic Byway Overlay District 
This project is within the Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District which requires all 
signage to have at least 75% exposed neon. No signage is being considered with this application. 

INTERAGENCY ISSUES 

No issues have been raised to date. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The tower will front on Las Vegas Boulevard with the primary tower being located above a six-
story parking garage. The amenity deck is located on the 7'" floor and features a spa, outside 
pool and deck, a clubhouse and lounge for residents use. 

• Use 

Mixed-Uses are permitted in the C-2 (General Commercial) zoning district with a 
Special Use Permit. The development will include a total of 421 new residential units 
and 1,190 square feet of new commercial space. 

The applicant has notified the FAA regional office and the Clark County Department 
of Aviation of this application in accordance with the requirements of the Airport 
Overlay District. 

• Conditions 

The development is subject to the following conditions: 
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19.06.080 A-0 AIRPORT OVERLAY DISTRICT 

• Aviation Easement 

The issuance of a building permit for construction on property within the Airport 
Overlay District may be conditioned upon the property owner's signing of an aviation 
easement. 

• Planning Commission Review and Approval 

Except as provided in Section 19.06.080(E), any new construction or alteration of any 
existing structure on a parcel located within the Airport Overlay District must first be 
approved by the Planning Commission if such construction or alteration exceeds any 
of the following height standards: 

( 1 ) 	Two hundred feet above the ground level at its site; 

• Special Use Permit 

( 1 ) 	Any person desiring to erect or increase the height of any structure, or to permit 
the growth of any tree, or otherwise use property in a manner which would exceed 
the limitations of this Section may apply to the Planning Commission for a 
Special Use Permit. The Special Use Permit application shall be processed in 
accordance with the Special Use Permit procedures set forth in Section 19.18.060, 
except that: 

(a) The applicant shall notify the FAA regional office and the Clark County 
Department of Aviation of the application prior to the time of submission; 
and 

(b) Any approval by the Planning Commission must be referred automatically 
to the City Council for final disposition. 

(2) 	Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this Section, no Special Use Permit 
shall be granted that would allow the establishment or creation of an obstruction 
or permit a non-conforming use, structure or tree to become a greater hazard to air 
navigation than it was on the effective date of this Section or any amendment 
thereto. 

FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Special Use Permit application, per Title 19.18.060 the Planning 
Commission and City Council must affirm the following: 

1. 	"The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious 
and compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and with future 
surrounding land uses as projected by the General Plan." 
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The design of this mixed-use tower will be a positive addition to the Downtown 
South District of the Downtown Centennial Plan. The high density developments 
in the area allow this project to blend in without any negative effects to the 
surrounding area. 

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

The location of this project on Las Vegas Boulevard is similar to other high-
density projects being proposed along this roadway. 

3. "Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be 
adequate in size to meet the requirements of the proposed use." 

This project is located on Las Vegas Boulevard that is adequate to handle 
vehicular traffic for this project. A fully development mass transit system along 
Las Vegas Boulevard will serve the project as well. 

4. "Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be 
inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the 
overall objectives of the General Plan." 

Approval of the Special Use Permit is consistent with the General Plan, and will 
not compromise public health, safety, or welfare. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

There were five speakers; three opposed and two in favor. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCATIONS NOTIFIED 	18 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 	9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	 10 

NOTICES MAILED 	 231 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 



btarY Public in ad for said County and State 

Revised 12-03-04 

No: 92-1302.1 %tst.a.„Aggotinutment ExZes  Sept. 8, 2009 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clark 
FAYE D. WILLIAMS 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:  SUP43891 	APN: 16:9_ 	--  

Name of Property Owner: 	  

Name of Applicant: 64,-7,  •>'44'..  el',  I  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 - No 

if yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 	  

Partner(s): 	 

APN: 

j 
Signature of Property Owner: 	49., it .) 	 	c_ 

Print Name: ji ).g(it 	ki/g/I  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This 	4day of  /141  	. 2004 

\depotNApplication PackeStatement of Financial Interest.doc 
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May 30, 2006 

Margo Wheeler, Director 
City of Las Vegas Planning and Development 
731 S. 4th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	Special Use Permit for Airport Overlay District; Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use; Site Development Plan Review at 1431 South Las Vegas 
Boulevard APN: 162-03-202-003, 004 

Dear Ms. Wheeler: 

On behalf of our client, Cambridge Enterprises, we hereby submit the attached 
applications for a Special Use Permit for the Airport Overlay District; Special Use 
Permit for Mixed Use and a Site Development Plan review for a proposed 45 
story, 517 foot high mixed use project located at 1431 S. Las Vegas Boulevard. 
The project will consist of 1,190 square feet of ground floor retail with 421 
condominium units. The current use of the property is the Chapel of Love 
Wedding Chapel. 

CURRENT LAND USE 

The site is designated Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment 
Plan Map. This designation allows those uses permitted in the Office (0), 
Service Commercial (SC) and General Commercial (GC) land use categories of 
the General Plan. The parcel is zoned General Commercial (0-2), which 
conforms to the Plan designation. Mixed Use projects are permitted with the 
approval of a Special Use Permit. 

The site also lies within the boundaries of the City of Las Vegas Downtown 
Centennial Plan, in the John S. Park Adjacent Area. While lying within this area 
of the plan, this site does not directly abut the portion of the John S. Park area 
designated as a Federal Historic Preservation Neighborhood. 

It also lies within the Airport Overlay District (A-0), as described in Title 
19.06.070. 

I( GARCIA 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and r Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 2 of 7 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Title 19.06.080 (H) establishes the criteria for approval of a Special Use Permit 
for properties located within the Airport Overlay District. Those are: 

a. The applicant shall notify the FAA regional office and the Clark County 
Department of Aviation of the application prior to the time of 
submission. 

The notification form sent to the FAA is attached as part of this 
submittal. 

b. Any approval by the Planning Commission must be referred 
automatically to the City Council for final disposition. 

It is understood that the application will be referred to the City Council. 

Title 19.18.060 (L) provides the determinations to be made by the Planning 
Commission or City Council to approve a Special Use Permit. Those are: 

a. 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious 
and compatible with existing land uses and with future surrounding 
uses as projected by the General Plan. 

All of the properties to the north, south and west of the site are 
designated Commercial (C), where intense commercial and mixed use 
projects are anticipated. There is no amendment to the 
Redevelopment or Downtown Centennial Plan associated with this 
application. In fact, directly west of this site, the following mixed use 
towers have been approved: 

1) Renzi Tower- SDR-10143 

This was approved for 68 stories, with 1,011 units, and 9,260 square 
feet of retail with a maximum height of 776 feet. 

2) Flatiron- SDR-8634 

This was approved for 50 stories„ with 320 condominium units, 5,890 
square feet of retail, and a 4,765 square foot restaurant with maximum 
height of 582 feet. 

3) Eighty on 4th  SDR-6217 

This was approved for 40 stories, with 89 condominium units, and 
3,257 square feet of retail with a maximum height of 505 feet. 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
SDR-13899 

08/10/06 PC- 



Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3` d  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 3 of 7 

It should be noted that all of the previously approved towers on the 
west side of Las Vegas Boulevard are of a greater height, density and 
mass than the project proposed for this site. Therefore in terms of 
such concerns as visual impacts and shading to the John S. Park 
neighborhood to the east, this project will have far fewer impacts than 
those already approved. While this proposed tower will be visible from 
the neighborhood, the other towers will be more visible even though 
they are on the other side of the street. 

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

The subject site is large enough to accommodate adequate parking, 
landscaping and amenities needed for this type of project. 

c. Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are, or will 
be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the proposed land 
use. 

Several other similar projects, at a greater height, number of unit and 
intensity have already been approved along the Las Vegas Boulevard 
corridor, where such uses have been encouraged to revitalize the 
downtown core of the City. 

d. Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be 
inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and welfare 
or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

The project advances the following objectives of the City of Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan: 

The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either or both social or 
economic liabilities and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people. This includes among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building types, 
economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public improvements, 
inadequate parking facilities, and inadequate utilization of land and 
public facilities. 

The approval and construction of mixed use projects in the downtown 
core has led to a revitalization of the area. Modern, integrated high-
end projects are replacing obsolete and aged buildings and are 
beginning to establish a new, vibrant downtown core, where people will 
be able to live, work, shop and play without a heavy reliance on the 
automobile. 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
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The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated, 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment area. 

This project assembles two parcels for the construction of a modern 
mixed use tower that will provide all of the pedestrian connectivity, 
landscaping and a visual context envisioned by both the City of Las 
Vegas Redevelopment Plan and the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which are stagnant or improperly utilized. 

This, along with other mixed use towers approved directly to the west 
of this site and in the Downtown Centennial Plan is re-shaping the 
future of the downtown core. The area south of Charleston Boulevard, 
along the Las Vegas Boulevard corridor, is in need of extensive 
redevelopment, as most of the properties are developed with older, 
dilapidated buildings that have hindered the redevelopment of this area 
of the City. The proposal seeks to reverse this long-standing trend and 
add to the revitalization of this area of downtown Las Vegas. 

The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of needed 
site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth. 

A key component of transforming the downtown core of the City is 
economic diversification and attracting new residents. New 
development brings with it the opportunity for installation and 
construction of needed site improvements; this mixed use project will 
provide all necessary improvements required by the City to mitigate 
impacts created by this development. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Title 19.18.050 (E) establishes the criteria for Site Development Plan review. 
They are: 

1. 	The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development 
and development in the area. 

The proposed mixed use tower is less intense in terms of density and 
intensity of development than those recently approved on the west side 
of Las Vegas Boulevard. It is recognized that the John S. Park single 
family neighborhood lies directly to the east, however, in terms of 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
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visual, shading and other concerns associated with high rise 
development in close proximity to single family residential, all of the 
previously approved projects will have greater impacts to the 
neighborhood than this proposal. 

The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, this 
Title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and Buffer 
Standards and other duly-adopted city plans, policies and standards. 

This project will be in general conformance to the General Plan, 
Downtown Redevelopment Plan and the Redevelopment Plan of the 
City of Las Vegas. It implements the overall objective of approving 
high intensity, mixed use development in the downtown area to 
redevelop, revitalize and add vitality and economic diversification to the 
downtown. In terms of meeting all the technical standards of the 
Downtown Plan, minor waivers will be requested to the build to line 
and building step back criteria of the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

3. Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic. 

All improvements required by the Department of Public Works and Fire 
Services will be provided. The traffic circulation is such that it will not 
increase neighborhood traffic into the adjacent Single family 
neighborhood. 

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for 
the City. 

The building materials depicted on the attached plans are intended to 
provide a modern, mixed use high rise that is an attractive, vibrant and 
exciting addition to this area of the City. The landscaping will be in 
keeping with the standards established in the Downtown Centennial 
Plan, 

5. Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural and 
aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious in 
appearance and create an orderly and aesthetically pleasing 
environment that is harmonious and compatible with development in 
the area. 

The elevations and design of the building are designed to bring 
excitement and vitality to the downtown area. They will add to the 
vibrant environment that will be created with this, and other approved 
projects along the Las Vegas Boulevard corridor. 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
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6. 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

There are no uses proposed in this project that would endanger the 
overall health, safety and public welfare of residents or businesses 
located in this area of the City. 

WAIVERS 

The following waivers to the standards of the Downtown Centennial Plan are 
requested: 

1. Section VII, Design Standards per District, Section C (1). 

This section of the Plan requires 70% of the first story facade to be 
aligned along the front property line. 

This waiver is requested so that the project can provide an attractive, 
well landscaped pedestrian pathway to enhance the appearance of the 
project. 

2. Standards requiring the provisions of step back at the 4 th , 11 th  and 18 
stories of the building. 

The building will provide a step-back at the podium level, which will be 
at the 7th  floor of the structure. This provision is one commonly waived 
with mixed-use high-rise development; there will be significant 
articulation and fenestrations provided to off set the additional step 
backs. 

SUMMARY 

The overall objectives of the Downtown Centennial Plan and the Redevelopment 
Plan are to create a vision for the downtown area of the City that results in a 
vibrant, exciting, economically viable core, where people will want to live, work, 
shop and play. The downtown area is in the midst of a renaissance, as older, 
stagnant areas are being replaced by modern, urban, intense mixed-use high 
rise developments that will bring life and excitement to areas in sore need of 
redevelopment, such as the Las Vegas corridor south of Charleston Boulevard. 

A key component to sustaining the momentum being built to re-invigorate the 
downtown core of the City is to continue encouraging the development of 
modern, integrated, very urban mixed use projects of high density and intensity 
to stimulate growth and investment in the Downtown plan area. These types of 
projects will continue to strengthen and diversify the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area. They will, in time, eliminate the blighted, obsolete and 

SUP-13891 
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deteriorating buildings currently in existence with new development that will 
provide a socially balanced community providing jobs and housing for persons of 
varying social, economic and ethic groups as stated in the Redevelopment Plan. 

For the reasons stated above, we believe the project associated with these 
applications is exactly what was envisioned when the Downtown Centennial Plan 
and Redevelopment Plans were adopted. We respectfully ask for your favorable 
consideration of this application. If you need any additional information, please 
do not hesitate to contact our office. 

David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
SDR-13899 
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October 31, 2006 CITY CLERK 
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Mayor Goodman & Council Members 
City of Las Vegas 
400 Stewart Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: Las Vegas Blvd & 3rd (SDR-13899, SUP-13897, SUP-13891) 

On behalf of my client, GeoSummit, LLC, I am submitting a request to have the above 
listed applications tabled at the November 1, 2006 City Council meeting. We believe it is 
appropriate at this time to table the project so that we will be able to continue working with 
staff and the neighbors. 

We respectfully request your consideration in the above listed matter. Please advise us of 
your decision. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at (702) 435-9909. 

Sincerely, 

David Clapsaddle 
Planning Director 

DWC: mw 

CC: City Clerk 
Margo Wheeler 
GeoSummit, LLC 
Cambridge 
Susie Martinez 
Flinn Fagg 

GCGARCIA 

Submitted after final agenda 

Date \() \SAt ‘'itern €,O 

A Planning & Development Sei lie C S Corporation 

1711 Whitney Mesa Drive, •Suite 110, Henderson, Neviida . 89014-2158 

Telephone : 702 435 9909 Facsimile: 702 435 0457 E Mail ggarcia@gegareiftinc.coin 
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August 8, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
City Hall, Tenth Picot 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: August 10, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting, Agenda Item Nos. 36-38 

Application of Stratorise LLC/Aztec International, 1431 Las Vegas Blvd. South 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I am writing in opposition to an application by Stratorise/Aztec International for a Special use 

Permit and Site Development Plan Review for a proposed 45-story, 517-foot tower at 1431 
Las Vegas Boulevard. I offer this opposition as a resident and as Vice-President of the John 
S. Park Neighborhood Association. 

The proposed building, if erected today, would be the 6th tallest building in the Las Vegas 
metropolitan area. The only completed buildings of that height or more are the Stratosphere, 
Wynn, the EiffelTOWer at Parit, New -York New York -Hotel & Casino and the Bellagio. it Would 
be more than twice the height of SoHo Lofts. The proposed building would be  directly adjacent  _  
to single family residential homes that are only a single story, and would be approximately 35 
times the height of the adjacent homes. 

The John S. Park neighborhood is unique both in its rich and long history and in its location. 

The historic neighborhood, which is primarily zoned as R-1 residential, directly abuts C-2 

commercial property along the City's major thoroughfare. It is not common to have C-2 
commercial zoning in such close proximity to R-1 single-family residential zoning. The 

residents of John S. Park recognize that we live in a unique area and we welcome the prospect 
of living in an urban environment. Many of us, however, strongly oppose the building of a giant 

skyscraper within only a few feet of our homes. 

Title 19.06.060 currently exempts properties within Downtown Centennial Plan from the 

automatic application of residential standards, but Title 19.06.060 and 19.08.045 both 
provide that this exemption does not prohibit imposition of similar or equivalent limitations in 
connection with approval of a site development plan. Thus, an applicant does not have a claim 
of right or even a reasonable expectation to build on his property to any height and without 
regard to neighboring properties. 

ITEM NO.: AD, 	?-)g  
CASE NO. (3uP 	"-=)0P  
PC MEETING:  S7-  

c' 
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Last year residents of the John S. Park neighborhood fought against a proposed high-rise 
building at the site of the Viva Las Vegas Wedding Chapel. We appeared numerous times at 
neighborhood meetings, Planning Commission meetings and City Council meetings. 
Ultimately we prevailed on our contention that buildings should be limited to 5 stories in order 

to protect the home values, quality of life, and well-being of near-by residents. The same 
conclusion should be reached here. 

The criteria used for consideration of site development plans illustrate why the height 
restriction is necessary: 

1. Compatibility of adjacent development: 

Buildings of several hundred feet or more are not compatible with the adjacent residential 
zoning. Such buildings would subject neighborhood residents to noise, visual blight, blockage 

of skyline and Invasion of privacy. 

The iöhñS *Park neigliborti66-d -has defined Whet we believe to be compatible-With -fife -
neighborhood and we did that through our neighborhood plan, which was approved by the City 

Council. In that plan we recognized that we live in an urban environment and that 
development not only will happen, but we welcome that development. Our neighborhood plan 
sets forth a com_promise for commercial development on Las Vegas Bquievard .._We defined _ 
that compromise between the neighbors, many of whom would prefer single or two story 

developments in this area, and the commercial entities, as five stories or 60 feet. Few 

residents of this city Would agree to a 5 story building In their backyard ;  but we joined together 

and said that is acceptable to us. The neighboring properties were Invited to join in that 

discussion, and some did join in that discussion and agreed to that limit. We ask you to honor 

that limit now. 

2. Consistency with general plan. 
The proposed building is not consistent with the general plan. Title 19.08.020 sets forth the 
intent of development standards. The first intent of the standards is to ensure that new 

development will not negatively impact the use and enjoyment of adjacent and neighboring 
properties." Other intents of the standards include increasing design compatibility between 
abutting properties and land uses; to reinforce a sense of community and to preserve the 
integrity of neighborhoods and places of business; and to reduce unsightly views. A building 
of this height would not satisfy these standards. 



AUG/09/2606/ED 09:18 AM LANGFORD—THOMAS FAX Nc. 7624716540 	 P.064 

August 8, 2006 

Page 3 

This Is not unlike the Ambling development controversy for property located at Martin Luther 
King Blvd. and Alta Drive. In that case 10 homes were In the 750 foot notification area; here 
several hundred homes are within the notification range of the commercial properties at issue. 

There the project was rejected because of concerns from homeowners who were one and two 
miles away, here there are homeowners who are less than 20 feet away. This project should 
be rejected for each of the reasons given on the Ambling property. 

3. Site access and traffic issues. 
Significant issues exist concerning vehicle traffic that would be created by the erection of this 
proposed building. Of primary concern is the fact that vehicles wishing to travel south from 
commercial properties in this area would either be required to quickly cross two lanes of traffic 
to the left and then make a U -turn at Charleston, or turn left and then travel south on Main 
Street or another street west of Las Vegas Boulevard, or take a simple right hand turn on Park 
Paseo and then turn right again on 5th Place of 6th Street. We believe the route through the 
neighborhood would become the preferred route. Unfortunately, there are no sidewalks on 
Sigffiffdint1b-a OfItfese narrow roa-dt, and pede-stilaii-tidffiCli—alFaiti" 
Additional traffic on these streets will be harmful to residents in this area, We also have 
concerns based upon the relatively small size of the commercial lots during the construction 
stage. it wciuld be very difficult for high-rise construction to take place on these lots without 
closing all or part of Las Vegas Boulevard  for significant_periods of time which will have a 
severely detrimental impact upon neighboring streets. 

Several residents met with the developer's representatives for this project and we asked them 
to complete a questionnaire which addressed many of our concerns. Our 8 page questionnaire 
Is attached. The 4 page response to our 8 page questionnaire is also attached. You will see 
that the developer was either unable or unwilling to answer most of our questions. We were 
told that a traffic report has not yet been completed, but we consider such information to be 
crucial to this Commission's consideration of this project, Likewise, the developer was not able 
to answer any questions about staging the construction, even though the situs of the staging 
area is of crucial importance to the neighborhood. Simply stated, we need to know if the 
developer intends to use any areas within the neighborhood for staging construction, diverting 
traffic, parking for construction workers, or accessing the site during the construction phase 
as the presence of large construction vehicles on our residential streets would be highly 

disruptive to our lives during the lengthy construction process. Given the incredibly small size 

of the site in relation to the massive building that is proposed, the location and availability of 
a staging area are critical details which should be known at this stage of the process. 
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The developers offered to meet with us regarding these issues after a contractor is selected, 
but the fact remains that this is our only opportunity to meaningfully participate in the process 
as there Is no further public comment or voting by public officials after the plan is approved. 

4. Public safety, health and general welfare issues. 
The proposed building does not promote the public safety, health and general welfare of John 
S. Park neighborhood residents. We do not want to live in any area where we are walled off 
by huge skyscrapers and cut -off from participating in the redevelopment of the city. We 
welcome new businesses who will thrive in this area and make this area a better place to live, 
but this proposed project does not meet those goals. We have concerns about safety, noise, 
and obstructions that will be caused by the construction. We asked the developer to address 
those issues, but substantive replies were not provided. We also have concerns about the 
viability of this project given vacancies in other condominium projects and the lack of any 
apparent virtue to this project. A primary concern is that because this is a very small lot and 
there are very few amenities offered, such as a large amount of retail, that the only real virtue 

rtie 
guaranteed as properties to the north and south have indicated their intention to build projects 
ofsimliar size. While living In skyscrapers with no more than 20 feet to the next balcony, with 
absolutely nomay be the norm in Manhattan, there are many Other alternatives in Las 
,It_e_gas..Thusj submIt.that_therels a.veg real chance that either thls_prolect will never be built _ 
and that granting entitlements to build will only drive up the price of the land and prohibit a 
viable project, that would enhance downtown, from actually being built, or It will be built and 
will eventually .tUni into a slum building because those With the ..rneani to do so will buy 
elsewhere so that they may enjoy unobstructed views and significant amenities. In either 
event, the residents of John S. Park would suffer - not only through the construction process 
but also as a result of a poorly conceptualized project. 
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As noted above, we asked a number of basic questions that we believe to be more than fair 
under the circumstances. A significant number of these questions remain unanswered. Based 
upon the Site Development Plan Review criteria, and the failure of the proposed developer to 
fully answer questions posed by neighborhood residents, I respectfully request that you deny 

the request for the Site Development Plan Review. 

Sincfrely, 

JdNell Thomas 
John S. Park Neighborhood Association Vice-President 

1509 South 5th  Place 
Las Vegas, NV 89104 

868-9110 - home 
471-6565 - office 
471-6540 - fax 
jonell@lonellthomas.com  e-mail 
www.lvdowntOwnhalghbors.org:  website 
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On behalf of the John S. Park Neighborhood Association, I am respectfully 

requesting that you provide us with the following information in advance of next week's 

neighborhood meeting concerning property located at 1431 South Las Vegas Boulevard. 

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss our concerns with you and look forward to 

hearing more about your project. 

Building Details  

How many stories: 

How tall: 

Lot size: 

Lot coverage: 

Building setback on the north: 

Building setback on the south: 

Building setback on the east: 

.Building setback on the,west: . 

Distance from edge of building to closest residential property: 

Height of the closest residential property: 

Number of studios: 	- 	 _ 
Number of 1 bedroom units: 

Number-of 2 bedroom units: 

Number of units with 3 or more bedrooms: 

Anticipated number of total occupants upon completion: 

Will condominiums be used as time share units, hotel rooms or other short term 

rentals? 

Number of parking spots for residents: 

Number of parking spots for visitors: 

Number of parking spots for employees: 

Uses (condo, mixed-use, office, hotel, etc): 

• Percentage of square footage for commercial use: 

Percentage of square footage for residential use: 

Page 1 of 8 
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Percentage of square footage for other use: 

Will alcohol be served or available for purchase? 

Will there be gaming tables or slot machines? 

Will reflective materials be used on the outside of the building? 

Has a shadow study been performed? 

If yes, is it publicly available? 

Please attach a copy to this questionnaire. 

cf_Lastradua) 

When is constructed anticipated to begin.? 

How long is construction anticipated to last? 

What are the anticipated hours of construction? 

Will construction be limited to activities which do not generate noise beyond the 

building during _the evening hours? 

Where will construction workers park? 

Where will the construction be staged? 

Will it be necessary to close one or more lanes of Las Vegas Boulevard during 

construction? 

If so, how long With the lanes be closed? 

What alternative routes have been developed? 

How will dust be abated during construction? 	 - 

What precautions will be made for debris, building materials and trash in windy 

conditions? 

Who will provide insurance for damage to neighboring properties caused during 

the construction process? 

Will the developer and construction property provide a person on-call 24-hours a 

day to address concerns of neighbors during the construction process? 

If so, what is the name of the contact person? 

Page 2 of 8 
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Will union labor be used? 

If yes, how much of the construction will be completed by union labor? 

Will any flammable materials be kept on site during construction? 

Will any hazardous materials be kept on site during construction? 

Is a construction company under contact? 

If yes, what is the name of the construction company? 

If no, when will a construction company be placed under contract? 

Safety 

What is the distance to the nearest fire hydrant? 

Has the fire department certified whether current fire hydrants and equipment are 

sufficient to meet the needs of the building? 

What is the access route for fire trucks and emergency vehicles on the north, south 

and east sides_ of the building? .  

Does the property owner's insurance cover damage to neighboring properties due 

to fire or other cause at the subject property? 

What is the amount of the insurance? 

Has the property owner provided proof of insurance to the city? 

What assurances do we have that insurance will be maintained? 

Are there structural handers which would prohibit automobiles from hitting the 

building? 

Has an earthquake study been performed? 

If yes, is it available to the public? 

Please attach a copy of the study to this questionnaire. 

Will east facing windows open? 

Will there be any balconies that face east? 

What precautions will the developer take to ensure that items are not thrown from 

east facing windows or balconies? 

Page 3 of 8 
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Traffic 

Has a traffic study been performed? 

If yes, is it available to the public? 

Please attach a copy of the study to this questionnaire. 

How many automobiles are anticipated at the property per thy? 

How many entrances for automobiles? 

How many exits for automobiles? 

What steps have been taken -to assure that traffic will not back up and cause traffic 

delay on Las Vegas Boulevard? 

Is it anticipated that limousines will be used by either building owners or 

occupants? 

If so, is the developer aware of the difficulties in property access by limos? 

Is the developer aware that limousines are not permitted on 5 th  Place and 6th  

Have alternative routes for limousines been developed? 

Is there currently a bus stop in front of the property? 

Will there be a bus pull-out lane at the front of the property? 

Noise 

Where will mechanical equipment, such as air-conditioners, be located? 

What is the distance from mechanical equipment to neighboring properties? 

What is the decibel level of mechanical equipment? 

What are the anticipated hours of operation of mechanical equipment? 

Are there outdoor patio or decks? 

If so, on which floor are they located? 

On which side of the building will they be located? 

Hours of operation? 

Will there by a nightclub, bar or similar use within the building? 

If so, what are the hours of operation? 

Page 4 of 8 



AUG/09/2006/WED 09:19 AM LANGFORD-THOMAS FAX No, 7024716540 	 P. 011 

Utilities  

Where will trash be contained? 

Distance of trash containers to neighboring properties? 

How will garbage trucks access garbage containers? 

Will utilities be above ground or under ground? 

Does the property owner intend to place neighboring above-ground utilities 

underground? 

Is the current electric grid sufficient to handle the increased load that will be 

created? 

Is the current sewer system sufficient to handle the increased load that will be 

created? 

Will heat be electric, gas, propane or solar? 

Will a cellular telephone antenna be erected on the property? 

Will the building interfere with access to any existing cellular phone antennas? 

privacy 

Will the property have any security cameras, video surveillance or other video 

equipment located on the east side of the building or which will be capable of 

filming properties to the east? 

Will apartment/condo units have east facing windows? 

Amenities  

Will animals be allowed within the building? 

If so, is a "dog park" or similar amenity planned? 

If not, where will pets "exercise" 

Is the developer providing any park space? 

Is the developer providing any walking trails? 
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Is the developer planning to contribute towards park space or open space in the 

city? 

If so, how much? 

Will businesses located within  the building be open to the public? 

What type of landscaping will be provided and where will it be located? 

Is there any additional buffer that will be provided between the property and 

adjacent residential properties? 

Disclosures  

Will the developer disclose the distance to the nearby topless strip club to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the distance to nearby adult bookstore to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the distance to nearby nude strip club to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the possibility that highrises of similar height may be 

builton adjacent properties and that there is_no.guarantee _of view. 	_ 

Helicopters 

What is the above mean sea level of the building? 

Has approval been obtained from the FAA? 

Has approval been obtained from the Clark County Department of Aviation? 

Will construction of the building require or result in diversion of helicopter traffic 

from existing paths? 

If so, what is the new proposed path? 

ConstructioriElperience and Preparation  

Has the developer ever completed a similar project? 

If so, in which city or cities? 

Has the developer ever built any building over four stories tall? 

If yes, please describe the experience of the construction company with 

construction of high-rises and skyscrapers. 
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Has any prior high-rise construction by the construction company been in 

close proximity (less than one block) to existing residential properties? 

If so, were any claims, lawsuits or settlements made with neighbors because 

of safety, debris, nuisance or other issues? 

Has the developer or property owner ever filed for bankruptcy? 

If so, please provide details. 

Does the developer currently own the land? 

Who are the real property owners and who are the developers, if different from the 

real property owners? 

If the owners are corporations, please identify the officers and principals. 

Ifthe officers are corporations, please indicate whether they are 

incorporated within the State of Nevada and please identify the principals of 

the corporations. 

What work has been done to develop thisproject beyond architectural_ drawings? 

Will a principal(s) of the project be present at the Planning Commission and City 

Council meetings to provide details and to give assurances, under penalty of 

perjury, as to whether the proposed project is an actual project, whether approval is 

being used for the purpose of selling the land to another developer, or whether 

other circumstances apply? _ 

On behalf of the John S. Park Neighborhood Association, we appreciate your willingness 

to provide us with this information. We believe that prompt disclosure of this 

information will assist in our understanding of your project and will greatly shorten the 

time necessary to answer relevant questions at the neighborhood meeting, Planning 

Commission and City Council. 
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If you would like a copy of this questionnaire in electronic form, please contact me at 

o 22 at your earliest convenience. We would like to have this information 

prior to the neighborhood meeting so we may provide it to those interested in the 

proposal. Please e -mail your responses to the above e-mail address or fax them to 471- 

6540. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

JoNell Thomas 

John S. Park Neighborhood Association Vice President 

Page 8 of 8 
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RESPONSE TO JOHN S. PARK NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION QUESTIONNAIRE: 

BUILDING DETAILS:  

How Many Stories: 	 45 
How Tall: 	 517 	Feet 
Lot Size: 	 1.5 	Acres, +1- 
Lot Coverage: 	 About 13.4 

North Building Setback: 	 0 	Feet- 7th 
to Ground Level; from 7 th  floor up is 32 feet 

South Building Setback: 	 0 	Feet-7th  Floor 
to Ground Level, from 7 th  floor up is 153 

East Building Setback: 	 0 	Feet-7 th  Floor 
to Ground Level; from 7" floor up is 16 feet 

West Building Setback: 	 10 	Feet 

Distance to Residential .  Property: 	• 	— 20 	- --Feet +1z 
Height of the closest Residential Building 	Unknown 

Pertaining to the type of units, the ratio of studio, one and two bedroom units is 
not known at this time. The floor plans are typical of downtown condominium 

• 

	

	 farige-fro—iri460-tu-561) - squaxe -  feet; the one -bedroom Imits- - 
range from 915 to 1,060 square feet with the two bedroom units at 1,310 Square 
Feet All of the units will have a balcony area of approximately 110 to 210 
Square feet. At this time, the unit breakdown is 153 Studios; 230 1BR and 38 
2BR 

The ground floor will have approximately 1,190 square feet of retail, with a 
cafe/lounge of approximately 1,300 square feet. Alcohol may be served as part in 
the lounge, this will require approval of a Special Use Permit, subject to a public 
hearing. 

Residential parking will be provided at a ratio of one space/unit; an additional 12 
spaces will be provided. It is anticipated that the lounge/restaurant/cafe area will 
only be used by residents of the buildings or walk-through traffic. The City of 
Las Vegas has standards regarding reflective glass; a shadow study has not been 
peiformed at this time. 

CONSTRUCTION 

A 
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Construction time frames are difficult to anticipate at this time. It takes approximately 18 
months to have improvement plans approved by the City after rezoning applications are 
completed. Hours of construction will be set to limit any inconvenience. Standard 
construction practices will be followed for other construction along the Las Vegas 
Boulevard corridor. An standards for dust abatement and safety will be followed. A 24 
hour contact will be provided to the neighborhood to report any problems or concerns. 
Hours of construction can be established to limit impacts to the neighborhood. 
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SAFETY 

We have not yet received responses from the Fire Department related to this application. 
All standards for fire access and emergency vehicle ingress and egress will be met. 
Structural barriers can be constructed for safety purposes. The building will be 
constructed in conformance to all building codes, including all necessary earthquake 
studies. 

It is anticipated that there will be no east facing windows with balconies. 

TRAFFIC 

A traffic study is required by the City of Las Vegas. We will share the results of the 
traffic study with the neighborhood. We have not received information as of this time 
pertaining to the need for a bus stop at this particular location. 

NOISE  

All mechanical and electrical equipment will be located indoors and conform to all 
standards for noise and operation. 

The units will have individual balconies. There is likely to be a bar/lounge/cafe on the 
ground level of the building; a nightclub is not anticipated at this time. 

UTILITIES 

All trash containers will be indoors. Utilities will be placed below ground. The project 
will operate so as not to interfere with cellular telephone use. 

PRIVACY 

On-site security will be provided; there will be no equipment that will film properties to 
the east of this site. There will be no 

AMENITIES 

We would be pleased to include amenities not only for future residents of this project, but 
the residents of your neighborhood as well. This includes, but is not necessarily limited 
to a dog park; retail business such as a place to eat, dry cleaners, fitness facility, indoor 
pool, clubhouse and lounge, Or any other services or business that we could provide for 
you. This also includes contribution to a neighborhood project, parks Or open space that 
would be of benefit to the neighborhood. 
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Extensive landscaping and decorative pavers will be provided on-site; there are no 
waivers requested to the City's landscaping criteria. 

DISCLOSURES 

Full disclosure pertaining to uses will be provided to buyers pertaining to the questions 
asked on this part of the questionnaire. 

HELICOPTERS 

We have filed all required paperwork to the FAA, as required by our Special Use Permit 
application. Approval by the FAA and Clark County Department of Aviation is decided 
at a later date. 

CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE AND PREPARATION 

The owners of this property also own the property located at 1801 S. Las Vegas 
Boulevard, the Monument Tower site. 

The Monument Tower site was in close proximity to residential properties; conditions 
were agreed to ensure the safety of the residences during the construction process. 

The owner of the property is GeoSumrnit; the applicant is Stratorise, of 4465 S. Buffalo, 
#2, Las Vegas, NV. 

The owners of this property fully intend to develop the site; however market conditions 
- -are variable.and_difficult to predicthow marketforces.will affect _tliefuture_development. 

of the property. 



A Plannin: & Deve men! Services Cor, oration 
1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle@gcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3 rd  . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. c\ \\ N\  

\s(., 	This is an acceptable project that I can live with.  

This is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions:  

c)TS 	\\‘\ s  
0 , 

\\\N- 

Your Name: 	  

Your Street Address: \kS3li  

Signature: C\;Oadk- 

G. C. Garcia, Inc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blvd & 3"I  and giving us your feedback. 

Cornmissio‘ 

-0-  3 DatE  
3 c/ 
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A Plannin. & Derek mew Services Con oration 
1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle(i4gcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3 rd . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

	This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. /47 ritis re;)'' 

	This is an acceptable project that I can live with. A-r 71,1iS Ttvsve. 

	This  is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions: 

koalAS Goo° pr iyn  

Your Street Address:  I le, 0 	4e )4 cra.tr-P1.. c,42 	.V V F9R)  

Signature: 

Garciaane. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blv :TE—Srd  and giving us your feedback. 
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A Planning'& DeveM ment Services ('or, oration 
1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle@gcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3rd . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. c\ \\\.\ 

- 
	This is an acceptable project that I can live with. k\-\ \v -:.% A \ v. 0 

	This is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions:  

.\-V=,\&"  

Your Name: 	  

Your Street Address: \U-1,0 czc  

G. C. Garcia, Inc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blvd & 3 rd  and giving us your feedback. 

Submitted at Planning Commission 

Date /7 0 	Item 
3 
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C. Garciaanc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blv 	3 r  and giving us your feedback. 

A Planninz& Develo ment Services ('or oration 
1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle@gcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3 r1  . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

	This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. m7 r'& 15 rm.  

V"  This is an acceptable project that I can live with. Aw -r -r•HiS Tuft*. 

	 his  is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions: 

LooKs Goot. pr  

Your Name: JO C_  

Your Street Address:  to So 	)c-C. 00...b2oct c+2 	. V av 791d4  



0 City Council Meeting City Council Meeting 

eat, tA4 tkiet4 Agenda Item No.: 79. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1,2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 111Consent Z Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO SUP-13891 

SUP-13897 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: STRATORISE 
LLC/AZTEC INTERNATIONAL - OWNER: GEOSUMMITT LLC - Request for a Special 
Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT at 1431 Las Vegas Boulevard 
South (APNs 162-03-202-003 and 004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Reese). The 
Planning Commission (4-2-1 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 	I 3 	I Planning Commission Mtg. 4 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (4-2-1 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions. 111K4. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTAT 
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 08-10-06 Planning Commission meeting Item 37 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Strike Item 56 [1616 South Las Vegas Boulevard]; 
WITHDRAW WITHOUT PREJUDICE Item 77 [ARC-13764]; TABLE Item 78 [SUP-13891], 
Item 79 [SUP-13897] and Item 80 [SDR-13899]; HOLD IN ABEYANCE Item 82 [SUP-15347], 
Item 98 [ZON-13896], Item 99 [VAR-13900], Item 100 [SUP-13902], Item 101 [SUP-13903], 
Item 102 [SDR-13904], Item 103 [ZON-15371], Item 104 [VAR-15373] and Item 105 [SDR-
15375] to 11/15/2006; Item 64 [EOT-16956], Item 83 [RQR-15420], Item 92 [GPA-16201], 
Item 93 [ZON-16196], Item 94 [SUP-16198], Item 95 [SUP-16200], Item 96 [SDR-16197], Item 
108 [VAR-16144] and Item 109 [SUP-16143] to 12/06/2006 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 78 for related backup. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: 	ABEYANCE - SUP-13897 - APPLICANT: 
STRATORISE, LLC/AZTEC INTERNATIONAL - OWNER: GEOSUMMIT, LLC. 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE SEPTEMBER 6, 2006 CITY 
COUNCIL MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (4-2/ds/bg- 1/rt vote) recommends DENIAL and staff 
recommends APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. 	Conformance to all Minimum Requirements under Title 19.04.050 for the mixed- 
use section. 

Approval of and conformance to the Conditions of Approval for Site Development 
Plan Review (SDR-13899). 

3. This Special Use Permit shall expire two years from the date of final approval, 
unless it is exercised or an Extension of Time is granted by the City of Las Vegas. 

4. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be 
satisfied. 
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**STAFF REPORT** 

APPLICANT REQUEST 

This is a request for a Special Use Permit for a Mixed-Use development at 1431 South Las 
Vegas Boulevard. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This mixed use residential project has a rather unique ground floor design in that the driveway is 
circular and off set to the right of the tower structure off of Las Vegas Boulevard. This permits 
two primary entrances into the tower, one directly off of Las Vegas Boulevard and one directly 
off of the driveway. The retail space is found directly on the Las Vegas Boulevard frontage 
with its own entrance. This 45-story tower features six levels of parking, an amenity floor and 
then the residential units on the remaining upper levels. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

06/21/06 There is no land use or zoning history on file for this parcel. Records show that the 
current zoning is C-2 (General Commercial). 

08/10/06 	The Planning Commission recommended denial of companion items SU-13891 
and SDR-13899 concurrently with this application. 

08/10/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-2/ds/bg- l/rt to recommend DENIAL (PC 
Agenda Item #37/yk). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	A pre-application meeting was held where it was discussed that a Site 
Development Plan Review and two Special Use Permits would be required to 
move this project forward. The need for three waivers of the Downtown 
Centennial Plan was also noted. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

A neighborhood meeting is not required as part of this application, nor was one held. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Gross Acres: 
Net Acres: 

1.50 acres 
1.30 acres 
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B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West:  

Vacant lot/Wedding Chapel 
Vacant lot 
Vacant lot 
Residential duplexes 
Retail/bar/restaurant 

C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 

C-2 (General Commercial) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-2 (Mediurn Density Residential) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 

E) General Plan Compliance 
The Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan designates the parcels C (Commercial), which 
permits office uses, limited commercial uses, and general commercial uses. The 
proposed mixed-use development is consistent with the land use designation. 

Special Area Plan 	 X  
Downtown Centennial Plan 	 X  
Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X  

Special Overlay District 	 X  
Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway 	 X  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 

Downtown Centennial Plan 
The parcel is located within the Downtown South district, which encourages major mixed-use 
residential projects. Height, setback, parking requirements and other development regulations 
are not automatically applied to properties within the Downtown Centennial Plan area; however, 
additional streetscape and architectural requirements are applicable. This proposed project is 
generally consistent with the goals and objectives of the Downtown Centennial Plan. 
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Redevelopment Plan Area 
This parcel is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Area, with a Commercial 
land use designation. The proposed uses are in conformance with the Redevelopment Plan. 

Trails 
This development is not adjacent to any Transportation, Recreation, or Urban Trails. 

Scenic Byway Overlay District 
This project is within the Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District which requires all 
signage to have at least 75% exposed neon. No signage is being considered with this application. 

INTERAGENCY ISSUES 

No issues have been raised to date. 

ANALYSIS 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al) Development Standards 

Title 19.06.060 exempts properties within the Downtown Centennial Plan area from 
the automatic application of building height limitations, setbacks, lot coverage, 
residential adjacency, standard landscaping requirements, and standard parking 
requirements. The Downtown Centennial Plan addresses certain site development 
standards, which are detailed below: 
Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance  
Min. Lot Size 	 N/A 	1.5 Acres 	N/A  
Min. Lot Width 	 N/A 	278 Feet 	N/A  
Min. Setbacks 
• Front (LVB) 	 0 Feet 	18 Feet 	Y 
• Side 	 N/A 	 0 Feet 	N/A 

• Rear 	 0 Feet 	10 Feet 	Y 

F.A.R. 	 N/A 	 13.4% 	N/A  
Max. Lot Coverage 	Up to 100% 	Not 	 Y 

indicated  
Max. Building 	 N/A 	517 Feet 	N/A 
Height  
Trash Enclosure 	Walled/roofed 	Yes  
Loading Zone 	 1 	 0 	 N  
Mech. Equipment 	Screened 	Enclosed 	Y 

The front setback of the building on Las Vegas Boulevard does not comply with the 
Downtown Centennial requirement for 70% frontage along the front property line, 
due to the design of the entry driveway. A trash enclosure is shown near the center 
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of the building with direct access to the internal driveway. The submitted plans 
would suggest that mechanical equipment will be screened; a condition has been 
included to establish compliance with the screening requirements contained in the 
Code. 

A2) Residential Adjacency Standards 

Title 19.06.060 exempts properties within the Downtown Centennial Plan area from 
the automatic application of Residential Adjacency Standards. The site is located 
approximately 290 feet from the nearest single-family property. 

A3) Parking and Traffic Standards 

As with other development standards, the property is exempt from the automatic 
application of parking requirements due to its being located within the boundaries 
of the Downtown Centennial Plan area. The following table details the parking 
figures for the development: 

Provided 
Uses 	 GFA 	Parking  

. 	Regular 	Handicap  
Multifamily Residential 

• Residential 
Parking 	 421 Units 	421 	9 

• Guest Parking 	 3 	0 

Commercial 	 Not 
• Retail 	 1,190 SF 	10 	Provided 

Total: 	 434 	9 

A total of 434 parking spaces will be provided for the development, which allows a 
minimum of one parking space per residential unit and 13 spaces for the 
commercial component. A total of 9 handicapped spaces are also provided. 

Public Works has reviewed the submitted plans for traffic circulation issues, and 
has not noted any significant concerns. 

A4) Landscape and Open Space Standards 

The property is subject to the landscape and streetscape standards of the Downtown 
Centennial Plan as listed below: 
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Standards 	
Required 	 Provided 

Ratio 	 Trees  
North/South Street 	1 Palm Tree @ 35' o.c. max. 	8 Trees 	9 Trees 
Las Vegas 	 (min. 25' height) 
Boulevard  
Sidewalk 	 11' Sidewalk 	 LVB 

20' 

The project includes seven palm trees within the amenity zone and an additional two 
shade trees by the curb-side driveway. There is also a planter with 14 water bamboo 
with a decorative screening wall behind it to screen the driveway and the ground 
level of the parking structure. 

The provided landscape meets the overall intent of the requirements of the 
Downtown Centennial Plan. 

A5) Sign Standards 

No detailed information has been submitted relative to proposed signage for the 
development. Signage shall be reviewed under a separate application, subject to 
conformance with the requirements of Title 19.06.140 the Las Vegas Boulevard 
Scenic Byway Overlay District. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

• Zoning 

The commercial use located at the ground floor is permitted in accordance with the 
requirements of the C-2 (General Commercial) zoning district. This project also requires 
a Special Use Permit for the McCarran Airport Overlay; Special Use Permit (SUP-13891) 
has been filed as a companion case. 

• Site Plan 

This project has a rather unique ground floor design in that a circular driveway is located 
off of Las Vegas Boulevard with the commercial space being completely separate from 
the lobby area of the structure on the northwest corner of the building. Two primary 
entrances are provided, one directly off of Las Vegas Boulevard and the other directly off 
of the circular driveway to the south. A one-way entrance to the parking garage is 
located at the south end of the project with a one-way exit on the north end of the project. 
The circular drive is entered off of the main entrance and then exits directly on to Las 
Vegas Boulevard. 
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• Waivers 

The development requires waivers from the Downtown Centennial Plan requirement for 
building stepbacks, and 70% frontage requirements. A building stepback is provided at 
the 7th story of the building, but no additional stepbacks are provided as required on the 
11 th  and 18th  floors. The configuration of the building and the modern sleek façade 
provides sufficient variation to the appearance of the building, and is consistent with the 
design goals of the Centennial Plan. The unique design of the driveway sets the bulk of 
the parking structure back that causes the need for the waiver of the 70% frontage 
requirement. 

• Elevation 

Contemporary materials are used on the building exterior, which include Stone veneer, 
pre-finished metal and painted concrete. Aqua-blue tinted and gray tinted glass will 
provide the dominate colors of the structure framed within the painted white concrete 
support columns. There is significant variation in the façade on the lower seven levels 
that clearly indicates where the commercial and garage levels end and the residential 
units begin. However, there is enough vertical articulation that extends down to the 
foundation to unite the building as one entity. The six-levels of the garage are open with 
steel horizontal bars providing both safety and decorative elements to these levels. 

• Floor Plan 

The symmetry of the floor plan allows for efficient access from the parking structure to 
the elevator lobbies, and contributes to the effectiveness of the pedestrian circulation with 
the structures. The amenities for the residential units will be located atop the parking 
structure. 

FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Special Use Permit application, per Title 19.18.060 the Planning 
Commission and City Council must affirm the following: 

1. 	"The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious 
and compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and with future 
surrounding land uses as projected by the General Plan." 

The location of this project along Las Vegas Boulevard is within the Downtown 
Centennial Plan that encourages mixed-use commercial/residential projects. The 
surrounding area is expected to be redevelopment in the near future with similar 
type of high-intensity projects. 

2. 	The subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of land use 
proposed." 
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This downtown location is ideal for this type of mixed-use development. 

3. "Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be 
adequate in size to meet the requirements of the proposed use." 

Las Vegas Boulevard is a main entry street into downtown and provides excellent 
access to the project. The site also has excellent access to public transportation, 
which will assist in reducing the number of vehicle trips generated by the 
development. 

4. "Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be 
inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the 
overall objectives of the General Plan." 

Approval of the Special Use Permit is consistent with the General Plan, and will 
not compromise public health, safety, or welfare. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCATIONS NOTIFIED 	18 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 	9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	 10 

NOTICES MAILED 	 231 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:  SUP-13897 	APN: 	  

Name of Property Owner:  , ,y/i.z)  

Name or Applicant: 	  / / • 

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 N." No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN: 

- 	• , , Signature of Property Owner:  ,1 Ai  

- Print Name: 	tr)  

/ 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

Revised 12-03-04  Ildepot \Application PackeStatement of Financial Interest doc 



SITE DATA  

SITE ACREAGE 
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•SEE GROUND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

C-2 
ZONING 

1 3 ACRES (NET) 
IS ACRES (GROSS) 

x162 -03- 202 -003, 004 
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Stone Veneer 
Gray/Black/White Color Mix 

Glass 
Aqua-Blue Tinted Glass 

Metal Screen System & 
Aluminum Glazing System  
Anodized Aluminum Finish 

Painted E.I.F.S. 
Baltic Blue Paint Finish 

Condominiums at 1431 S. Las Vegas Blvd. Materials/Colors 	 5.26.06 a CIZZM 

Pre-Finished Metal 
Panel &  
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May 30, 2006 

Margo Wheeler, Director 
City of Las Vegas Planning and Development 
731 S. 4th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	Special Use Permit for Airport Overlay District; Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use; Site Development Plan Review at 1431 South Las Vegas 
Boulevard APN: 162-03-202-003, 004 

Dear Ms. Wheeler: 

On behalf of our client, Cambridge Enterprises, we hereby submit the attached 
applications for a Special Use Permit for the Airport Overlay District; Special Use 
Permit for Mixed Use and a Site Development Plan review for a proposed 45 
story, 517 foot high mixed use project located at 1431 S. Las Vegas Boulevard. 
The project will consist of 1,190 square feet of ground floor retail with 421 
condominium units. The current use of the property is the Chapel of Love 
Wedding Chapel. 

CURRENT LAND USE 

The site is designated Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment 
Plan Map. This designation allows those uses permitted in the Office (0), 
Service Commercial (SC) and General Commercial (GC) land use categories of 
the General Plan. The parcel is zoned General Commercial (0-2), which 
conforms to the Plan designation. Mixed Use projects are permitted with the 
approval of a Special Use Permit. 

The site also lies within the boundaries of the City of Las Vegas Downtown 
Centennial Plan, in the John S. Park Adjacent Area. While lying within this area 
of the plan, this site does not directly abut the portion of the John S. Park area 
designated as a Federal Historic Preservation Neighborhood. 

It also lies within the Airport Overlay District (A-0), as described in Title 
19.06.070. 

GARCIA 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3" Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 2 of 7 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Title 19.06.080 (H) establishes the criteria for approval of a Special Use Permit 
for properties located within the Airport Overlay District. Those are: 

a. The applicant shall notify the FAA regional office and the Clark County 
Department of Aviation of the application prior to the time of 
submission. 

The notification form sent to the FAA is attached as part of this 
submittal. 

b. Any approval by the Planning Commission must be referred 
automatically to the City Council for final disposition. 

It is understood that the application will be referred to the City Council. 

Title 19.18.060 (L) provides the determinations to be made by the Planning 
Commission or City Council to approve a Special Use Permit. Those are: 

a. 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious 
and compatible with existing land uses and with future surrounding 
uses as projected by the General Plan. 

All of the properties to the north, south and west of the site are 
designated Commercial (C), where intense commercial and mixed use 
projects are anticipated. There is no amendment to the 
Redevelopment or Downtown Centennial Plan associated with this 
application. In fact, directly west of this site, the following mixed use 
towers have been approved: 

1) Renzi Tower- SDR-10143 

This was approved for 68 stories, with 1,011 units, and 9,260 square 
feet of retail with a maximum height of 776 feet. 

2) Flatiron- SDR-8634 

This was approved for 50 stories„ with 320 condominium units, 5,890 
square feet of retail, and a 4,765 square foot restaurant with maximum 
height of 582 feet. 

3) Eighty on 4th  SDR-6217 

This was approved for 40 stories, with 89 condominium units, and 
3,257 square feet of retail with a maximum height of 505 feet. 

SUP-13891 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3' d  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 3 of 7 

It should be noted that all of the previously approved towers on the 
west side of Las Vegas Boulevard are of a greater height, density and 
mass than the project proposed for this site. Therefore in terms of 
such concerns as visual impacts and shading to the John S. Park 
neighborhood to the east, this project will have far fewer impacts than 
those already approved. While this proposed tower will be visible from 
the neighborhood, the other towers will be more visible even though 
they are on the other side of the street. 

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

The subject site is large enough to accommodate adequate parking, 
landscaping and amenities needed for this type of project. 

c. Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are, or will 
be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the proposed land 
use. 

Several other similar projects, at a greater height, number of unit and 
intensity have already been approved along the Las Vegas Boulevard 
corridor, where such uses have been encouraged to revitalize the 
downtown core of the City. 

d. Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be 
inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and welfare 
or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

The project advances the following objectives of the City of Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan: 

The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either or both social or 
economic liabilities and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people. This includes among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building types, 
economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public improvements, 
inadequate parking facilities, and inadequate utilization of land and 
public facilities. 

The approval and construction of mixed use projects in the downtown 
core has led to a revitalization of the area. Modern, integrated high-
end projects are replacing obsolete and aged buildings and are 
beginning to establish a new, vibrant downtown core, where people will 
be able to live, work, shop and play without a heavy reliance on the 
automobile. 

SUP-13891 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3` d  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 4 of 7 

The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated, 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment area. 

This project assembles two parcels for the construction of a modern 
mixed use tower that will provide all of the pedestrian connectivity, 
landscaping and a visual context envisioned by both the City of Las 
Vegas Redevelopment Plan and the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which are stagnant or improperly utilized. 

This, along with other mixed use towers approved directly to the west 
of this site and in the Downtown Centennial Plan is re-shaping the 
future of the downtown core. The area south of Charleston Boulevard, 
along the Las Vegas Boulevard corridor, is in need of extensive 
redevelopment, as most of the properties are developed with older, 
dilapidated buildings that have hindered the redevelopment of this area 
of the City. The proposal seeks to reverse this long-standing trend and 
add to the revitalization of this area of downtown Las Vegas. 

The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of needed 
site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth. 

A key component of transforming the downtown core of the City is 
economic diversification and attracting new residents. New 
development brings with it the opportunity for installation and 
construction of needed site improvements; this mixed use project will 
provide all necessary improvements required by the City to mitigate 
impacts created by this development. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Title 19.18.050 (E) establishes the criteria for Site Development Plan review. 
They are: 

1. 	The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development 
and development in the area. 

The proposed mixed use tower is less intense in terms of density and 
intensity of development than those recently approved on the west side 
of Las Vegas Boulevard. It is recognized that the John S. Park single 
family neighborhood lies directly to the east, however, in terms of 

SUP-13891 
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visual, shading and other concerns associated with high rise 
development in close proximity to single family residential, all of the 
previously approved projects will have greater impacts to the 
neighborhood than this proposal. 

2. The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, this 
Title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and Buffer 
Standards and other duly-adopted city plans, policies and standards. 

This project will be in general conformance to the General Plan, 
Downtown Redevelopment Plan and the Redevelopment Plan of the 
City of Las Vegas. It implements the overall objective of approving 
high intensity, mixed use development in the downtown area to 
redevelop, revitalize and add vitality and economic diversification to the 
downtown. In terms of meeting all the technical standards of the 
Downtown Plan, minor waivers will be requested to the build to line 
and building step back criteria of the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

3. Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic. 

All improvements required by the Department of Public Works and Fire 
Services will be provided. The traffic circulation is such that it will not 
increase neighborhood traffic into the adjacent single family 
neighborhood. 

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for 
the City. 

The building materials depicted on the attached plans are intended to 
provide a modern, mixed use high rise that is an attractive, vibrant and 
exciting addition to this area of the City. The landscaping will be in 
keeping with the standards established in the Downtown Centennial 
Plan. 

5. Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural and 
aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious in 
appearance and create an orderly and aesthetically pleasing 
environment that is harmonious and compatible with development in 
the area. 

The elevations and design of the building are designed to bring 
excitement and vitality to the downtown area. They will add to the 
vibrant environment that will be created with this, and other approved 
projects along the Las Vegas Boulevard corridor. 

SUP-13891 
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6. 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

There are no uses proposed in this project that would endanger the 
overall health, safety and public welfare of residents or businesses 
located in this area of the City. 

WAIVERS  

The following waivers to the standards of the Downtown Centennial Plan are 
requested: 

1. Section VII, Design Standards per District, Section 0(1). 

This section of the Plan requires 70% of the first story facade to be 
aligned along the front property line. 

This waiver is requested so that the project can provide an attractive, 
well landscaped pedestrian pathway to enhance the appearance of the 
project. 

2. Standards requiring the provisions of step back at the 4 th , 11 th  and 18 
stories of the building. 

The building will provide a step-back at the podium level, which will be 
at the 7th  floor of the structure. This provision is one commonly waived 
with mixed-use high-rise development,. there will be significant 
articulation and fenestrations provided to off set the additional step 
backs. 

SUMMARY 

The overall objectives of the Downtown Centennial Plan and the Redevelopment 
Plan are to create a vision for the downtown area of the City that results in a 
vibrant, exciting, economically viable core, where people will want to live, work, 
shop and play. The downtown area is in the midst of a renaissance, as older, 
stagnant areas are being replaced by modern, urban, intense mixed-use high 
rise developments that will bring life and excitement to areas in sore need of 
redevelopment, such as the Las Vegas corridor south of Charleston Boulevard. 

A key component to sustaining the momentum being built to re-invigorate the 
downtown core of the City is to continue encouraging the development of 
modern, integrated, very urban mixed use projects of high density and intensity 
to stimulate growth and investment in the Downtown plan area. These types of 
projects will continue to strengthen and diversify the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area. They will, in time, eliminate the blighted, obsolete and 
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deteriorating buildings currently in existence with new development that will 
provide a socially balanced community providing jobs and housing for persons of 
varying social, economic and ethic groups as stated in the Redevelopment Plan. 

For the reasons stated above, we believe the project associated with these 
applications is exactly what was envisioned when the Downtown Centennial Plan 
and Redevelopment Plans were adopted. We respectfully ask for your favorable 
consideration of this application. If you need any additional information, please 
do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 
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AUG/09/2006/WED 09:17 AM LANGFORD-THOMAS FAX No. 7024716540 	 P.002 

August 8, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
City Hall, Tenth Floof 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: August 10, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting, Agenda Item Nos. 36-38 
Application of Stratorise LLC/Aztec International, 1431 Las Vegas Blvd. South 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

am writing in opposition to an application by Stratorise/Aztec International for a Special use 
Permit and Site Development Plan Review for a proposed 45-story, 517-foot tower at 1431 
Las Vegas Boulevard. I offer this opposition as a resident and as Vice-President of the John 
S.. Park Neighborhood Association. 

The proposed building, if erected today, would be the 6th tallest building in the Las Vegas 
metropolitan area. The only completed buildings of that height or more are the Stratosphere, 
Wynn, the EiffeiTOvier at Paris, New -York New -York -Hotel & Casino and the Bellagio. It Would 
be more than twice the height of  SoHo Lofts. The proposed building would be directly adjacent _ 	 _ 
to single family residential homes that are only a single story, and would be approximately 35 
times the height of the adjacent homes. 

The John S. Park neighborhood is unique both in its rich and long history and in its location. 

The historic neighborhood, which is primarily zoned as R-1 residential, directly abuts C-2 
commercial property along the City's major thoroughfare. It is not common to have 0 -2 
commercial zoning in such close proximity to R -1 single-family residential zoning. The 

residents of John S. Park recognize that we live In a unique area and we welcome the prospect 
of living in an urban environment. Many of us, however, strongly oppose the building of a giant 
skyscraper within only a few feet of our homes. 

Title 19.06.060 currently exempts properties within Downtown Centennial Plan from the 
automatic application of residential standards, but Title 19.06.060 and 19.08.045 both 
provide that this exemption does not prohibit imposition of similar or equivalent limitations in 
connection with approval of a site development plan. Thus, an applicant does not have a claim 
of right or even a reasonable expectation to build on his property to any height and without 
regard to neighboring properties. 

ITEM NO.: AD,31 '?_)8 
CASE NO. -,DuP 	IbS(11, 
PC MEETING: 	  

cl 
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Last year residents of the John S. Park neighborhood fought against a proposed high-rise 

building at the site of the Viva Las Vegas Wedding Chapel. We appeared numerous times at 
neighborhood meetings, Planning Commission meetings and City Council meetings. 
Ultimately we prevailed on our contention that buildings should be limited to 5 stories in order 
to protect the home values, quality of fife, and well-being of near-by residents. The same 

conclusion should be reached here. 

The criteria used for consideration of site development plans illustrate why the height 

restriction is necessary: 

I.. Compatibility of adjacent development: 
Buildings of several hundred feet or more are not compatible with the adjacent residential 
zoning. Such buildings would subject neighborhood residents to noise, visual blight, blockage 

of skyline and invasion of privacy. 

lifer JOIiñS Pkëighbörfföôd Ices defined What we .belidiie -  to Lie cbñIpatiblë With -tife 

neighborhood and we did that through our neighborhood plan, which was approved by the City 
Council. In that plan we recognized that we live in an urban environment and that 
development not only will happen, bufwe welcome that development. Our neighborhood plan 
sets forth a com_promise for commercial  development On .Las Bqulevarci.__We Wiped_ 

that compromise between the neighbors, many of whom would prefer single or two story 
developments in this area, and the commercial entities, as five stories or 60 feet. Few 

residents of this city would agree to a 5 story building in their backyard; but We joined together • 

and said that is acceptable to us. The neighboring properties were invited to join in that 
discussion, and some did join in that discussion and agreed to that limit. We ask you to honor 

that limit now. 

2. Consistency with general Dian. 
The proposed building is not consistent with the general plan. Title 19.08.020 sets forth the 

intent of development standards. The first intent of the standards is "to ensure that new 

development will not negatively impact the use and enjoyment of adjacent and neighboring 
properties." Other intents of the standards include increasing design compatibility between 
abutting properties and land uses; to reinforce a sense of community and to preserve the 
integrity of neighborhoods and places of business; and to reduce unsightly views. A building 

of this height would not satisfy these standards. 
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This is not unlike the Ambling development controversy for property located at Martin Luther 
King Blvd. and Alta Drive. In that case 10 homes were In the 750 foot notification area; here 
several hundred homes are within the notification range of the commercial properties at issue. 
There the project was rejected because of concerns from homeowners who were one and two 
miles away, here there are homeowners who are less than 20 feet away. This project should 
be rejected for each of the reasons given on the Ambling property. 

a Site access and traffic issues. 
Significant issues exist concerning vehicle traffic that would be created by the erection of this 
proposed building. Of primary concern is the fact that vehicles wishing to travel south from 
commercial properties in this area would either be required to quickly cross two lanes of traffic 
to the left and then make a U-turn at Charleston, or turn left and then travel south on Main 
Street or another street west of Las Vegas Boulevard, or take a simple right hand turn on Park 
Paseo and then turn right again on 5th Place of 6th Street. We believe the route through the 
neighborhood would become the preferred route. Unfortunately, there are no sidewalks on 
grilfti-Obitio-fig- bfthéñF WIöadT,ãñdnab-an aii-tfaff I 

Additional traffic on these streets will be harmful to residents in this area. We also have 
concerns based upon the relatively small size of the commercial lots during the construction 
stage. - It would be very difficult fOr construction to -take plec . on .  these lots without 
closing all or part of Las Vegas Boulevard  for significant_periods of time, _which will have a 
severely detrimental impact upon neighboring streets, 

Several residents Met with the developer's representatives for this project and we asked 'them 
to complete a questionnaire which addressed many of our concerns. Our 8 page questionnaire 
Is attached. The 4 page response to our 8 page questionnaire is also attached. You will see 
that the developer was either unable or unwilling to answer most of our questions. We were 
told that a traffic report has not yet been completed, but we consider such information to be 
crucial to this Commission's consideration of this project. Likewise, the developer was not able 
to answer any questions about staging the construction, even though the situs of the staging 
area is of crucial importance to the neighborhood. Simply stated, we need to know if the 
developer intends to use any areas within the neighborhood for staging construction, diverting 
traffic, parking for construction workers, or accessing the site during the construction phase 
as the presence of large construction vehicles on our residential streets would be highly 
disruptive to our lives during the lengthy construction process. Given the incredibly small size 
of the site in relation to the massive building that Is proposed, the location and availability of 
a staging area are critical details which should be known at this stage of the process. 
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The developers offered to meet with us regarding these issues after a contractor is selected, 
but the fact remains that this is our only opportunity to meaningfully participate In the process 
as there Is no further public comment or voting by public officials after the plan is approved. 

4. Public safety, health and general welfare Issues. 
The proposed building does not promote the public safety, health and general welfare of John 
S. Park neighborhood residents. We do not want to live in any area where we are walled off 
by huge skyscrapers and cut-off from participating in the redevelopment of the city. We 
welcome new businesses who will thrive in this area and make this area a better place to live, 
but this proposed project does not meet those goals. We have concerns about safety, noise, 
and obstructions that will be caused by the construction. We asked the developer to address 

those issues, but substantive replies were not provided. We also have concerns about the 
viability of this project given vacancies in other condominium projects and the lack of any 
apparent virtue to this project. A primary concern is that because this is a very small lot and 

there are very few amenities offered, such as a large amount of retail, that the only real virtue 
1-eiViiiiii-85i11 &raid aiti 

guaranteed as properties to the north and south have indicated their intention to build projects 
of similar size. While living In skyscrapers with no more than 20 feet to the next balcony, with 
absolutely -no view, Maybe the norm in Manhattan, there are many Other alternatives in Las 

subrnIt.thatthere ayey real chance thateltber thls_project will never be built_ 
and that granting entitlements to build will only drive up the price of the land and prohibit a 

viable project, that would enhance downtown, from actually being built, or It will be built and 

will eventually turn into a slum building because those With the .means to do -Sci Will buy 

elsewhere so that they may enjoy unobstructed views and significant amenities. In either 

event, the residents of John S. Park would suffer - not only through the construction process 
but also as a result of a poorly conceptualized project. 
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As noted above, we asked a number of basic questions that we believe to be more than fair 

under the circumstances. A significant number of these questions remain unanswered. Based 

upon the Site Development Plan Review criteria, and the failure of the proposed developer to 
fully answer questions posed by neighborhood residents, I respectfully request that you deny 
the request for the Site Development Plan Review. 

Sin qprely, 

JdNell Thomas 
John S. Park Neighborhood Association Vice-President 

1509 South 5th Place 
Las Vegas, NV 89104 
868-9110 - home 
471-6565 - office 
471-6540 - fax 
jonell@lonellthomas.com  e-mail 
www_lvdowntownnelghbors.org  - website 
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On behalf of the John S. Park Neighborhood Association, I am respectfully 

requesting that you provide us with the following information in advance of next week's 

neighborhood meeting concerning property located at 1431 South Las Vegas Boulevard. 

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss our concerns with you and look forward to 

hearing more about your project. 

Building Details 

How many stories: 

How -tall: 

Lot size: 

Lot coverage: 

Building setback on the north: 

Building setback on the south: 

Building setback on the east: 

Building setback on the west: . 

Distance from edge of building to closest residential property: 

Height of the closest residential property: 

Number of studios: 

Number of 1 bedroom units: 

Number of 2 bedroom units: 

Number of units with 3 or more bedrooms: 

Anticipated number of total occupants upon completion: 

Will condominiums be used as time share units, hotel rooms or other short term 

rentals? 

Number of parking spots for residents: 

Number of parking spots for visitors: 

Number of parking spots for employees: 

Uses (condo, mixed-use, office, hotel, etc): 

• Percentage of square footage for commercial use: 

Percentage of square footage for residential use: 

Page 1 of 8 
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Percentage of square footage for other use: 

Will alcohol be served or available for purchase? 

Will there be gaming tables or slot machines? 

Will reflective materials be used on the outside of the building? 

Has a shadow study been performed? 

If yes, is it publicly available? 

Please attach a copy to this questionnaire. 

Coast-ruction,  

When is constructed anticipated to begin? 

How long is construction anticipated to last? 

What are the anticipated hours of construction? 

Will construction be limited to activities which do not generate noise beyond the 

_building during :the evening hours? 

Where will construction workers park? 

Where will the construction be staged? 

Will it be necessary to close one or more lanes of Las Vegas Boulevard during 

construction? 

If so, how long With the lanes be closed? 

What alternative routes have been developed? 

How will dust be abated during construction? 	 - 

What precautions will be made for debris, building materials and trash in windy 

conditions? 

Who will provide insurance for damage to neighboring properties caused during 

the construction process? 

Will the developer and construction property provide a person on-call 24-hours a 
• 

day to address concerns of neighbors during the construction process? 

If so, what is the name of the contact person? 

Page 2 of 8 
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Will union labor be used? 

If yes, how much of the construction will be completed by union labor? 

Will any flammable materials be kept on site during construction? 

Will any hazardous materials be kept on site during construction? 

Is a construction company under contact? 

If yes, what is the name of the construction company? 

If no, when will a construction company be placed under contract? 

Safety 

What is the distance to the nearest fire hydrant? 

Has the fire department certified whether current fire hydrants and equipment are 

sufficient to meet the needs of the building? 

What is the access route for fire trucks and emergency vehicles on the north, south 

and east sides_ of the_building? 	 _ 

Does the property owner's insurance cover damage to neighboring properties due 

to fire or other cause at the subject property? 

What is the amount of the insurance? 

Has the property owner provided proof of insurance to the city? 

What assurances do we have that insurance will be maintained? 

Are there structural barriers which would prohibit automobiles from hitting the 

building? 

Has an earthquake study been performed? 

If yes, is it available to the public? 

Please attach a copy of the study to this questionnaire. 

Will east facing windows open? 

Will there be any balconies that face east? 

What precautions will the developer take to ensure that items are not thrown from 

east facing windows or balconies? 

Page 3 of 8 
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Traffic 

Has a traffic study been performed? 

If yes, is it available to the public? 

Please attach a copy of the study to this questionnaire. 

How many automobiles are anticipated at the property per day? 

How many entrances for automobiles? 

How many exits for automobiles? 

What steps have been talcenio assure that traffic will not back up and cause traffic 

delay on Las Vegas Boulevard? 

Is it anticipated that limousines will be used by either building owners or 

occupants? 

If so, is the developer aware of the difficulties in property access by limos? 

Is the developer aware that limousines are not permitted on 5 th  Place and 6th  

Have alternative routes for limousines been developed? 

Is there currently a bus stop in front of the property? 

Will there be a bus pull-out lane at the front of the property? 

Noise 

Where will mechanical equipment, such as air-conditioners, be located? 

What is the distance from mechanical equipment to neighboring properties? 

What is the decibel level of mechanical equipment? 

What are the anticipated hours of operation of mechanical equipment? 

Are there outdoor patio or decks? 

If so, on which floor are they located? 

On which side of the building will they be located? 

Hours of operation? 

Will there by a nightclub, bar or similar use within the building? 

If so, what are the hours of operation? 

Page 4 of 8 
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Utilities  

Where will trash be contained? 

Distance of trash containers to neighboring properties? 

How will garbage trucks access garbage containers? 

Will utilities be above ground or under ground? 

Does the property owner intend to place neighboring above-ground utilities 

underground? 

Is the current electric grid sufficient to handle the increased load that will be 

created? 

Is the current sewer system sufficient to handle the increased load that will be 

created? 

Will heat be electric, gas, propane or solar? 

Will a cellular telephone antenna be erected on the property? 

Will the building interfere with access to any existing cellular phone antennas? 

Privacy 

Will the property have any security cameras, video surveillance or other video 

equipment located on the east side of the building or which will be capable of 

filming  properties to the east? 

Will apartment/condo units have east facing windows? 

Amenities  

Will animals be allowed within the building? 

If so, is a "dog park" or similar amenity planned? 

If not, where will pets "exercise" 

Is the developer providing any park space? 

Is the developer providing any walking trails? 
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Is the developer planning to contribute towards park space or open space in the 

city? 

If so, how much? 

Will businesses located within the building be open to the public? 

What type of landscaping will be provided and. where will it be located? 

Is there any additional buffer that will be provided between the property and 

adjacent residential properties? 

Disclosures  

Will the developer disclose the distance to the nearby topless strip club to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the distance to nearby adult bookstore to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the distance to nearby nude strip club to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the possibility that highrises of similar height may be 

built on adjacent properties and that there is.no  guarantee of view. 	_ _ 

Helicopters 

What is the above mean sea level of the building? _ 
Has approval been obtained from the FAA? 

Has approval been obtained from the Clark County Department of Aviation? 

Will construction of the building require or result in diversion of helicopter traffic 

from existing paths? 

If so, what is the new proposed path? 

Construction Elperience and Preparation  

Has the developer ever completed a similar project? 

If so, in which city or cities? 

Has the developer ever built any building over four stories tall? 

If yes, please describe the experience of the construction company with 

construction of high-rises and skyscrapers. 
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Has any prior high-rise construction by the construction company been in 

close proximity (less than one block) to existing residential properties? 

If so, were any claims, lawsuits or settlements made with neighbors because 

of safety, debris, nuisance or other issues? 

Has the developer or property owner ever fded for bankruptcy? 

If so, please provide details. 

Does the developer currently own the land? 

Who are the real property owners and who are the developers, if different from the 

real property owners? 

If the owners are corporations, please identify the officers and principals. 

If-the officers are corporations, please indicate whether they are 

incorporated within the State of Nevada and please identify the principals of 

the corporations. 

What work .has . been done. to develop .thisproject beyond architectural drayvingSZ . 

Will a principal(s) of the project be present at the Planning Commission and City 

Council meetings to provide details and to give assurances, under penalty of 

perjury, as to whether the proposed project is an actual project, whether approval is 

being used for the purpose of selling the land to another developer, or whether 

other circumstances apply? 

On behalf of the John S. Park Neighborhood Association, we appreciate your willingness 

to provide us with this information. We believe that prompt disclosure of this 

infotmation will assist in our understanding of your project and will greatly shorten the 

time necessary to answer relevant questions at the neighborhood meeting, Planning 

Commission and City Council. 
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If you would like a copy of this questionnaire in electronic form, please contact me at 

jonell@lvcm.com  at your earliest convenience. We would like to have this information 

prior to the neighborhood meeting so we may provide it to those interested in the 

proposal. Please e-mail your responses to the above e-mail address or fax them to 471- 

6540. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

JoNell Thomas 

John S. Park Neighborhood Association Vice President 

Page 8 of 8 



AU9/09/2006/WED 09:19 AM LANGFORD-THOMAS FAX N. 7024716540 	 P. 015 

RESPONSE TO JOHN S. PARK NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION QUESTIONNAIRE: 

BUILDING DETAILS:  

How Many Stories: 	 45 
How Tall: 	 517 	Feet 
Lot Size: 	 1.5 	Acres, ±1- 
Lot Coverage: 	 About 13.4 

North Building Setback: 
to Ground Level; from 7 th  floor up is 32 feet 

South Building Setback: 
to Ground Level; from 7 th  floor up is 153 

East Building Setback: 
to Ground Level; from 7 th  floor up is 16 feet 

West Building Setback: 

0 	Feet- 7th 

0 	Feet-7 th  Floor 

0 	Feet-7 th  Floor 

10 	Feet 

-Feet +/, Distance to Residenfial ProPerty: 	- 
Height of the closest Residential Building 

• - 20 - • 
Unknown 

Pertaining to the type of units, the ratio of studio, one and two bedroom units is 	. 
not known at this time. The floor plans are typical of downtown condominium 

fae-frbrif 4W -to-560 .  squae-  feet; the une -bedroom -units 	• 	• -- 
range from 915 to 1,060 square feet with the two bedroom units at 1,310 Square 
Feet All of the units will have a balcony area of approximately 110 to 240 
Square feet. At this time, the unit breakdown is 153 Studios; 230 1BR and 38 
2BR 

The ground floor will have approximately 1,190 square feet of retail, with a 
cafe/lounge of approximately 1,300 square feet. Alcohol may be served as part in 
the lounge, this will require approval of a Special Use Permit, subject to a public 
hearing. 

Residential parking will be provided at a ratio of one space/unit; an additional 12 
spaces will be provided. It is anticipated that the lounge/restaurant/café area will 
only be used by residents of the buildings or walk-through traffic. The City of 
Las Vegas has standards regarding reflective glass; a shadow study has not been 
performed at this time. 

CONSTRUCTION 
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Construction time frames are difficult to anticipate at this time. It takes approximately 18 
months to have improvement plans approved by the City after rezoning applications are 
completed. Hours of construction will be set to limit any inconvenience. Standard 
construction practices will be followed for other construction along the Las Vegas 
Boulevard corridor. All standards for dust abatement and safety will be followed. A 24 
hour contact will be provided to the neighborhood to report any problems or concerns. 
Hours of construction can be established to limit impacts to the neighborhood. 
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SAFETY 

We have not yet received responses from the Fire Department related to this application. 
All standards for fire access and emergency vehicle ingress and egress will be met. 
Structural barriers can be constructed for safety purposes. The building will be 
constructed in conformance to all building codes, including all necessary earthquake 
studies. 

It is anticipated that there will be no east facing windows with balconies. 

TRAFFIC 

A traffic study is required by the City of Las Vegas. We will share the results of the 
traffic study with the neighborhood. We have not received information as of this time 
pertaining to the need for a bus stop at this particular location. 

NOISE 

All mechanical and electrical equipment will be located indoors and conform to all 
standards for noise and operation. 

The units will have individual balconies. There is likely to be a bar/lounge/cafe on the 
ground level of the building; a nightclub is not anticipated at this time. 

UTILITIES  
- 	-- • - 	 _ .. 	_ 	. 
All trash containers will be indoors. Utilities will be placed below ground. The project 
will operate so as not to interfere with cellular telephone use. 

PRIVACY 

On-site security will be provided; there will be no equipment that will film properties to 
the east of this site. There will be no 

AMENITIES 

We would be pleased to include amenities not only for future residents of this project, but 
the residents of your neighborhood as well. This includes, but is not necessarily limited 
to a dog park; retail business such as a place to eat, dry cleaners, fitness facility, indoor 
pool, clubhouse and lounge, or any other services or business that we could provide for 
you. This also includes contribution to a neighborhood project, parks or open space that 
would be of benefit to the neighborhood. 
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Extensive landscaping and decorative pavers will be provided on-site; there are no 
waivers requested to the City's landscaping criteria. 

DISCLOSURES 

Full disclosure pertaining to uses will be provided to buyers pertaining to the questions 
asked on this part of the questionnaire. 

HELICOPTERS 

We have filed all required paperwork to the FAA, as required by our Special Use Permit 
application. Approval by the FAA and Clark County Department of Aviation is decided 
at a later date. 

CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE AND PREPARATION 

The owners of this property also own the property located at 1801 S. Las Vegas 
Boulevard, the Monument Tower site. 

The Monument Tower site was in close proximity to residential properties; conditions 
were agreed to ensure the safety of the residences during the construction process. 

The owner of the property is GeoSumrnit; the applicant is Stratorise, of 4465 S. Buffalo, 
#2, Las Vegas, NV. 

The owners of this property fully intend to develop the site; however market conditions 
- -are variable-and_difficult_to_predictlow marketforces.will affect thefuture_developyrient. 

of the property. 
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1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle@gcgarciaine.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3 1'd  . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. \¼, 	A 

\(< 	This is an acceptable project that I can live with. 

	This is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions:  

•  

\T.:A 	 \\-\\  

\I 
Your Name: 	\,  

Your Street Address: \.S.,)1/ ,  

\ •-!,,-...-  

i
1 A  .1  

Signature: la  _ 	.,_ 	 •mi, 
.--------) 

G. C. Garcia, Inc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blvd & 3 rd  and giving us your feedback. 

rwna Gommissiol 

DatE• //°L  
3? 
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Blv-d-rr and giving us your feedback. 



Plannim; & Develo ment Services ('or oration 

1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 
Henderson, NV 89014 

(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle@gcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3 1d  . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

	This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. Nv \\.\.\ A 

)‹. 	This is an acceptable project that I can live with. k\ -i-  \\ .:;■ s \cjwc, 

This is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions: 

111\ 

\-va;  

\\N  

Your Name: Ick  
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Signature: 

G. C. Garcia, Inc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blvd & rl  and giving us your feedback. 

Submitted at Planning Commission 

Date // ltern 
3 c/ 
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RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (4-2-1 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting documentation 3. Supporting documentation 
4. Justification Letter 4. Justification Letter 4. Justification Letter 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER [1 Consent [Z] Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO SUP-13891 AND SUP-13897 

SDR-13899 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: STRATORISE 
LLC/AZTEC INTERNATIONAL - OWNER: GEOSUMMITT LLC - Request for a Site 
Development Plan Review FOR A 45-STORY MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING 
OF 421 RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 1,190 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE; 
AND WAIVERS OF THE STEPBACK, STREETSCAPE AND BUILD-TO-LINE 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE DOWNTOWN CENTENNIAL PLAN on 1.26 acres at 1431 Las 
Vegas Boulevard South (APN 162-03-202-003 and 004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 
3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (4-2-1 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends 
APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 3 

City Council Meeting 	I 0 	I City Council Meeting 

5. Backup referenced from the 08-10-06 Planning Commission meeting Item 38 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Strike Item 56 [1616 South Las Vegas Boulevard]; 
WITHDRAW WITHOUT PREJUDICE Item 77 [ARC-13764]; TABLE Item 78 [SUP-13891], 
Item 79 [SUP-13897] and Item 80 [SDR-13899]; HOLD IN ABEYANCE Item 82 [SUP-15347], 
Item 98 [ZON-13896], Item 99 [VAR-13900], Item 100 [SUP-13902], Item 101 [SUP-13903], 
Item 102 [SDR-13904], Item 103 [ZON-15371], Item 104 [VAR-15373] and Item 105 [SDR-
15375] to 11/15/2006; Item 64 [EOT-16956], Item 83 [RQR-15420], Item 92 [GPA-16201], 
Item 93 [ZON-16196], Item 94 [SUP-16198], Item 95 [SUP-16200], Item 96 [SDR-16197], Item 
108 [VAR-16144] and Item 109 [SUP-16143] to 12/06/2006 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

LOIS TARKANIAN, LAWRENCE WEEKLY, LARRY BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 
GARY REESE, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
See Item 78 for related backup. 



300 600 Feet 

WYOMING AVE 

CASE: 	SDR-13899 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: C-2 (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SDR-13899 — APPLICANT: STRATORISE, 
LLC/OWNER: GEOSUMMIT, LLC. 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE SEPTEMBER 6, 2006 CITY 
COUNCIL MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (4-2/ds/bg- Urt vote) recommends DENIAL and staff recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Plannine and Development 

I. 	This Site Development Plan Review shall expire two years from date of final approval 
unless it is exercised or an Extension of Time is granted by the City Council. 

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

3. All development shall be in conformance with the site plan and building elevations, date 
stamped 05/30/06 and 06/26/06 except as amended by conditions herein. 

4. A waiver from the Downtown Centennial Plan requirement for building stepbacks is 
hereby approved, based on the level of façade articulation detailed in the submitted 
elevations. 

5. A waiver from the 70% frontage requirement for building placement is hereby approved, 
based on the pedestrian amenity areas provided at the base of the building. 

6. Prior to the submittal of a building permit, the applicant shall meet with Planning and 
Development Department staff to develop a comprehensive address plan for the subject 
site. A copy of the approved address plan shall be submitted with any future building 
permit applications related to the site. 

7. Landscaping and a permanent underground sprinkler system shall be installed as required 
by the Planning Commission or City Council and shall be permanently maintained in a 
satisfactory manner. 

8. All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in views 
from the abutting. 

9. Parking lot lighting standards shall be no more than 30 feet in height and shall utilize 
'shoe-box' fixtures and downward-directed lights. Wallpack lighting shall utilize 'shoe-
box' fixtures and downward-directed lights on the proposed building. Non-residential 
property lighting shall be directed away from residential property or screened, and shall 
not create fugitive lighting on adjacent properties. 
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10. A fully operational fire protection system, including fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants and 
water supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning prior to construction of any 
combustible structures. 

11. Any property line wall shall be a decorative block wall, with at least 20 percent contrasting 
materials. Wall heights shall be measured from the side of the fence with the least vertical 
exposure above the finished grade, unless otherwise stipulated. 

17. 	A comprehensive Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted to the Planning and 
Development Department for review and approval prior to the issuance of any building 
permits. The Construction Staging Plan shall include the following information: Design 
and location of construction trailer(s); design and location of construction fencing; all 
proposed temporary construction signage; location of material staging area; street closures; 
and the location and design of parking for all construction workers. 

13. Written approval by the Clark County Department of Aviation with no change in flight 
patterns shall be submitted to the City of Las Vegas prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 

14. Prospective buyers shall be informed that views may be obscured by future adjacent 
development and this information shall be included in project CC & R's. 

15. All utility boxes exceeding 27 cubic feet in size shall meet the standards of Title 
19.12.050. 

16. All signage must meet the requirements of the Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway 
Overlay District. 

17. Any new utility or power service line provided to the parcel shall be placed underground 
from the property line to the point of on-site connection or service panel location. Utilities 
and power service lines in alleys shall be located underground; the property owner shall be 
required to provide for their proportionate share of the utility relocation and alleyway 
treatment pursuant to a schedule as adopted by City Council. 

18. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfied, 
except as modified herein. 

Public Works  

19. Dedicate an additional 10 feet of right-of-way for a total half-street width of 50 feet on Las 
Vegas Boulevard South adjacent to this site. 
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20. Coordinate the sewer connection of this site with the Collection System Planning Section 
of the Department of Public Works. 

21. Remove all substandard public street improvements and unused driveway cuts adjacent to 
this site, if any, and replace with new improvements meeting current Downtown 
Centennial Design Standards concurrent with development of this site. 

Meet with the Fire Protection Engineering Section of the Department of Fire Services prior 
to submittal of a Tentative Map for this site. The design and layout of all onsite private 
circulation and access drives shall meet the approval of the Department of Fire Services. 

23. A Homeowner's Association shall be established to maintain all perimeter walls, private 
roadways, landscaping and common areas created with this development. All landscaping 
shall be situated and maintained so as to not create sight visibility obstructions for 
vehicular traffic at all development access drives and abutting street intersections. 

24. Meet with the Clark County School District to discuss the impact this site plan has on the 
District's schools, and to identify possible methods to mitigate the impacts. 

95. 	Coordinate with the Collection Systems Planning Section of the Department of Public 
Works for assistance with determining an appropriate sewer connection point to provide 
service to this site. Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers not located 
within existing public street right-of-way prior to the issuance of any permits as required 
by the Department of Public Works. Improvement Drawings submitted to the City for 
review shall not be approved for construction until all required public sewer easements 
necessary to connect this site to the existing public sewer system have been granted to the 
City. 

26. 	A Traffic Impact Analysis must be submitted to and approved by the Department of Public 
Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any 
construction drawings or the recordation of a Map subdividing this site. Comply with the 
recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site. 
The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also include a section addressing Standard Drawings 
#234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine additional right-of-way requirements for bus 
turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate all areas recommended by the approved 
Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional rights-of-way required by Standard Drawing 
#201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and dual left turn lanes shall be dedicated prior to or 
concurrent with the commencement of on-site development activities unless specifically 
noted as not required in the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. If additional rights-of-way 
are not required and Traffic Control devices are or may be proposed at this site outside of 
the public right-of-way, all necessary easements for the location and/or access of such 
devices shall be granted prior to the issuance of permits for this site. Phased compliance 
will be allowed if recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. No 

77 .  
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recommendation of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor compliance therewith, shall 
be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition of approval imposed by the Planning 
Commission or the City Council on the development of this site. 

27. Meet with the Flood Control Section of the Department of Public Works for assistance 
with establishing finished floor elevations and drainage paths for this site prior to submittal 
of construction plans or the issuance of any building or grading permits, whichever may 
occur first. Provide and improve all drainage ways as recommended. 

28. Landscape and maintain all unimproved rights-of-way, if any, adjacent to this site. 

29. Submit an Encroachment Agreement for all landscaping, if any, located in the public right-
of-way adjacent to this site prior to occupancy of this site. 

30. The final layout of the subdivision shall be determined at the time of approval of the 
Tentative Map. 

31. The approval of all Public Works related improvements shown on this Site Development 
Plan Review is in concept only. Specific design and construction details relating to size, 
type and/or alignment of public improvements, including but not limited to street, sewer 
and drainage improvements, shall be resolved prior to submittal of a Tentative Map or 
construction drawings, whichever may occur first. No deviations from adopted City 
Standards shall be allowed unless specific written approval for such is received from the 
City Engineer prior to the submittal of a Tentative Map or construction drawings, 
whichever may occur first. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Site Development Plan Review for a proposed 45-story mixed use 
development including; 421 residential units, 1,190 square-feet of commercial space and waivers 
from Downtown Centennial Plan section DS5.1a to allow no wall alignment where 70 percent of 
the building street wall is require to align along the edge of the sidewalk or the median setback of 
existing buildings within the same block or street frontage, and from section DS5.1i to allow no 
building stepbacks where building stepbacks are required on the 4th, 11th, and 18th floors on 1.3 
acres located at 1431 South Las Vegas Boulevard. Two companion Special Use Permit 
applications (SUP-13891) and (SUP-13897) will be heard with this item. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This project has a rather unique ground floor design in that the driveway is circular and off set to 
the right of the tower structure off of Las Vegas Boulevard. This permits two primary entrances 
into the tower, one directly off of Las Vegas Boulevard and one directly off of the driveway. 
The retail space is found directly on the Las Vegas Boulevard frontage with its own entrance. 
This tower features six levels of parking, an amenity floor and then the residential units on the 
upper levels. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

06/21/06 There is no land use or zoning history on file for this parcel. Records show that the 
current zoning is C-2 (General Commercial). 

08/ I 0/06 	The Planning Commission recommended denial of companion items SUP-13897 
and SUP-13891 concurrently with this application. 

08/10/06 	The Planning Commission voted 4-2/ds/bg-l/rt to recommend DENIAL (PC 
Agenda Item #38/yk). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/16/06 	A pre-application meeting was held where it was discussed that a Site 
Development Plan Review and two Special Use Permits would be required to 
move this project forward. The need for two waivers of the Downtown 
Centennial Plan was also noted. 
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C) Neighborhood Meetings 

A neighborhood meeting is not required as part of this application, nor was one held. However, 
the applicant has met with the President of the Historic John S. Park Neighborhood regarding 
this project. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Gross Acres: 
Net Acres: 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West:  

1.50 acres 
1.30 acres 

Vacant lot/Wedding Chapel 
Vacant lot 
Vacant lot 
Residential duplexes 
Retail/bar/restaurant 

C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 
C (Commercial Use) 

C-2 (General Commercial) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 
R-2 (Medium Density Residential) 
C-2 (General Commercial) 

E) General Plan Compliance 
The Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan designates the parcels C (Commercial), which 
permits office uses, limited commercial uses, and general commercial uses. The 
proposed mixed-use development is consistent with the land use designation. 
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SAPECIALDiSTRkTS!ZONES 	 Yes 	No  
Special Area Plan 	 X  

Downtown Centennial Plan 	 X  
Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X  

Special Overlay District 	 X  
Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway 	 X  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Neighborhood 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 

Downtown Centennial Plan 
The parcel is located within the Downtown South district of the Downtown Centennial Plan, 
which encourages major mixed-use residential projects. Height, setback, parking requirements 
and other development regulations are not automatically applied to properties within the 
Downtown Centennial Plan area; however, additional streetscape and architectural requirements 
are applicable. This proposed project is generally consistent with the goals and objectives of the 
Downtown Centennial Plan. 

Redevelopment Plan Area 
This parcel is within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Redevelopment Area, with a Commercial 
land use designation. The proposed uses are in conformance with the Redevelopment Plan. 

Trails 
This development is not adjacent to any Transportation, Recreation, or Urban Trails. 

Scenic Byway Overlay District 
This project is within the Las Vegas Boulevard Scenic Byway Overlay District which requires all 
signage to have at least 75% exposed neon. No signage is being considered with this application. 

INTERAGENCY ISSUES 

No issues have been raised to date. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This residential tower will front on Las Vegas Boulevard with the primary tower being located 
above a six-story parking garage. The amenity deck is located on the 7 th  floor and features a spa, 
outside pool and deck, a clubhouse and lounge for residents use. An 1,190 square foot 
retail/restaurant space will be available with direct access off of Las Vegas Boulevard. 
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ANALYSIS 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al)  Development Standards 

Title 19.06.060 exempts properties within the Downtown Centennial Plan area from 
the automatic application of building height limitations, setbacks, lot coverage, 
residential adjacency, standard landscaping requirements, and standard parking 
requirements. The Downtown Centennial Plan addresses certain site development 
standards, which are detailed below: 

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance  
Min. Lot Size 	 N/A 	 1.5 Acres 	N/A  
Min. Lot Width 	 N/A 	 278 Feet 	N/A  
Min. Setbacks 
• Front (LVB) 	 0 Feet 	 18 Feet 	Y 
• Side 	 N/A 	 0 Feet 	N/A 
• Rear 	 0 Feet 	 10 Feet 	Y 

F.A.R. 	 N/A 	 13.4% 	 N/A  
Max. Lot Coverage 	 Up to 100% 	Not indicated 	Y  
Max. Building Height 	 N/A 	 517 Feet 	N/A  
Trash Enclosure 	 Walled/roofed 	 Yes 	 Y  
Loading Zone 	 1 	 0 	 N  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	Enclosed 	Y 

The front setback of the building on Las Vegas Boulevard does not comply with the 
Downtown Centennial requirement for 70% frontage along the front property line, 
due to the design of the entry driveway. A trash enclosure is shown near the center 
of the building with direct access to the internal driveway. The submitted plans 
would suggest that mechanical equipment will be screened; a condition has been 
included to establish compliance with the screening requirements contained in the 
Code. 

A2) Residential Adjacency Standards 

Title 19.06.060 exempts properties within the Downtown Centennial Plan area from 
the automatic application of Residential Adjacency Standards. The site is located 
approximately 290 feet from the nearest single-family property. A shadow study 
was conducted and indicates that the proposed tower will have a minimum effect on 
the adjacent neighborhood, primarily during the afternoon of the winter months. 
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A3) Parking and Traffic Standards 

As with other development standards, the property is exempt from the automatic 
application of parking requirements due to its being located within the boundaries 
of the Downtown Centennial Plan area. The following table details the parking 
figures for the development: 

Provided 	I 

	

Uses 	 GFA 	Parking  
Regular 	Handicap  

‘ Multifamily Residential 
• Residential 

Parking 	 421 Units 	421 	9 
• Guest Parking 	 3 	0 

Commercial 	 Not 
• Retail 	 1,190 SF 	10 	Provided 

	

Total: 	 434 	9 

A total of 434 parking spaces will be provided for the development, which allows a 
minimum of one parking space per residential unit and 13 spaces for the 
commercial component. A total of 9 handicapped spaces are also provided. 

Public Works has reviewed the submitted plans for traffic circulation issues, and 
has not noted any significant concerns. 

A4) Landscape and Open Space Standards 

The property is subject to the landscape and streetscape standards of the Downtown 
Centennial Plan as listed below: 

Standards 	 Required 	
Provided 

Ratio 	 Trees  
North/South Street 	I Palm Tree @ 35' o.c. max. 	8 Trees 	9 Trees 
Las Vegas 	 (min. 25' height) 
Boulevard 	 . 
Sidewalk 	 1 1 ' Sidewalk 	 LVB 

20' 
' 

The project includes seven palm trees within the amenity zone and an additional two 
shade trees by the curb-side driveway. There is also a planter with 14 water bamboo 
plants with a decorative screening wall behind it to screen the driveway and the 
around level of the parking structure. 
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The provided landscape meets the overall intent of the requirements of the 
Downtown Centennial Plan. 

A5) Sign Standards 

No detailed information has been submitted relative to proposed signage for the 
development. Signage shall be reviewed under a separate application, subject to 
conformance with the requirements of Title 19.06.140 the Las Vegas Boulevard 
Scenic Byway Overlay District. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

• Zoning 

The commercial use located at the ground floor is permitted in accordance with the 
requirements of the C-2 (General Commercial) zoning district. The residential units are 
only permitted upon approval of a Special Use Permit; Special Use Permit (SUP-13897) 
has been filed as a companion case. The Special Use Permit for a Mixed-Use structure 
requires non-residential uses on the ground floor and architectural features that 
distinguish the separate uses within the building; the proposed development is in 
conformance with these requirements. This project also requires a Special Use Permit for 
the McCarren Airport Overlay; Special Use Permit (SUP-13891) has been filed as a 
companion case. 

• Site Plan 

This project has a rather unique ground floor design in that a circular driveway is located 
off of Las Vegas Boulevard with the commercial space being completely separate from 
the lobby area of the structure on the northwest corner of the building. Two primary 
entrances are provided, one directly off of Las Vegas Boulevard and the other directly off 
of the circular driveway to the south. A one-way entrance to the parking garage is 
located at the south end of the project with a one-way exit on the north end of the project. 
The circular drive is entered off of the main entrance and then exits directly on to Las 
Vegas Boulevard. A loading zone is located within the ground floor of the building off 
of the primary driveway and is large enough to accommodate a large 18-wheeled truck. 

• Waivers 

The development requires waivers from the Downtown Centennial Plan requirement for 
building stepbacks, and 70% frontage requirements. A building stepback is provided at 
the 7th story of the building, but no additional stepbacks are provided as required on the 
11 th  and 18th  floors. The configuration of the building and the modern sleek façade 
provides sufficient variation to the appearance of the building, and is consistent with the 
design goals of the Centennial Plan. The unique design of the driveway sets the bulk of 
the parking structure back that causes the need for the waiver of the 70% frontage 
requirement. 
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• Elevation 

Contemporary materials are used on the building exterior, which include Stone veneer, pre-
finished metal and painted concrete. Aqua-blue tinted and gray tinted glass will provide 
the dominate colors of the structure framed within the painted white concrete support 
columns. There is significant variation in the façade on the lower seven levels that clearly 
indicates where the commercial and garage levels end and the residential units begin. 
However, there is enough vertical articulation that extends down to the foundation to unite 
the building as one entity. The six-levels of the garage are open with steel horizontal bars 
providing both safety and decorative elements to these levels. 

• Floor Plan 

The symmetry of the floor plan allows for efficient access from the parking structure to 
the elevator lobbies, and contributes to the effectiveness of the pedestrian circulation with 
the structures. The amenities for the residential units will be located atop the parking 
structure. A loading zone is located off of the elevator on the ground level. 

FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Site Development Plan application, per Title 19.18.050 the Planning 
Commission and/or City Council must affirm the following: 

1. "The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and 
development in the area;" 

The proposed development will be compatible with adjacent development, and will assist 
in improving the jobs/housing balance in the area. 

2. "The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, Title 19, the Design 
Standards Manual, the Landscape, Wall and Buffer Standards, and other duly-
adopted City Plans, policies and Standards;" 

The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, and is generally consistent 
with the requirements of Title 19 and the Downtown Centennial Plan. Waivers have been 
requested for elements of the development that do not strictly conform to the Centennial 
Plan requirements. 

3. 	"Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent roadways or 
neighborhood traffic;" 
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The traffic circulation for the site has been designed so as to reduce impacts to Las Vegas 
Boulevard and the surrounding neighborhood with the circular driveway and one-way 
entrance and exit to the garage. 

4. "Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the areas and for the City;" 

The proposed landscape materials are appropriate for the area and conforms closely to the 
Downtown Centennial Plan requirements. The proposed building materials are 
appropriate for the area and the City. 

5. "Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural and aesthetic 
features are not unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious in appearance; create an orderly 
and aesthetically pleasing environment; and are harmonious and compatible with 
development in the area;" 

Adequate care has been exercised in detailing the building facade in order to create an 
orderly and harmonious appearance between the tower and the attached parking structure. 
At the same time there are vertical architectural elements that unite the structure as a 
whole. 

6. "Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare." 

The development will be subject to ongoing inspections and therefore will not 
compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectives of the General 
Plan. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	18 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 	9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	 10 

NOTICES MAILED 	 231 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: 
 SDR-13899 

APN: —. "9 2) —  

Name of Property Owner: -  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company? 

Yes 	 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City Official: 	  

Partner(s): 	  

APN: 

Signature of Property Owner:_' 	 74,  

Print Name: )04)A7,")  

( 
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PROPOSED DENSiTY 	 281 Kwac 

NUMBER OF UNITS 
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FLOOR AREA RATIO. 

PARKING ANALYSIS 

I PKNG. SPACE PER UNIT (421 UNITS) 

TOTAL PARKING RECOMMENDED: 

PARKING PROVIDED: 
HANDICAPPED PARKING PROVIDED. 

FLOOR AREA 

1 TOTAL RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA 
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2. TOTAL PARKING AREA 
3. LOBBY/ MEP/PUBLIC AREA 
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TOTAL GROSS AREA: 
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Stone Veneer 
Gray/Black/White Color Mix 

Glass 
Aqua-Blue Tinted Glass 

Metal Screen System & 
Aluminum Glazing System  
Anodized Aluminum Finish 

Painted E.I.F.S. 
Baltic Blue Paint Finish 

a Condominiums at 1431 S. Las Vegas Blvd. 	 Materials/Colors 	 5.26.06 
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Pre-Finished Metal 
Panel &  
Painted Concrete 
White Finish 

Glass  
Gray Tinted Glass 
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SDR 13899  
Stratorise LLC  

1431 Las Vegas 
Boulevard 

,    	— 	 
Proposed 421 unit condominium development.  

	[ 	  
Traffic produced by proposed development:  

New Use 	 DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATE/# 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	RES. CONDO/TOWNHOUSE [DWELL] 	421 	5.86 	2,467 
(ADT)  
AM Peak Hour 	 0.44 	185  
PM Peak Hour 	 0.52 	219  
(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Original Use 	 DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATE/# 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	 SHOPPING CENTER [1000 SF] 	 1.19 	42.94 	51 
(ADT)  
AM Peak Hour 	 1.03 	1  
PM Peak Hour 	 3.75 

(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Net Change 	 DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATE/# 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	RES. CONDO/TOWNHOUSE [DWELL] 	421 	 2,518 
(ADT)  
AM Peak Hour  	186  
PM Peak Hour 	 223  

(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Existing traffic on all nearby streets:  

Las Vegas Boulevard  
Average Daily Traffic 	 25,950 
(ADT) 
PM Peak Hour 	 2076  
(heaviest 60 minutes) 

— 

4th Street  
Average Daily Traffic 	 4,275 
(ADT) 	 _.. 
PM Peak Hour 	 342  

(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Traffic Capacity of adjacent streets:  

1 	 i 



L 	 Adjacent street ADT  
Capacity  

Arvil le Street 	 32600  
Casino Center Boulevard  	 29400  

This project will add approximately 2,518 trips per day on Las Vegas and 4th. This will  
increase expected volumes by about 10 percent on Las Vegas and about 59 percent  
on 4th. Las Vegas is at about 80 percent of capacity and 4th is at about 15 percent of  
capacity.  

Based on Peak Hour use this development will add roughly 223 additional 
cars into the are 	which works out to about four every minute.  

I  
Note that this report assumes all traffic from this development uses all named streets. 
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May 30, 2006 

Margo Wheeler, Director 
City of Las Vegas Planning and Development 
731 S. 4th  Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

RE: 	Special Use Permit for Airport Overlay District; Special Use Permit for 
Mixed Use; Site Development Plan Review at 1431 South Las Vegas 
Boulevard APN: 162-03-202-003, 004 

Dear Ms. Wheeler: 

On behalf of our client, Cambridge Enterprises, we hereby submit the attached 
applications for a Special Use Permit for the Airport Overlay District; Special Use 
Permit for Mixed Use and a Site Development Plan review for a proposed 45 
story, 517 foot high mixed use project located at 1431 S. Las Vegas Boulevard. 
The project will consist of 1,190 square feet of ground floor retail with 421 
condominium units. The current use of the property is the Chapel of Love 
Wedding Chapel. 

CURRENT LAND USE 

The site is designated Commercial (C) on the City of Las Vegas Redevelopment 
Plan Map. This designation allows those uses permitted in the Office (0), 
Service Commercial (SC) and General Commercial (GC) land use categories of 
the General Plan. The parcel is zoned General Commercial (C-2), which 
conforms to the Plan designation. Mixed Use projects are permitted with the 
approval of a Special Use Permit. 

The site also lies within the boundaries of the City of Las Vegas Downtown 
Centennial Plan, in the John S. Park Adjacent Area. While lying within this area 
of the plan, this site does not directly abut the portion of the John S. Park area 
designated as a Federal Historic Preservation Neighborhood. 

It also lies within the Airport Overlay District (A-0), as described in Title 
19.06.070. 

i( 'GARCIA 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3' d  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 2 of 7 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Title 19.06.080 (H) establishes the criteria for approval of a Special Use Permit 
for properties located within the Airport Overlay District. Those are: 

a. The applicant shall notify the FAA regional office and the Clark County 
Department of Aviation of the application prior to the time of 
submission. 

The notification form sent to the FAA is attached as part of this 
submittal. 

b. Any approval by the Planning Commission must be referred 
automatically to the City Council for final disposition. 

It is understood that the application will be referred to the City Council. 

Title 19.18.060 (L) provides the determinations to be made by the Planning 
Commission or City Council to approve a Special Use Permit. Those are: 

a. 	The proposed use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious 
and compatible with existing land uses and with future surrounding 
uses as projected by the General Plan. 

All of the properties to the north, south and west of the site are 
designated Commercial (C), where intense commercial and mixed use 
projects are anticipated. There is no amendment to the 
Redevelopment or Downtown Centennial Plan associated with this 
application. In fact, directly west of this site, the following mixed use 
towers have been approved: 

1) Renzi Tower- SDR-10143 

This was approved for 68 stories, with 1,011 units, and 9,260 square 
feet of retail with a maximum height of 776 feet. 

2) Flatiron- SDR-8634 

This was approved for 50 stories„ with 320 condominium units, 5,890 
square feet of retail, and a 4,765 square foot restaurant with maximum 
height of 582 feet. 

3) Eighty on 4Th  SDR-6217 

This was approved for 40 stories, with 89 condominium units, and 
3,257 square feet of retail with a maximum height of 505 feet. 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3' d  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 3 of 7 

it should be noted that all of the previously approved towers on the 
west side of Las Vegas Boulevard are of a greater height, density and 
mass than the project proposed for this site. Therefore in terms of 
such concerns as visual impacts and shading to the John S. Park 
neighborhood to the east, this project will have far fewer impacts than 
those already approved. While this proposed tower will be visible from 
the neighborhood, the other towers will be more visible even though 
they are on the other side of the street. 

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

The subject site is large enough to accommodate adequate parking, 
landscaping and amenities needed for this type of project. 

c. Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are, or will 
be adequate in size to meet the requirements of the proposed land 
use. 

Several other similar projects, at a greater height, number of unit and 
intensity have already been approved along the Las Vegas Boulevard 
corridor, where such uses have been encouraged to revitalize the 
downtown core of the City. 

d. Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be 
inconsistent with or compromise the public health, safety and welfare 
or the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

The project advances the following objectives of the City of Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Plan: 

The elimination of environmental deficiencies and blight in the 
Redevelopment Area, which constitute either or both social or 
economic liabilities and require redevelopment in the interests of the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people. This includes among 
others, small and/or irregular lots, obsolete and aged building types, 
economic and social deficiencies, deteriorated public improvements, 
inadequate parking facilities, and inadequate utilization of land and 
public facilities. 

The approval and construction of mixed use projects in the downtown 
core has led to a revitalization of the area. Modern, integrated high-
end projects are replacing obsolete and aged buildings and are 
beginning to establish a new, vibrant downtown core, where people will 
be able to live, work, shop and play without a heavy reliance on the 
automobile. 

SUP-13891 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3' 1  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 4 of 7 

The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated, 
development and allowing for improved pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation in the Redevelopment area. 

This project assembles two parcels for the construction of a modern 
mixed use tower that will provide all of the pedestrian connectivity, 
landscaping and a visual context envisioned by both the City of Las 
Vegas Redevelopment Plan and the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

The replanning, redesign and development of undeveloped areas 
which are stagnant or improperly utilized. 

This, along with other mixed use towers approved directly to the west 
of this site and in the Downtown Centennial Plan is re-shaping the 
future of the downtown core. The area south of Charleston Boulevard, 
along the Las Vegas Boulevard corridor, is in need of extensive 
redevelopment, as most of the properties are developed with older, 
dilapidated buildings that have hindered the redevelopment of this area 
of the City. The proposal seeks to reverse this long-standing trend and 
add to the revitalization of this area of downtown Las Vegas. 

The strengthening and diversification of the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area and the community by the installation of needed 
site improvements to stimulate new commercial expansion, 
employment and economic growth. 

A key component of transforming the downtown core of the City is 
economic diversification and attracting new residents. New 
development brings with it the opportunity for installation and 
construction of needed site improvements; this mixed use project will 
provide all necessary improvements required by the City to mitigate 
impacts created by this development. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Title 19.18.050 (E) establishes the criteria for Site Development Plan review. 
They are: 

1. 	The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development 
and development in the area. 

The proposed mixed use tower is less intense in terms of density and 
intensity of development than those recently approved on the west side 
of Las Vegas Boulevard. It is recognized that the John S. Park single 
family neighborhood lies directly to the east, however, in terms of 

SUP-13891 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3' d  Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 5 of 7 

visual, shading and other concerns associated with high rise 
development in close proximity to single family residential, all of the 
previously approved projects will have greater impacts to the 
neighborhood than this proposal. 

2. The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, this 
Title, the Design Standards manual, the Landscape Wall and Buffer 
Standards and other duly-adopted city plans, policies and standards. 

This project will be in general conformance to the General Plan, 
Downtown Redevelopment Plan and the Redevelopment Plan of the 
City of Las Vegas. It implements the overall objective of approving 
high intensity, mixed use development in the downtown area to 
redevelop, revitalize and add vitality and economic diversification to the 
downtown. In terms of meeting all the technical standards of the 
Downtown Plan, minor waivers will be requested to the build to line 
and building step back criteria of the Downtown Centennial Plan. 

3. Site access and circulation do not negatively impact adjacent 
roadways or neighborhood traffic. 

All improvements required by the Department of Public Works and Fire 
Services will be provided. The traffic circulation is such that it will not 
increase neighborhood traffic into the adjacent single family 
neighborhood. 

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for 
the City. 

The building materials depicted on the attached plans are intended to 
provide a modern, mixed use high rise that is an attractive, vibrant and 
exciting addition to this area of the City. The landscaping will be in 
keeping with the standards established in the Downtown Centennial 
Plan. 

5. Building elevations, design characteristics and other architectural and 
aesthetic features are not unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious in 
appearance and create an orderly and aesthetically pleasing 
environment that is harmonious and compatible with development in 
the area. 

The elevations and design of the building are designed to bring 
excitement and vitality to the downtown area. They will add to the 
vibrant environment that will be created with this, and other approved 
projects along the Las Vegas Boulevard corridor. 

SUP-13891 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3" Street 
May 30, 2006 
Page 6 of 7 

6. 	Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public 
health, safety and general welfare. 

There are no uses proposed in this project that would endanger the 
overall health, safety and public welfare of residents or businesses 
located in this area of the City. 

WAIVERS  

The following waivers to the standards of the Downtown Centennial Plan are 
requested: 

1. Section VII, Design Standards per District, Section C (1 ). 

This section of the Plan requires 70% of the first story facade to be 
aligned along the front property line. 

This waiver is requested so that the project can provide an attractive, 
well landscaped pedestrian pathway to enhance the appearance of the 
project. 

2. Standards requiring the provisions of step back at the 4 th , 11 th  and 18 
stories of the building. 

The building will provide a step-back at the podium level, which will be 
at the 7Th  floor of the structure. This provision is one commonly waived 
with mixed-use high-rise development; there will be significant 
articulation and fenestrations provided to off set the additional step 
backs. 

SUMMARY 

The overall objectives of the Downtown Centennial Plan and the Redevelopment 
Plan are to create a vision for the downtown area of the City that results in a 
vibrant, exciting, economically viable core, where people will want to live, work, 
shop and play. The downtown area is in the midst of a renaissance, as older, 
stagnant areas are being replaced by modern, urban, intense mixed-use high 
rise developments that will bring life and excitement to areas in sore need of 
redevelopment, such as the Las Vegas corridor south of Charleston Boulevard. 

A key component to sustaining the momentum being built to re-invigorate the 
downtown core of the City is to continue encouraging the development of 
modern, integrated, very urban mixed use projects of high density and intensity 
to stimulate growth and investment in the Downtown plan area. These types of 
projects will continue to strengthen and diversify the economic base of the 
Redevelopment Area. They will, in time, eliminate the blighted, obsolete and 
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Justification Letter for Las Vegas Boulevard and 3d  Street 
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deteriorating buildings currently in existence with new development that will 
provide a socially balanced community providing jobs and housing for persons of 
varying social, economic and ethic groups as stated in the Redevelopment Plan. 

For the reasons stated above, we believe the project associated with these 
applications is exactly what was envisioned when the Downtown Centennial Plan 
and Redevelopment Plans were adopted. We respectfully ask for your favorable 
consideration of this application. If you need any additional information, please 
do not hesitate to contact our office. 

David Clapsaddle 
Director of Planning 

SUP-13891 
SUP-13897 
SDR-13899 
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August 8, 2006 

Las Vegas City Planning Commission 
City Hall, Tenth Flooi 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: August 10, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting, Agenda Item Nos. 36-38 
Application of Stratorise LLC/Aztec International, 1431 Las Vegas Blvd. South 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I am writing in opposition to an application by Stratorise/Aztec International for a Special use 
Permit and Site Development Plan Review for a proposed 45-story, 517-foot tower at 1431 
Las Vegas Boulevard. I offer this opposition as a resident and as Vice-President of the John 
S.. Park Neighborhood Association. 

The proposed building, if erected today, would be the 6th tallest building in the Las Vegas 
metropolitan area. The only completed buildings of that height or more are the Stratosphere, 
Wynn, the Eiffel -TO- vier at Paris, New-York New -York -Hotel & Casino and the Bellagio. It Would 
be more than twice  the height of SoHo Lofts. The proposed building would be directly adjacent  
to single family residential homes that are only a single story, and would be approximately 35 
times the height of the adjacent homes. 

The John S. Park neighborhood is unique both in its rich and long history and in its location. 
The historic neighborhood, which is primarily zoned as R-1 residential, directly abuts C-2 
commercial property along the City's major thoroughfare. it is not common to have 0-2 
commercial zoning in such close proximity to R-1 single-family residential zoning. The 
residents of John S. Park recognize that we live in a unique area and we welcome the prospect 
of living in an urban environment. Many of us, however, strongly oppose the building of a giant 
skyscraper within only a few feet of our homes. 

Title 19.06.060 currently exempts properties within Downtown Centennial Plan from the 
automatic application of residential standards, but Title 19.06.060 and 19.08.045 both 
provide that this exemption does not prohibit imposition of similar or equivalent limitations in 
connection with approval of a site development plan. Thus, an applicant does not have a claim 
of right or even a reasonable expectation to build on his property to any height and without 
regard to neighboring properties. 

ITEM NO.: Ao,  
CASE NO. '5uP %?))C11.  
PC MEETING: 	
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Last year residents of the John S. Park neighborhood fought against a proposed high-rise 

building at the site of the Viva Las Vegas Wedding Chapel. We appeared numerous times at 

neighborhood meetings, Planning Commission meetings and City Council meetings. 
Ultimately we prevailed on our contention that buildings should be limited to 5 stories in order 
to protect the home values, quality of life, and well-being of near-by residents. The same 

conclusion should be reached here. 

The criteria used for consideration of site development plans illustrate why the height 
restriction is necessary: 

1. Compatibility of adjacent development: 
Buildings of several hundred feet or more are not compatible with the adjacent residential 
zoning. Such buildings would subject neighborhood residents to noise, visual blight, blockage 

of skyline and Invasion of privacy. 

Ttii RitirfS Paili-rieigliboiffeiciii 'hdfiiéi villa we 'believe to de compatible-With the 
neighborhood and we did that through our neighborhood plan, which was approved by the City 
Council. In that plan we recognized that we live in an urban environment and that 
development not only will happen, but we welcome that deielopment. Our neighborhood plan 
sets forth a com_promise for commercial  development on Las Vegas Boulevard. We defined_ 

that compromise between the neighbors, many of whom would prefer single or two story 

developments in this area, and the commercial entities, as five stories or 60 feet. Few 
residents of this city Would agree to a 5 story building in their backyard;but Wejoined together 
and said that is acceptable to us. The neighboring properties were invited to join in that 

discussion, and some did join in that discussion and agreed to that limit. We ask you to honor 
that limit now. 

2. Consistency with general plan. 
The proposed building is not consistent with the general plan. Title 19.08.020 sets forth the 

intent of development standards. The first intent of the standards is "to ensure that new 

development will not negatively impact the use and enjoyment of adjacent and neighboring 
properties." Other intents of the standards include increasing design compatibility between 

abutting properties and land uses; to reinforce a sense of community and to preserve the 
integrity of neighborhoods and places of business; and to reduce unsightly views. A building 
of this height would not satisfy these standards. 
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This Is not unlike the Ambling development controversy for property located at Martin Luther 
King Blvd. and Alta Drive. In that case 10 homes were In the 750 foot notification area; here 
several hundred homes are within the notification range of the commercial properties at issue. 

There the project was rejected because of concerns from homeowners who were one and two 
miles away, here there are homeowners who are less than 20 feet away. This project should 
be rejected for each of the reasons given on the Ambling property. 

3, Site access and traffic issues. 
Significant issues exist concerning vehicle traffic that would be created by the erection of this 
proposed building. Of primary concern is the fact that vehicles wishing to travel south from 
commercial properties in this area would either be required to quickly cross two lanes of traffic 
to the left and then make a U-turn at Charleston, or turn left and then travel south on Main 
Street or another street west of Las Vegas Boulevard, or take a simple right hand turn on Park 
Paseo and then turn right again on 5th Place of 6th Street. We believe the route through the 
neighborhood would become the preferred route. Unfortunately, there are no sidewalks on 
sigrTifictint portions of foa-di,-and riedfarTaii 
Additional traffic on these streets will be harmful to residents in this area. We also have 
concerns based upon the relatively small size of the commercial lots during the construction 
stage. It would be very difficult for high-liSe construction to takeplace .  on these iota without 

_ closing all or part of Las Vegas Boulevard  for significant_periods of time which will have a 
severely detrimental impact upon neighboring streets. 

Several residents thet with the developer's representatives for this project and we asked them 
to complete a questionnaire which addressed many of our concerns. Our 8 page questionnaire 
Is attached. The 4 page response to our 8 page questionnaire is also attached. You will see 
that the developer was either unable or unwilling to answer most of our questions. We were 
told that a traffic report has not yet been completed, but we consider such information to be 
crucial to this Commission's consideration of this project. Likewise, the developer was not able 
to answer any questions about staging the construction, even though the situs of the staging 

. area is of crucial importance to the neighborhood. Simply stated, we need to know if the 

developer intends to use any areas within the neighborhood for staging construction, diverting 
traffic, parking for construction workers, or accessing the site during the construction phase 
as the presence of large construction vehicles on our residential streets would be highly 
disruptive to our lives during the lengthy construction process. Given the incredibly small size 
of the site in relation to the massive building that Is proposed, the location and availability of 
a staging area are critical details which should be known at this stage of the process. 
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The developers offered to meet with us regarding these issues after a contractor is selected, 

but the fact remains that this is our only opportunity to meaningfully participate in the process 

as there is no further public comment or voting by public officials after the plan is approved. 

4. Public safety, health and general welfare Issues. 
The proposed building does not promote the public safety, health and general welfare of John 
S. Park neighborhood residents. We do not want to live in any area where we are walled off 
by huge skyscrapers and cut-off from participating in the redevelopment of the city. We 
welcome new businesses who will thrive in this area and make this area a better place to live, 

but this proposed project does not meet those goals. We have concerns about safety, noise, 
and obstructions that will be caused by the construction. We asked the developer to address 
those issues, but substantive replies were not provided. We also have concerns about the 
viability of this project given vacancies in other condominium projects and the lack of any 
apparent virtue to this project. A primary concern is that because this is a very small lot and 
there are very few amenities offered, such as a large amount of retail, that the only real virtue 

rtie ii Chi 
guaranteed as properties to the north and south have indicated their intention to build projects 
of similar size. While living in skyscrapers with no more than 20 feet to the next balcony, with 
absolutely no view, may be the norm in Manhattan, there are many other alternatives in Las 
.V_e_gas.. Thus,1 submit.that_there Is am ,  real chance that either thls_prolect will never be built_ 
and that granting entitlements to build will only drive up the price of the land and prohibit a 
viable project, that would enhance downtown, from actually being built, or It will be built and 
will eventually turn into a slum building because those With the means to -do:in - Will buy 
elsewhere so that they may enjoy unobstructed views and significant amenities. In either 
event, the residents of John S. Park would suffer - not only through the construction process 
but also as a result of a poorly conceptualized project. 
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As noted above, we asked a number of basic questions that we believe to be more than fair 

under the circumstances. A significant number of these questions remain unanswered. Based 

upon the Site Development Plan Review criteria, and the failure of the proposed developer to 

fully answer questions posed by neighborhood residents, I respectfully request that you deny 
the request for the Site Development Plan Review. 

Sin rely, 

JdNell Thomas 

John S. Park Neighborhood Association Vice-President 

1509 South 5th  Place 

Las Vegas, NV 89104 

868-9110 - home 
471-6565 - office 

471-6540 - fax 

jonell@Jonellthomas.com  - e-mail 
www_lvdowntownnaighbors.org website 
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On behalf of the John S. Park Neighborhood Association, I am respectfully 

requesting that you provide us with the following information in advance of next week's 

neighborhood meeting concerning property located at 1431 South Las Vegas Boulevard. 

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss our concerns with you and look forward to 

hearing more about your project. 

Building Details  

How many stories: 

How tall: 

Lot size: 

Lot coverage: 

Building setback on the north: 

Building setback on the south: 

Building setback on. the east: 

Building setback on the west: . 

Distance from edge of building to closest residential property: 

Height of the closest residential property: 

Number of studios: 

Number of 1 bedroom units: 

Number of 2 bedroom units: 

Number of units with 3 or more bedrooms: 

Anticipated number of total occupants upon completion: 

Will condominiums be used as time share units, hotel rooms or other short term 

rentals? • 
Number of parking spots for residents: 

Number of parking spots for visitors: 

Number of parking spots for employees: 

Uses (condo, mixed-use, office, hotel, etc): 

Percentage of square footage for commercial use: 

Percentage of square footage for residential use: 

Page 1 of 8 
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Percentage of square footage for other use: 

Will alcohol be served or available for purchase? 

Will there be gaming tables or slot machines? 

Will reflective materials be used on the outside of the building? 

Has a shadow study been performed? 

If yes, is it publicly available? 

Please attach a copy to this questionnaire. 

Ciutmilog 

When is constructed anticipated to begin? 

How long is construction anticipated to last? 

What are the anticipated hours of construction? 

Will construction be limited to activities which do not generate noise beyond the 

building during she evening hours? 

Where will construction workers park? 

Where will the construction be staged? 

Will it be necessary to close one or more lanes of Las Vegas Boulevard during 

construction? 

If so, how long vvith.the lanes be closed? 

What alternative routes have been developed? 

How will dust be abated during construction? 	 - 

What precautions will be made for debris, building materials and trash in windy 

conditions? 

Who will provide insurance for damage to neighboring properties caused during 

the construction process? 

Will the developer and construction property provide a person on-call 24-hours a 

day to address concerns of neighbors during the construction process? 

If so, what is the name of the contact person? 

Page 2 of 8 
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Will union labor be used? 

If yes, how much of the construction will be completed by union labor? 

Will any flammable materials be kept on site during construction? 

Will any hazardous materials be kept on site during construction? 

Is a construction company under contact? 

If yes, what is the name of the construction company? 

If no, when will a construction company be placed under contract? 

Safety 

What is the distance to the nearest fire hydrant? 

Has the fire department certified whether current fire hydrants and equipment are 

sufficient to meet the needs of the building? 

What is the access route for fire trucks and emergency vehicles on the north, south 

and east sides_ of the building? _ 

Does the property owner's insurance cover damage to neighboring properties due 

to fire or other cause at the subject property? 

What is the amount of the insurance? 

Has the property owner provided proof of insurance to the city? 

What assurances do we have that insurance will be maintained? 

Are there structural barriers which would prohibit automobiles from hitting the 

building? 

Has an earthquake study been performed? 

If yes, is it available to the public? 

Please attach a copy of the study to this questionnaire. 

Will east facing windows open? 

Will there be any balconies that face east? 

What precautions will the developer take to ensure that items are not thrown from 

east facing windows or balconies? 

Page 3 of 8 
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Traffic 

Has a traffic study 'been performed? 

If yes, is it available to the public? 

Please attach a copy of the study to this questionnaire. 

How many automobiles are anticipated at the property per day? 

How many entrances for automobiles? 

How many exits for automobiles? 

What steps have been taken -to assure that traffic will not back up and cause traffic 

delay on Las Vegas Boulevard? 

Is it anticipated that limousines will be used by either building owners or 

occupants? 

If so, is the developer aware of the difficulties in property access by limos? 

Is the developer aware that limousines are not permitted on 5 th  Place and 6' 

. Street? 	. 	. 	 . 	 . 

Have alternative routes for limousines been developed? 

Is there currently a bus stop in front of the property? 

Will there be a bus pull-out lane at the front of the property? 

Noise 

Where will mech.anical equipment, such as air-conditioners, be located? 

What is the distance from mechanical equipment to neighboring properties? 

What is the decibel level of mechanical equipment? 

What are the anticipated hours of operation of mechanical equipment? 

Are there outdoor patio or decks? 

If so, on which floor are they located? 

On which side of the building will they be located? 

Hours of operation? 

Will there by a nightclub, bar or similar use within the building? 

If so, what are the hours of operation? 

Page 4 of 8 
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Utilities  

Where will trash be contained? 

Distance of trash containers to neighboring properties? 

How will garbage trucks access garbage containers? 

Will utilities be above ground or under ground? 

Does the property owner intend to place neighboring above -ground utilities 

underground? 

Is the current electric grid sufficient to handle the increased load that will be 

created? 

Is the current sewer system sufficient to handle the increased load that will be 

created? 

Will heat be electric, gas, propane or solar? 

Will a cellular telephone antenna be erected on the property? 

Will the building interfere with access to any existing cellular phone antennas? 

Privacy 

Will the property have any security cameras, video surveillance or other video 

equipment located on the oast side of the building or which will be capable of 

filming properties to the east? 

Will apartment/condo units have east facing windows? 

Amenities  

Will animals be allowed within the building? 

If so, is a "clog park" or similar amenity planned? 

If not, where will pets "exercise" 

Is the developer providing any park space? 

Is the developer providing any walking trails? 

Page 5 of 8 
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Is the developer planning to contribute towards park space or open space in the 

city? 

If so, how much? 

Will businesses located within the building be open to the public? 

What type of landscaping will be provided and where will it be located? 

Is there any additional buffer that will be provided between the property and 

adjacent residential properties? 

Disclosures 

Will the developer disclose the distance to the nearby topless strip club to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the distance to nearby adult bookstore to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the distance to nearby nude strip club to buyers? 

Will the developer disclose the possibility that highxises of similar height may be 

builton adjacent properties and that there is.no guararttee of view. . _ 

Relieopters 

What is the above mean sea level of the building? • 	_ 	_ 
Has approval been obtained from the FAA? 

Has approval been obtained from the Clark County Department of Aviation? 

Will construction of the building require or result in diversion of helicopter traffic 

from existing paths? 

If so, what is the new proposed path? 

Constructioiaxperienee and Preparation  

Has the developer ever completed a similar project? 

If so, in which city or cities? 

Has the developer ever built any building over four stories tall? 

If yes, please describe the experience of the construction company with 

construction of high-rises and skyscrapers. 

Page 6 of 8 
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Has any prior high-rise construction by the construction company been in 

close proximity (less than one block) to existing residential properties? 

If so, were any claims, lawsuits or settlements made with neighbors because 

of safety, debris, nuisance or other issues? 

Has the developer or property owner ever filed for bankruptcy? 

If so, please provide details. 

Does the developer currently own the land? 

Who are the real property owners and who are the developers, if different from the 

real property owners? 

If the owners are corporations, please identify the officers and principals. 

lithe officers are corporations, please indicate whether they are 

incorporated within the State of Nevada and please identify the principals of 

the corporations. 

What :work has been done. to deyelop ,thispx:oject b.eyond archisVetirral.drawings? 

Will a principal(s) of the project be present at the Planning Commission and City 

Council meetings to provide details and to give assurances, under penalty of 

perjury, as to whether the proposed project is an actual project, whether approval is 

being used for the purpose of selling the land to another developer, or whether 

other circumstances apply? - 

• On behalf of the John S. Park Neighborhood Association, we appreciate your willingness 

to provide us with this information. We believe that prompt disclosure of this 

information will assist in our understanding of your project and will greatly shorten the 

time necessary to answer relevant questions at the neighborhood meeting, Planning 

Commission and City Council. 

Page 7 of 8 
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If you would like a copy of this questionnaire in electronic form, please contact me at 

jonell@lvcm.coxn at your earliest convenience. We would like to have this information 

prior to the neighborhood meeting so we may provide it to those interested in the 

proposal. Please e-mail your responses to the above e-mail address or fax them to 471- 

6540. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

JoNell Thomas 

John S. Park Neighborhood Association Vice President 
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RESPONSE TO JOHN S. PARK NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION QUESTIONNAIRE: 

BUILDING DETAILS: 

How Many Stories: 	 45 
How Tall: 	 517 	Feet 
Lot Size: 	 1.5 	Acres, ±1- 
Lot Coverage: 	 About 13.4 

North Building Setback: 	 o 	Feet- 7th 
to Ground Level; from 7 th  floor up is 32 feet 

South Building Setback: 	 0 	Feet-7th  Floor 
to Ground Level, from 7 th  floor up is 153 

East Building Setback: 	 0 	Feet-7 th  Floor 
to Ground Level; from 7 th  floor up is 16 feet 

West Building Setback: 	 10 	Feet 

DistariCe -tO .Radirifial Pipperty: 	 *20 	• • --Feet +/, 
Height of the closest Residential Building 	Unknown 

Pertaining to the type of units, the ratio of studio, one and two bedroom units is 	. 	. 
not known at this time. The floor plans are typical of downtown condominium 

401t,-560'squa:re .feet; -the one-bedroom-units- 
range from 915 to 1,060 square feet with the two bedroom units at 1,310 Square 
Feet. An of the units will have a balcony area of approximately 1 .1 .0 to 240 	. 
Square feet. At this time, the unit breakdown is 153 Studios; 230 1BR and 38 
2BR 

The ground floor will have approximately 1,190 square feet of retail, with a 
café/lounge of approximately 1,300 square feet. Alcohol may be served as part in 
the lounge, this will require approval of a Special Use Permit, subject to a public 
hearing. 

Residential parking will be provided at a ratio of one space/unit; an additional 12 
spaces will be provided. It is anticipated that the lounge/restaurant/cafe area will 
only be used by residents of the buildings or walk-through traffic. The City of 
Las Vegas has standards regarding reflective glass; a shadow study has not been 
performed at this time. 

CONSTRUCTION 
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Construction time frames are difficult to anticipate at this time. It takes approximately 18 
months to have improvement plans approved by the City after rezoning applications are 
completed. Hours of construction will be set to limit any inconvenience. Standard 
construction practices will be followed for other construction along the Las Vegas 
Boulevard corridor. All standards for dust abatement and safety will be followed. A 24 
hour contact will be provided to the neighborhood to report any problems or concerns. 
Hours of construction can be established to limit impacts to the neighborhood. 
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SAFETY 

We have not yet received responses from the Fire Department related to this application. 
All standards for fire access and emergency vehicle ingress and egress will be met. 
Structural barriers can be constructed for safety purposes. The building will be 
constructed in conformance to all building codes, including all necessary earthquake 
studies. 

It is anticipated that there will be no east facing windows with balconies. 

TRAFFIC 

A traffic study is required by the City of Las Vegas. We will share the results of the 
traffic study with the neighborhood. We have not received information as of this time 
pertaining to the need for a bus stop at this particular location. 

NOISE 

All mechanical and electrical equipment will be located indoors and conform to all 
standards for noise and operation. 

The units will have individual balconies. There is likely to be a bar/loungekafe on the 
ground level of the building; a nightclub is not anticipated at this time. 

UTILITIES 

All trash containers will be indoors. Utilities will be placed below ground. The project 
will operate so as not to interfere with cellular telephone use. 

PRIVACY 

On-site security will be provided; there will be no equipment that will film properties to 
the east of this site. There will be no 

AMENITIES 

We would be pleased to include amenities not only for future residents of this project, but 
the residents of your neighborhood as well. This includes, but is not necessarily limited 
to a dog park; retail business such as a place to eat, dry cleaners, fitness facility, indoor 
pool, clubhouse and lounge, or any other services or business that we could provide for 
you. This also includes contribution to a neighborhood project, parks or open space that 
would be of benefit to the neighborhood. 
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Extensive landscaping and decorative pavers will be provided on-site; there are no 
waivers requested to the City's landscaping criteria. 

DISCLOSURES 

Full disclosure pertaining to uses will be provided to buyers pertaining to the questions 
asked on this part of the questionnaire. 

HELICOPTERS 

We have filed all required paperwork to the FAA, as required by our Special Use Permit 
application. Approval by the FAA and Clark County Department of Aviation is decided 
at a later date. 

CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE AND PREPARATION 

The owners of this property also own the property located at 1801 S. Las Vegas 
Boulevard, the Monument Tower site. 

The Monument Tower site was in close proximity to residential properties; conditions 
were agreed to ensure the safety of the residences during the construction process. 

. 	 _ 
The owner of the property is GeoSummit; the applicant is Stratorise, of 4465 S. Buffalo, 
#2, Las Vegas, NV. 

The owners of this property fully intend to develop the site; however market conditions 
-are variable-and_difficult _to predictlow. market_forces_will affect _the.future_dev.eloprnent 
of the property. 
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A Plannin & Develo ment Services Cor oration 
1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddle@gcgarciainc.com   

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3. Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

	This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible.Nk 

This is an acceptable project that I can live with. k\ 	\ 

	This is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions:  

CoiN  

k

s 	  Your Name: 

Your Street Address: \\S31/ ,   

1 "\ 

Signature: 

\,.. 	\oci c-,,'  A;\  

G. C. Garcia, Inc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blvd & 3rd  and giving us your feedback. 
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(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dclapsaddlegcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
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Your Name: --fQ 	C 	A vv*ft... 

Your Street Address:  ) te 0 	-e )(4. o'cal?)_ c42 	. V 	g. q/ d 4  

Sitzature: 

Garciaanc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blv-d-&—r and giving us your feedback. 
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Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions: 

\\N  

CU\N\  

Your Name: 	  

Your Street Address: \Uto  

G. C. Garcia, Inc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Blvd & 3rd  and giving us your feedback. 

Submitted at Planning Commission 

64ifern 	3 Date 



Si nature: 
V 011 I 

C. GarcitOnc. thanks you for taking the time to look at the plan for Las Vegas 
Bl -Va—&—r-  and giving us your feedback. 

A Manninz& Develo ntent Services Cor oration 
1711 Whitney Mesa Dr., Suite 110 

Henderson, NV 89014 
(702) 435-9909 Phone (702) 435-0457 Fax 
dcl apsaddle@gcgarciainc.com  e-mail 

PLEASE LET US KNOW WHAT YOU THINK 

If you could take the time, we would appreciate your feedback on the plan for 
Las Vegas Blvd & 3 r1  . Please complete and return to us by mail or fax. 

7  This is a great addition to our neighborhood and will be compatible. A7 rivS rd; 1  

	This is an acceptable project that I can live with. ' riS --rifte. 

anis  is not the type of project that fits into the neighborhood and I would 
rather see 

Feel Free To Give Us Any Additional Comments or Suggestions: 

ook1,6 GocyzA) 	—TIsic—Firpv42  

Your Name: —fo 	C_ 71".  A ■.sQe... 

Your Street Address:  1100 	 )c-Cn c42 LV A,V Fq/d  
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0/41 144 ve04 Agenda Item No.: 81. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 1, 2006 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ['Consent Z Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

SUP-14687 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: SEN1P CVS, L.L.C. 
DBA CVS PHARMACY 2990 - OWNER: CVS 2990 LAS VEGAS, L.L.C. - Request for a 
Special Use Permit FOR A RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT WITH ACCESSORY PACKAGE 
LIQUOR OFF-SALE on 1.55 acres at 6391 West Lake Mead Boulevard (APN 138-23-720-005), 
C-1 (Limited Commercial), Ward 6 (Ross). NOTE: As of August 6, 2006 this item is located in 
Ward 5 (Weekly). NOTE: To be heard in conjunction with Morning Session Item 45. The 
Planning Commission (7-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 0 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (7-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location, Aerial and Special Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 08-10-06 Planning Commission meeting Item 9 

Motion made by LAWRENCE WEEKLY to Hold in Abeyance to 11/15/06 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
LAWRENCE WEEKLY, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, STEVE WOLFSON, STEVEN D. ROSS, 
LOIS TARKANIAN, LARRY BROWN, GARY REESE; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); (Did 
Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
COUNCILMAN WEEKLY announced the applicant's request to hold Item 84 and 45 in 
abeyance for two weeks to the 11/15/2006 City Council meeting. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	NOVEMBER 1, 2006 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SUP-14687 - APPLICANT: SENIP CVS, L.L.C. 
DBA CVS PHARMACY 2990 - OWNER: CVS 2990 LAS VEGAS, L.L.C. 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 8, 2006 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCILMAN ROSS. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (7-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planninz and Development 

1. Conformance to all Minimum Requirements under LVMC Title 19.04.050 for Retail 
Establishment With Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale use. 

2. This approval shall be void one year from the date of final approval, unless a business 
license has been issued to conduct the activity, if required, or upon approval of a final 
inspection. An Extension of Time may be filed for consideration by the City of Las 
Vegas. 

3. Approval of this Special Use Permit does not constitute approval of a liquor license. 

4. The sale of individual containers of any size of beer, wine coolers or screw cap wine is 
prohibited. All such products shall remain in their original configurations as shipped by the 
manufacturer. Further, no repackaging of containers into groups smaller than the original 
shipping container size shall be permitted. 

5. This business shall operate in conformance to Chapter 6.50 of the City of Las Vegas 
Municipal Code. 

6. The space used for the sale of package liquor shall be limited to 10% of the overall floor 
area of the building. 

7. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfied, 
except as modified herein. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This is a request for a Special Use Permit for a Retail Establishment with Accessory Package 
Liquor Off-Sale on 1.55 acres at 6391 West Lake Mead Boulevard. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This request will not alter the characteristics of the existing site. Rather, it will add an accessory 
use to a CVS pharmacy. All of the conditions of Title 19.04 are met, along with parking 
standards. Staff supports the request. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A) Related Actions 

06/08/98 	The City Council approved a request for a General Plan Amendment (GPA-13-98) 
from ML (Medium-Low Density Residential) to SC (Service Commercial and a 
Rezoning (Z-25-98) from R-E (Residence Estates) to C-1 (Limited Commercial) for 
a proposed 100,436 square foot shopping center. 

06/14/99 	The City Council approved a request for a Site Development Plan Review 1Z-25- 
98(1)] to allow a 66,195 square foot commercial retail center; a request for a 
Special Use Permit (U-40-99) for a minor auto repair facility; a request for a 
Special Use Permit (U-41-99) for off-premise sales of beer and wine in conjunction 
with at proposed convenience store; and a request for a Special Use Permit (U-42- 
99) for gasoline sales in conjunction with a proposed convenience store. 

06/24/99 	The Planning Commission approved a request for a Tentative Map on this site 
(TM-29-99). 

08/10/06 	The Planning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend APPROVAL (PC Agenda Item 
#9/ng). 

B) Pre-Application Meeting 

05/25/06 	A pre-application meeting with the applicant was held and the following items 
were discussed: 

• Staff informed the applicant of the conditions that are automatically 
applicable to this type of use. 



C) Planned Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

D) Existing Zoning 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

SUP-14687 - Staff Report Page Two 
November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

• Staff informed the applicant of the parking requirements for retail 
establishments with accessory package liquor off-sale. 

C) Neighborhood Meetings 

A neighborhood meeting is not required as part of this application request, nor was one 
held. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

A) Site Area 
Net Acres: 

B) Existing Land Use 
Subject Property: 
North: 
South: 
East: 
West:  

1.55 

CVS 
Commercial Center 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant Lot 
Water District Facility 

SC (Service Commercial) 
SC (Service Commercial) 
MLA (Medium Low Attached Density Residential) 
SC (Service Commercial) 
PF (Public Facilities) 

C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
R-E (Residence Estates) 
R-E (Residence Estates) 
U (Undeveloped) Zone [PF (Public Facilities) General Plan 
Designation] 

E) General Plan Compliance 
The subject site is located in the Southwest Sector of the General Plan. Within that 
Sector, it has a land use designation of SC (Service Commercial). This designation 
allows for a variety of commercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons. The 
underlying zoning of C-1 (Limited Commercial) is in compliance with the General Plan 
designation. 
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS/ZONES 	 Yes 	No , 
Special Area Plan 	 X  
Special Overlay District 	 X  

Airport Overlay District 	 X  
Trails 	 X  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X  
County/North Las Vegas/HOA Notification 	 X  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 

Airport Overlay District  
The subject site is located in the North Las Vegas Airport Overlay District that restricts 
the height of buildings to 140 feet. The subject site is well under this maximum height 
allowed. 

ANALYSIS 

A) Zoning Code Compliance 

Al)  Parking and Traffic Standards 

Pursuant to Title 19.10, the following Parking Standards apply to the subject 
proposal: 

	

Required 	 Provided 
Uses 	 GFA Parking 	 Parking 

Ratio 	 e 	 e  

	

Regular 	Handicap 	Regular 	Handicap  
General Retail 	11,987 	1 Space / 	69 	3 	85 	5 

SF. 	175 SF 
GFA  

TOTAL 	 69 	3 	85 	5 

	

(including 	 (including 

	

handicap 	 handicap 

	

accessible) 	 accessible) 

The subject proposal has sufficient parking per Title 19.10. The addition of 
accessory package liquor off-sale will not add to the number of parking spaces 
required. 

A2) Minimum Distance Separation Requirements 

Pursuant to Title 19.04, the following Standards apply to the subject proposal: 
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Standards 	 Code Requirement 	 Provided  
Liquor 	 400 Feet of a church , synagogue, school, 	Greater than 400 
Establishment (Off- 	child care facility licensed form more than 	Feet 
premise) 	 12 children, or City park 

The subject proposal meets all distance separation requirements as contained in Title 
19.04. 

B) General Analysis and Discussion 

• Zoning 

The subject proposal meets all current standards per Title 19 for developments in a C-1 
(Limited Commercial) zone. Adequate parking is provided and the subject site is not 
located within the minimum separation distance area from protected properties. 
Because the structure currently exists, no additional development standards apply. 

• Use 

All conditions for Retail Establishments with Accessory Package Liquor Off-Sale are 
met by this request. As it is located at a major intersection (Lake Mead Boulevard and 
Torrey Pines Drive), this use is appropriate for the area and will be compatible with 
surrounding uses. It should be noted that a condition has been added above that will 
limit the floor area to be used for the sale of package liquor to 10% of the total floor 
area. The floor plans indicate that 60 square feet of 9,682 square of retail space shall 
be used for package liquor sales. This represents less than 1% of the overall floor area. 

• Conditions 

The following conditions apply to the proposed use: 

1. Except as otherwise provided in this Chapter, no retail establishment with 
accessory package liquor off-sale (hereinafter "establishment") shall be located 
within four hundred feet of any church, synagogue, child care facility licensed 
for more than twelve children, or City park. 

2. Except as otherwise provided in Paragraph 3 below, the distances referred to in 
Paragraph 1 shall be determined with reference to the shortest distance between 
two property lines, one being the property line of the proposed establishment 
which is closest to the existing use to which the measurement pertains, and the 
other being the property line of that existing use which is closest to the 
proposed establishment. The distance shall be measured in a straight line 
without regard to intervening obstacles. For purpose of measurement, the term 
"property line" refers to property lines of fee interest parcels and does not 
include the property line of: 
a. 	Any leasehold parcel; or 
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b. 	Any parcel which lacks access to a public street or has no area for on- 
site parking and which has been created so as to avoid the distance 
limitation described in Paragraph 1. 

	

3. 	In the case of an establishment property to be located on a parcel of at least 
eighty acres in size, the minimum distances referred to in Paragraph I shall be 
measured in a straight line: 
a. From the nearest property line of the existing use to the nearest portion 

of the structure in which the establishment will be located, without 
regard to intervening obstacles; or 

b. In the case of a proposed establishment which will be located within a 
shopping center or other multiple-tenant structure, from the nearest 
property line of the existing use to the nearest property lines of a 
leasehold or occupancy parcel in which the establishment will be 
located, without regard to intervening obstacles. 

	

4. 	When considering a Special Use Permit application for an establishment which 
also requires a waiver of the distance limitation in Paragraph 1, the Planning 
Commission shall take into consideration the distance policy and shall, as part 
of its recommendation to the City Council, state whether the distance 
requirement should be waived and the reasons in support of the decision. 

	

5. 	The minimum distance requirements in Paragraph 1 do not apply to: 
a. An establishment which has a nonrestricted gaming license in 

connection with a hotel having two hundred or more guest rooms on or 
before July 1, 1992 or in connection with a resort hotel having in 
excess of two hundred guest rooms after July I, 1992; or 

b. A proposed establishment having more than fifty thousand square feet 
of retail floor space. 

	

6. 	All businesses which sell alcoholic beverages shall conform to the provisions 
of Chapter 6.50 of the Las Vegas Municipal Code. 

	

7. 	The minimum distance requirements set forth in paragraph 1, which are 
otherwise nonwaivable under the provisions of this subdivision, maybe be 
waived: 
a. In accordance with the provisions of Section 19.040.050(A)(4) for any 

establishment which is proposed to be located on a parcel within the 
Downtown Casino Overlay District; 

b. In accordance with the applicable provisions of the "Town Center 
Development Standards Manual" for any establishment which is 
proposed to be located within the T-C (Town Center) Zoning District 
and which is designated MS-TC (Main Street Mixed Use) in the Town 
Center Land Use Plan; or 

c. In connection with a retail establishment having less than twenty 
thousand square feet of retail floor space, if the area to be used for the 
sale, display or merchandising of alcoholic beverages and each use to 
be protected are separated by a highway or right-of-way with a width 
of at least one hundred feet. 
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FINDINGS 

In order to approve a Special Use Permit application, per Title 19.18.060 the Planning Commission 
and City Council must affirm the following: 

1. "The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmonious and 
compatible with existing surrounding land uses, and with future surrounding land 
uses as projected by the General Plan." 

The subject proposal is compatible with the General Plan and with the surrounding land 
uses. 

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

The existing CVS site can accommodate accessory package liquor off-sale. 

3. "Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate 
in size to meet the requirements of the proposed use." 

The subject site is served by West Lake Mead Boulevard (a 100-foot primary arterial) and 
North Torrey Pines Drive (an 80-foot secondary collector). These thoroughfares are 
capable of accommodating traffic that will generated by the subject proposal. 

4. "Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be inconsistent 
with or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectives of 
the General Plan." 

The subject request will not compromise the public health, safety or general welfare of the 
surrounding neighborhood nor compromise the objectives of the General Plan. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	3 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	3 

NOTICES MAILED 	955 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 



PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

PLANNING 
ONELOPMENI 

Pc■I  

Revised 12-03-04 fAdepotlApplication Packet‘Statement of Financial Interest.pdf 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case NumberS0  P /6/16P.) -7 	APN: 138-23-720-005 

Name of Property  Owner: CVS 2990 Las Ve gas, L.L.C. 

Name of Applicant: Senip CVS, L.L.C. dba CVS Pharmac y  #2990 

To the best of your knowled ge, does the Ma yor or any  member of the Cit y  Council or 
Planning  Commission have any  financial interest in this or an y  other propert y  with the 
property  owner, applicant, the property  owner or applicant's general or limited partners, or 
an officer of their corporation or limited liabilit y  company ? 

E Yes 	 F3 No 

If yes, please indicate the member of the Cit y  Council or Plannin g  Commission who is 
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the Cit y  Official holds 
an interest. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the propert y  in which the interest is 
held is different from the case parcel. 

City  Official: 

Partner(s): 

APN: 
SCP 2002A-18 LLC By LeVeque Tower LLC, Sole Member, 

	

By LEV 	, Sole Member 

	

Signature of Property  Owner: By,/' 	-4,..., e_e_ S.  
-7  

Kat eri

2 
e S. LeVeque, Pisdent and Sole Member 

Print Name:  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

200 6 VAL11-4 	1c0X, 	Attorney At Law 
-::‘717/.a1111E11117/W7•17.:dar....../..c.., 	SlATE OF 0;i10 

4-: 
• .- 
tt arlOQUAicliciVaintyiand)StOtration date. 

Section 147.03 R.C. 
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LAW OFFICES 

KOLESAR & LEATHAM, CHTD. 
WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL CENTER 

3320 WEST SAHARA AVENUE 

SUITE 380 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102 

MATTHEW D. SALTZMAN 
TELEPHONE 

702/362-7800 

TELECOPIER 

702/362-9472 

June 22, 2006 

Via Hand-Delivery 

City of Las Vegas 
Planning & /Development Department 
731 South 4 th  Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Re: 	Business: 

Location: 
APN: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Senip CVS, L.L.C.. 
dba CVS Pharmacy 2990 

6391 W. Lake Mead Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 
138-23-720-005 

This firm represents CVS Corporation and certain affiliates, including Senip CVS, L.L.C. 
(the "Operating Entity"). The Operating Entity owns the CVS/Pharmacy #2990 store located at 
6391 W. Lake Mead Blvd. ("CVS #2990"), which has operated as a drug store/pharmacy since 
November 2001. The Operating Entity wishes to now include package liquor/beer/wine/ spirits 
("package liquor") within its sales inventory. Our client understands that the City of Las Vegas 
Zoning code, Chapter 19.04, Ord 5795 'Retail Establishment with Accessory Package Liquor 
Off-Sale' requires a Special Use Permit for the gale of package liquor at CVS #2990. 

CVS Corporation ("CVS"), the ultimate parent of the Operating Entity, recently acquired 
all free-standing Say-on Drugs stores in Nevada, and, as such, has continued the sale of package 
liquor in the drug stores under appropriate licenses. To demonstrate a uniform presence in the 
community, CVS wishes to now offer the sale of package liquor in the original TVS' stores so 
both the former Say-on Drugs stores, (which will ultimately be branded CVS/Pharmacy stores) 
and the original CVS/Pharmacy stores, may offer similar goods to all customers. The 
introduction of package liquor to CVS #2990 will not affect the environment or character of the 
immediate community, nor will it have a detrimental impact on adjacent properties, and such 
business activity will provide a benefit to the CVS customer. Most, if not all, large drugstores in 
the city also sell alcoholic beverages. No additional public services, utilities, parking or waivers 
should be necessary to accommodate the sale of liquor at this store. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can provide any further information to you in 
connection with this application for a Special Use Permit for the sale of package liquor at 

SUP-14687 
08/10/06 PC GA6635%0011SUP DOCS CITY-2990-Justification Ltr. dot 



KOLESAR & LEATHAM, CHTD. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW City of Las Vegas 

Planning & Development Department 
Page 2 
June 22, 2006 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can provide any further information to you in 
connection with this application for a Special Use Permit for the sale of package liquor at 
CVS/Pharmacy #2990. On behalf of myself and my client, thank you in advance for your 
assistance with this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

KOLESAR & LEATHAM, CHTD. 

Matthew D. D. Saltzman, Esq. 
MDS:jjb 

cc: 	Diane Glass, Esq. 

G:\66351001\SUP  DOCSICITY•2992-Justification Lludoc 



NOTE: THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTATION 

WAS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BEFORE 

OR AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

ON THIS ITEM WHICH IS NOW APPEARING 

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 
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Please sign and date that you have read and ogee to the conditions, 

Signature 	 Date 
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0 0 3 / 0 4 
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CITY OF LAS VEGAS 

WOWI I ! 

Planning and Development Department 
Current Planning Division 

731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 229-6301 Phone (702) 385-7268 Fax 

SUP-1467 - APPLICANT: SENIP 	L.L.C. DBA CVS PHARMACY 2990 - OWNER: CVS 2990 
SUBJECT: LAS VEGAS, L.LC, 

, The above item has been placed on the One Motion/Ono Vote portion of the Planning Commission 
Agenda for the Atignst 10, 2006Planning Commission mooting. All of these items will be placed at the 
beginning of the agenda. The Chairman of the Planning Commission will open them at the same time, 

Enclosed please rand the proposed conditions of approval. If you agree to these conditions, please sign 
this form and fax it to Dorothy Marsili at 385-7268. If there is no one present at the Planning 
Commission mooting who wants to discuss this item, you will not be called to the podium to discuss thu 
case. However, you must be present in case any Planning Commissioner or member of the public wants 
to discuss the item. If you have any questions, please contact my office at (702) 229-6301. 

Please print name 

le CVS Le 
Company Name 

Sincerely, 

Doug Rankin 
Planning Supervisor 
Current Planning Division 

PACE 112" ACVD AT 8/012005 11:5003 AM rEastern Daylight Time!' IVR•CVSFAX001/5" DNI13:201 • MD:4017703243 	
DURATION (mm•sa):01•24 


