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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 

SDR-20178 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LEVITZ HOME FURNITURE - OWNER: 
CONSTANTINO NOVAL NEVADA LLC. - Request for a Site Development Plan Review 
FOR A PROPOSED FREESTANDING SIGN, 80-FEET IN HEIGHT WITHIN 200 FEET OF 
THE US 95 HIGHWAY on 8.19 acres at 81 South Martin Luther King Boulevard (APN 139-33- 
510-002), M (Industrial) Zone, Ward 5 (Williams). The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) and 
staff recommend APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE  
/ 

Planning Commission Mtg 

City Council Meeting 	;;:ir 0 	j  Clity.,Council,Meeting 

APPRO‘PAth'RECEIVED BEFORE:  
Planning Commission Mtg. 

0 

RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) and staff recommend 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 04-12-07 Planningieommission Meeting Item 19 

Motion made by BRENDA J. WILLIAMS to Approve Subject to Conditions 

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

NOTE: Subsequent to hearing Item 109, COUNCILMAN REESE asked that his not voting on 
Items 107 and 108 be changed to the affirmative. 

Minutes: 
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open. 

KEN KENDALL, Visible Graphics, and MARIO RODRIGLTEZ, Signs West, appeared on behalf 
of the applicant. 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed. 



CASE: SDR-20178 
RADIUS: 1500 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: M (INDUSTRIAL) 
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CASE: SDR-20178 
RADIUS: 1500 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: M (INDUSTRIAL) 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: SDR-20178 - APPLICANT: LEVITZ HOME FURNITURE - 
OWNER: CONSTANTINO NOVAL NEVADA LLC. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (5-1/sd vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to: 

Plannink and Development 

1. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless a building 
permit has been issued for the 80-foot sign on the site. An Extension of Time may be filed 
for consideration by the City of Las Vegas. 

2. All development shall be in conformance with the site plan, landscape plan, and building 
elevations, date stamped 02/27/07, except as amended by conditions herein. 

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

4. The existing billboard sign shall be demolished prior to the commencement of the physical 
construction of the new sign. 

Public Works 

5. The proposed freestanding sign, including base, shall not be located within the existing or 
proposed public right-of—way, existing or proposed public sewer or drainage easements, or 
interfere with Site Visibility Restriction Zones. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This request is for a Site Development Plan Review for a proposed freestanding sign, 80-feet in 
height within 200 feet of the US95 highway, located at 81 South Martin Luther King Boulevard, 
on an 8.19 acre commercial subdivision. Due to changing conditions in the area the applicant 
wishes to replace the current 40-foot tall sign with a sign that will be 80-feet in height. 

The location of the sign is within 200 feet of the right-of-way line of highway US 95, and the 
proposed 80-foot sign will be 30-feet above the freeway elevation. Additionally, the sign will 
be visible from the Oran K. Gragson Highway. At this location an increase in height to 80-feet 
may be authorized by the City Council after review by the Planning Commission. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The City Council approved a request for a special use permit (U-0025-98) on 
06/08/98 property located at 73 S Martin L King Blvd for a 14 foot by 48 foot off-

premise advertising (billboard) sign at a height of 74 feet.  
The City Council approved a Two Year Required Review of an approved 

08/02/2000 Special Use Permit [U-0025-98(1)] to allow a 672 square foot - 48 foot high 
off premise sign (billboard) on property located at 73 South Martin Luther 
King Boulevard.  
The City Council approved a Required Two Year Review of an approved 

09/18/2002 Special Use Permit [U-0025-98(2)] which allowed a 74 foot high, 14 foot x 
48 foot off premise advertising (billboard) sign at 73 South Martin L. King 
Boulevard.  
The City Council approved (GPA-2497) a request to Amend the City of Las 
Vegas Downtown Development Plan Map (Map 9) of the Las Vegas 

10/01/03 Redevelopment Plan from Industrial to Commercial and from Industrial to 
Mixed Use for properties bounded by Charleston Boulevard to the north, 
Third Street to the east, Commerce Street to the west and Colorado Street to 
the south.  
The City Council tabled a required four year review (RQR-17098) of an 

01/01/2007 approved special use permit (U-0025-98) which allowed a 14-foot x 48-foot 
off-premise advertising (billboard) sign at 73 South Martin L King Boulevard 
due to billboard moratorium.  

04/12/07 

	

	
The Planning Commission voted 5-1/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
A:enda Item #19/1hm). 

11/14/95 	Sign (Permit # 95877436)  
5/27/05 	Monopole (Permit # 5000404) 
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2/13/07 Submittal requirements; show sign setback and elevations. 
Wood 

No neighborhood meeting is required for this application, nor was one held. 

Details of App 
Site Area 
Net Acres 8.21 

Surrounding Property 	Existing Land Use 	Planned Land Use 	Existing Zoning  
LI/R (Light 

Retail 	 M (Industrial) 
Subject Property 	 Industry/Research)  
North 	 US95 Hwy 	 ROW 	 ROW  

LI/R (Light 
M (Industrial) 	 M (Industrial) 

South 	 Industry/Research)  
East 	 US 95 Hwy / 1-15 	ROW 	 ROW  

	

US 95 access ramp 	ROW / MXU (Mixed R-5 (Apartment) 
West 	 Tennis courts 	 Use) 

__________ 	 ..4.16.141, 
Special Area Plan  

Redevelopment Plan Area 	 X 	 Y  
Special DistrietslZones 	 Yes 	. No 	, Compliance  

	

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts 	
A-0 Airport Overlay District (175 feet) 	 X 	. 

Trails 	 X 	N/A  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X 	_ N/A  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 	N/A 

Airport Overlay  
While the subject site is located in the Airport Overlay District, the proposed sign will not be of 
sufficient height to warrant further review for aviation purposes. 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Freestandin  Si .14.5
Standards 	 Allowed 	AllE, Provided 	

Ili 

Maximum Number 	 *1 / Street frontage 	1 / Street frontage 
1 total 	 1 total  

Maximum Area 	 **740 Square Feet 	612 Square Feet  
Maximum Height 	 80 Feet 	 80 Feet  
Minimum Setback 	 5 Feet 	 5 Feet  
Illumination 	 Allowed 	Metal Halide Lighting System 

*Sign Standards 19.14.5 Freestanding signs: (a) Maximum number one freestanding sign per 
each 200 lineal feet of street frontage or portion thereof. 
**(b) Maximum area (i) The total area of all freestanding and monument signs shall not exceed 
two square feet of sign area for each lineal foot of street frontage. 

ANALYSIS 

The proposed illuminated, freestanding sign, 80 feet in height, will replace an existing 40 foot 
tall freestanding sign. Title 19.14.060 limits the height of freestanding signs to 40 feet. The 
height may be increased to 80 feet if the sign is within 200 feet of the right-of-way line and can 
be read from Interstates 15 and 215, US 95 from the north city limits to the Oran K. Gragson 
Highway, the Oran K. Gragson Highway or Interstate 515, when authorized by the City Council, 
after review by the Planning Commission. 

• Sign Standards 

This sign will be subject to Title 19.14.060(F) 5 [Permitted Signs in the C-1, C-2, C-M 
and C-2 Zoning Districts]. 

(5) Freestanding Signs 

(a) Maximum number. 
(i) 	One freestanding sign per each 200 lineal feet of street frontage or portion 

thereof. The total number of all freestanding and monument signs shall 
not exceed one per each 200 lineal feet of street frontage or portion 
thereof. 
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(b) Maximum area. 
(i) 	The total area of all freestanding and monument signs shall not exceed two 

square feet of sign area for each lineal foot of street frontage. On lots with 
multiple street frontages, the allowable area for each street frontage shall 
be calculated separately unless consolidated into one sign, then each street 
frontage shall be added and total square footage permitted may be allowed 
in one consolidated sign. 

(c) Maximum Height. 
40 feet, subject to the following: 

(i) A freestanding sign within 200 feet of the right-of-way line of an elevated 
freeway or highway to which it is oriented may be erected up to 30 feet 
above the elevation of the elevated freeway or highway nearest the sign. 

(ii) In addition, signs within 200 feet of the right-of-way line and which can 
be read from Interstates 15 and 215, US 95 from the north city limits to the 
Oran K. Gragson Highway, the Oran K. Gragson Highway or Interstate 
515 may be increased to a height equal to 80 feet, when authorized by the 
City Council, after review by the Planning Commission. 

(d) Minimum Setback. Five feet from all property lines. 
(e) Additional standards. 

(i) All freestanding and monument signs on the same lot or in the same 
development shall maintain a minimum separation of 100 feet measured along the 
street frontage. 

(f) Illumination permitted. Internal, external, animated and electronic message unit 
signs are permitted except on a building elevation visible from and located within 200 
feet of property zoned or shown on the General Plan as planned for single-family 
residential (attached or detached use). 

FINDINGS 

The following findings must be made for an SDR: 

1. The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and 
development in the area; 

This M (Industrial) zoned commercial subdivision is bordered on the north by highway 
US 95 and on the east by highway 1-15. Martin L King Boulevard is the access street on 
the west side of the subject parcel. An access ramp for US 95 and tennis courts are 
directly across Martin L King Boulevard from the site. 
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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; 

The proposed sign is consistent with city standards and is compatible with existing 
development in the area. 

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

The site is accessed from Martin L King Boulevard which is designated on the Master Plan 
of Streets and Highways as Major Collector (80-foot) foot right-of-way. This roadway 
should not be adversely impacted by the proposed sign. 

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for the City; 

Building materials are typical for sign construction and are appropriate for a sign to be 
visible from the highway at this location. 

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; 

The elevations of the proposed sign indicate the sign is large enough to be easily viewed 
from the highway just to provide identification of the business at that location. The sign is 
compatible with development in the area. 

6. Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare. 

The project will be subject to permit review and inspections, and is, therefore appropriate 
measures will be taken to protect human health and public safety. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	20 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	4 

NOTICES MAILED 	29 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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City Official: 	  

Partner(s): 	  

APN: 

Signature of Property Owner: 

Subscribed and sworn before m'e 

ThiDaY day of 

y and State 

Revised 11-14-06 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:  SDR-20178  APN: 	  

Name of Property Owner: \\\ evekao, 	tiopniut 	del ?Nose n84-1 h 
Name of Applicant: 	'f,Arr,'r._!rt,tre.„ ken 	rot.4.3  

. 
Name of Representative:  V i bto 	rafmc....s ...\cdon v4)., Mot 'ell IN22, 

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. 

Plimt Nam" 	7-A.0  

(E J0 KNOX 
1103TARY PUBLIC 

RATE OF NEVADA 
08. imoinwnent E 08 217.01 

Gothcre Nx 571101 

i'depot1A1,plication Packci‘Statement of Financial Interest dot:- 
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MOD .  S7S-SS ,7 , /tx 711 , 0• 707 04 S 

Janual:v 2. 2007 
firsl-clasA 

Planning Department 
Development Services Center 
731 South 4th Street 
Las Vegas. NV 89101 

RE: LEVITZ FURNITURE SIGN 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

On behalf of our client Levitz Furniture, 1 am writing to request a review under Las 
Vegas Zoning Ordinance Section 19.14.060 (F)(5)iel(it). As you know, the City Zoning 
Ordinance ordinarily limits the height all freestanding signs to 40 feet. However, under the 
above section, the City Counsel. after review by the Planning Commission. may allow an S0-tilot 
sign, if the sign stands within 200 feet of the right-of-way line and can be seen from certain 
highways. 

Our client Levitz Furniture currentl has a sign located about 80 S Martin Luther King 
Boulevard in the City of Las Vegas and standing within 200 feet of the right-of-way line. 
Although Levitz Furniture found its sign adequate in the past. continuous market competition. 
gradual decrease in sales, and increasing customer complaints about the lack of the store's 
visibility from highways and streets compelled our client to re-evaluate its sign requirement!:. 
Therefore, to stay competitive, to satisfy its customers' demands, and, consequently. to continue 
providing excellent jobs and superior services to the local community, Levitz Furniture wishes to 
replace its current sign with a larger, 80 - foot pylon sign. 

Accordingly. we respectfully ask that you review our client's request under Section 
19.14.060 (F)(5)(c)(ii) and submit a favorable recommendation to the City Council for its final 
approval and authorization. To that end. 'c arc offering to cooperate with you fully and to 
comply with any of your requests quickl ■ . 

Thank you. 

Sincerely., 

• 
, 

.1  
, 

Kpnneth Kendall. CEO 
"Visible Graphics. Inc 

SDR-20178 
04/12/07 PC 
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4-- 0-01 
Date 

Apr 11 01 08:56a 	 p.1 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
ONE MOTION / ONE VOTE 

Planning and Development Department 
Current Planning Division 

731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 229-6301 Phone (702) 385-7268 Fax 

SDR-20178 APPLICANT: LEVITZ HOME FURNITURE - OWNER: 
SUBJECT: CONSTANTINO NOVA!, NEVADA LLC. 

The ahove item has been placed on the One Motion/One Vote portion of the Planning Commission 
Agenda for the April 12, 2007 Planning Commission meeting. 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 find the proposed conditions of approval. If you agree to these conditions, please sign 
this form and tax it to Dorothy Marsili at 385-7268. If there is no one present at the Planning 
Commission meeting who wants to discuss this item, you will not be called to the podium to discuss the 
case. I fowever, 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 sign and date that you have read and agree to the conditions. 

CIL.01 vu1. 
Please print name 

VrAJ2 P1ic1f■ kc.7)  
Company  Name 

Sincerely, 

John Korkosz 
Planning Supervisor 
Current Planning Division 
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CITY OF LAS VEGAS 

Planning and Development Department 
Current Planning Division 

731 South Fourth Street 
LAS Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 229-6301 Phone (702) 385-7268 Fax 

SDR-20178 - APPLICANT: LEVITZ HOME FURNITURE - OWNER: 
SUBJECT: CONSTANTINO NOVAL NEVADA LLC. 

The above item has been placed on the One Motion/One Vote portion of the Planning Commission 
Agenda for the April 12, 2007 Pluming Commission meeting. 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 find 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 meeting who wants to discuss this item, you will not be called to the podium to discuss the 
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 sign and date that you h,ave read and agree to the conditions. 

Please print print name 

Dipv 	Aiti-sre 
f 	 - 

Company Name 

Sincerely, 

John Korkosz 
Planning Supervisor 
Current Planning Division 



—APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 0 

0/41 at Le44 ves-A4 
Agenda Item No.: 108. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
VACATION 

VAC-19628 - PUBLIC HEARING - OWNER/APPLICANT: BARBARA J. FARMANALI 
Petition to vacate a drainage easement generally located on the north side of Centennial 
Parkway, approximately 645 feet east of Leon Avenue, Ward 6 (Ross). The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commilsion- (‘-011ote 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 3. Supporting Documentation 3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 4. Justification Letter 4. Justification Letter 4. Justification Letter 

0 

'AL, subject to conditions. 

5. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Commiss ion Meeting Item 5 • 

Motion made by STEVEN D. ROSS to Approve Subject to Conditions 

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

NOTE: Subsequent to hearing Item 109, COUNCILMAN REESE asked that his not voting on 
Items 107 and 108 be changed to the affirmative. 

Minutes: 
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open. 

Seeing no one present to speak, MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: VAC-19628 - OWNER/APPLICANT: 	BARBARA J. 
FARMANALI 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to: 

1. 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. 

2. All development shall be in conformance with code requirements and design standards of 
all City Departments. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. The limits of this Petition of Vacation shall be the existing 10-foot drainage easement 
along the east side of Assessor Parcel Number #125-24-404-007. 

6. 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. Appropriate drainage easements shall be reserved if recommended by the 
approved Drainage Plan/Study. The drainage study required by ZON-18196 may be used 
to satisfy this requirement provided that it addresses the area to be vacated. 



VAC-19628 - Conditions Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

7. 	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. 



VAC-19628 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project is a petition to vacate a 10 foot public drainage easement generally located 185 north 
of Centennial Parkway and 590 feet west of Bradley Road. The project complies with all 
previous approvals. Staff recommends approval. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

' e ate' 	e evant 	i 	Actions 	. 	, 	ire, 	., etc. 
06/01/05 	The City Council approved a Rezoning (ZON-6274) of the subject property to 

R-PD4 (Residential Planned Development —4 Units Per Acre) and a Variance 
(VAR-6276) in the minimum area for formation of R-PD (Residential 
Planned Development) zoning district, and a Site Development Plan Review 
(SDR-6275) for an 8-lot single-family subdivision. A related Waiver to Title 
18 Standards (WVR-6277) was withdrawn without prejudice. The Planning 
Commission recommended approval of all items, including the Waiver on 
04/28/05. Staff recommended denial of all items. 

03/07/07 	The City Council approved a related Site Development Plan Review (SDR- 
17727) for an 8-lot single-family subdivision on 2.18 acres adjacent to the 
north side of Centennial Parkway approximately 360 feet east of Leon 
Avenue. The Plannin: Commission and Staff recommended a. sroval. 

04/12/07 

	

	The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
A : enda Item #51 a). 

Jed 	_M. 	 __  
No Building Permits or Business Licenses have been issued for the subject 
site. 

Prj 
10/05/06 	A pre-application meeting was held to discuss the requirements for the Site 

Development Plan Review. 
10/24/06 	A pre-application meeting was held to discuss the requirements for the 

Rezonin:. 
Nei:hborhood Meetin : 

A neighborhood meeting is not required for this application, nor was one held. 

Surrounding 
Property 	 &Listing Land Use 	Planned Land Use 	Exist  
Subject Property 	Undeveloped 	L (Low Density 	R-E (Residence Estates) 

Residential) 	under Resolution of 
Intent to R-PD4 
(Residential Planned 
Development —4 Units 
Per Acre) 



VAC-19628 - Staff Report Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

North 	 Undeveloped, 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
Single Family 	Residential) 	Residential) and R-E 
Residential 	 (Residence Estates)  

South 	 Undeveloped, 	Right-of-way 	Right-of-way  
East 	 Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 

Residential 	Residential) 	Residential)  
West 	 Undeveloped 	L (Low Density 	R-E (Residence Estates) 

_ 	 Residential) 	i 

Special Districts/Zones 	 Yes 	No 	Compliance  
Special Area Plan 	 X 	N/A  

Special Districts/Zones 	 Yes 	No 	Compliance  
Special Purpose and Overlay Districts 	 X 	N/A  
Trails 	 X 	N/A  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X 	N/A  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 	N/A 

ANALYSIS 

• Planning 

Planning staff has no objection to the Vacation request. Development of the site is 
proposed as single-family residential in accordance with approved Site Development Plan 
Review (SDR-17727) and Rezoning (ZON-18196). 

• Public Works 

This Vacation application proposes to vacate an existing public drainage easement. As 
no right-of-way is proposed to be vacated, and thus no franchise rights are involved, it is 
not necessary to send this Vacation request to the utility companies and franchise holders, 
nor wait for their responses. Since only City easements are involved; any utility 
company interests will not be affected. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

The applicant's correct middle initial is "L." 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	10 

NOTICES MAILED 	5 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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STATEMENT 01? FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: VAC  19628 MN: 125-24-404-007 

Name of Property Owner: Barham L. Penniman 

Name of Applicant: Taney Engineering 

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? 

fl Yes 	 P 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): 

Signature of Property Owner: 	1-1/ta-Cet  

Print Name: Barbara L. Fermanali 

APN: 125-24-404-007 , 

cr-A, 7. 2  

Subscribed and sworn before Inc 

This  /0   day of  

Notary Public in and for said County and State 

RECEIVED 
WspotlApplication PacketiStitcrnent of Finantial ltdeasilef 

-F-Ft ±) ti 1..007 Itc-viscd 12-03-04 



VAC-19628 - OWNER/APPLICANT; BARBARA J. FARMANALI 
APRIL 12, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSTON 

02/20/07 
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January 30, 2007 

TANEY ENGINEERING 
4445 S. JONES #1 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89103 

TELEPHONE: (702) 362-8844 
FAX: (702) 362-5233 

City of Las Vegas 
City Planning and Development Department 
731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Re: Vacation of Public Drainage Easement for Centennial and Leon 

To Whom It May Concern: 

On behalf of our client, National Homes Corporation, we are requesting the vacation of 
an existing 10.0' wide public drainage easement located along the east side of the 
property. Our client is proposing a 10.0' wide public drainage easement along the north 
side of the property within a common element in lieu of the existing drainage easement 
that currently intercepts the proposed back yards of lots 1-3. 

Approval of this request will have no adverse impact on the surrounding community. If 
you have any questions or need any additional information please do not hesitate to 
contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

Taney Engineering 

Renaye M. Mendoza, E.I. 
Project Manager 

RECEIVED 

VAC-19628 
04112107 PC 
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04/12/2007 10:07 	17028713307 
•04/12/2007 09:53 FAx 17028710631 

CORPORATE OFFICES 
QAFINvESTMENTS 

PAGE 01/01 
lit 002 

John Koko.% 

Current Pinariing Division 

"'"1011Ft"PtIAPV-V1 ," 	" .0 	 ,..• 	 ". 

Planning and Development Department 
Current Planning Division 

731 South Fourth Street 
Las VdeaS, Nevada 89/01 

(702) 229-6301 Phone (702) 383-7268 Fax 

SUBJECT: VAC-1962S - OWNER/APPLICANT: BARBARA X FARIVIANAL1  

The above item has been placed on the One Motion/One Vote portion- of the Planning Commission 
Agenda for the April .11, .7007Pienning Commission meeting All of these items will be placed at the 
beginning of the agenda. Thu Chairman of the Planning Commission will open them at the same time. 

Enclosed planets find the proposed conditions of approval. If you agree to these conditions, please in 
(his rum and fax it to Dorothy Maraili at 385-7261, if there is no one present at the Planning 
Commission meeting who weals to discuss this item, you will not be called 10 the podium di um to discuss the 
Me. 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) 229-6501. 

Please sign and date that you havejpad and agree to the conditions. 

Siy,nature 	 Date 

-3/44- famfg 
Please print name 

. 	. 
Company Name 

Sincerely, 



Planning Commission Mt 

City Council Meeting 

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions. 

0 

0 

eattat Letet tkirm, Agenda Item No: 109. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
VACATION 

VAC-19867 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAS VEGAS CIVIL ENGINEERING - 
OWNER: RUTHERFORD MCKINNEY - Petition to Vacate a 20-foot wide section of public 
right-of-way generally located west of D Street, north of Owens Avenue and south of Leonard 
Avenue, Ward 5 (Williams). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend 
APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE. I ;APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  • 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 20 

Motion made by BRENDA J. WILLIAMS to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 6; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; rifd-NotNote;-+'ed -
. 0 BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKA-'4— '.i 	BROWN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, 

GARY REESE, STEVEN D. ROSS; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); (Did Not Vote-STEVE 
WOLFSON); (Excused-None) 

Minutes: 
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open and confirmed there was no one present 
to speak on behalf of the applicant. 

BEATRICE TURNER, West Las Vegas, questioned what the item entailed. BART 
ANDERSON, Public Works, answered that there is an unused alley in the rear of the applicant's 
property, which is fenced off. This right-of-way was part of a remnant from the construction of 
the senior apartment complex. The applicant is asking to eliminate the right-of-way and reclaim 
the property to utilize it. 



Agenda Item No.: 109. 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

FRANK MITCHELL, 401 Leonard Street, resides adjacent to the subject property and is 
concerned that the proposed vacation will depreciate his property. He also questioned whether 
the property to the north or south would obtain this portion of property. BART ANDERSON, 
Public Works, responded that the County Assessor will determine how the property is 
distributed, but it appears that the property would reattach to the property on the south side. 

MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: VAC-19867 - APPLICANT: LAS VEGAS CIVIL ENGINEERING 
- OWNER: RUTHERFORD MCKINNEY 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to: 

1. 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. 

2. All development shall be in conformance with code requirements and design standards of 
all City Departments. 

3. 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. 

4. The limits of this Petition of Vacation shall be defined as a 20 foot wide alley located west 
of "D" Street, north of Owens Avenue. 

5. All existing 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. 

6. 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 or should 
cross any right of way or easement being vacated must be retained. 



8/10/2006 

4/12/2007 

VAC-19867 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

This request is to Vacate a 20-foot wide section of public right-of-way generally located west of 
D Street, north of Owens Avenue and south of Leonard Avenue. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The applicant is requesting the vacation of an unpaved 20-foot wide, 129-foot long alley, as 
required by condition 15 of SDR-14769. This action is necessary to allow expansion of an 
existing office building. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The Planning Commission approved (SDR-14769) a request for a Site 
Development Plan Review for a proposed 1,792 square foot addition to an 
existing contractor business and a waiver of perimeter landscaping 
reauirements on 0.51 acres at 400 West Owens Avenue 
The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #20/1hm). 

. Pre -Application Meetin 
A Pre-application meeting is not required for this type of application nor was one held. 
Neighborhood Meetin 
A Neighborhood Meeting is not required  for this type of application nor was one held. 

Subject Property 	 Office 	Commercial 	C  
L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 

North 	
Residential 	

Residential) 	Residential)  
C (Commercial) 	R-3 (Residential 

South 	
Multi-Family 	

Estates)  
C (Commercial) 	C-2 (General 

East 	
Commercial 	

Commercial) _  
C (Commercial) 	C-1 (Limited 

West 	 Multi-Family 	 Commercial) 
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S I ecial Area Plan 
West Las Ve • as Plan 	 Y 	 Y 
Redevelo sment Plan 	 Y 

rirWr 
S I ecial Pur I ose and Overla Districts 

A-0 (Ai sort Overlay) District (175') 	 Y 	 Y 
Northwest Sector 	 Y 	 Y 
Southwest Sector 	 Y 	 Y 

Trails 	 N 	Y 
Rural Preservation Overla District 	 N 	Y 
Develo 1 ment Im 1 act Notification Assessment 	 N 	Y 
Pro 'ect of Relional Si' ificance 	 N 	Y 

The subject site is located within the Downtown Redevelopment Plan area and the West Las 
Vegas Plan. The site is designated for Commercial uses under the Land Use Category of C 
(Commercial Use). The Commercial Use designation allows for uses that are normally permitted 
within the 0, SC, and GC designations. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST 

The above property is legally described as a twenty-foot (20') wide right-of-way (alley) west of 
D street, north of Owens Avenue and south of Leonard Avenue. 
Said property being a portion of the south half (S1/2) of the southwest quarter (SW1/4) of the 
Southwest quarter (SW1/4) of the southeast quarter (SE1/4) of Section 22, Township 20 South, 
Range 61 east, M.D.M.. 

ANALYSIS 

A) Planning discussion 

Planning staff has no objection to the vacation request. No adverse effects to traffic circulation 
or site access would result with the proposed vacation. 
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B) Public Works discussion 

We present the following information concerning this request to vacate certain public street ROW: 

A. Does this vacation request result in uniform or non-uniform right-of-way widths? It 
will result in a uniform right-of-way width as it will eliminate an unused alley. 

B. From a traffic handling viewpoint will this vacation request result in a reduced 
traffic handling capability? No, since there is currently no traffic using this alley. 

C. Does it appear that the vacation request involves only excess right-of-way? Yes since 
no other portion of the alley was ever dedicated. 

D. Does this vacation request coincide with development plans of the adjacent parcels? 
Yes, Site Development Plan Review SDR-14769 shows the proposed vacated area as 
being incorporated into their site as a landscaped area and if left as right-of-way, 
would require an encroachment agreement. 

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. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

Condition #6 was added by the Public Works Department. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	13 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	4 

NOTICES MAILED 	5 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: VAC-19867 APN:  1-541 - 22 - 4ce; - oc>3 

Name of Property Owner: 

Name of Applicant:  

Name of Representative: 

R.u-rumtz-cprzaz7. 1"-1G.IC1‘.a4m■r.  

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: 

Signature of Property Owtfer:  itar"Its.{.//  

Print Nanie! 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This >'/  day of 	 , 20,27 

- 
Notary Public in and for said County and State 

GERMAN MENDOZA( 
Notary Public, State of Nevada 
Appointment No. 08•105227-1 
My Appt. Expires Apr. 28, 2010 

\depot\Application Packet1Statement of Financial Interesidoc Revised 11-14-06 
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VAC-19867 - APPLICANT: LAS VEGAS CIVIL ENGINEERING - OWNER: RUTHERFORD MCKINNEY 
WEST OF D STREET, NORTH OF OWENS AVENUE AND SOUTH OF LEONARD AVENUE 
APRIL 12, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

03/02/07 



00000 
CIVIL 

ENGINEERING 
NEVADA 

Tuesday, January 23, 2007 

City of Las Vegas Planning & Development 
731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 8901 

Re: 	Justification of Vacation of Alley Way 
APN 139-22-403-003 

Dear Planning & Development: 

Las Vegas Civil Engineering is assisting Rutherford McKinney with the vacation of the 
20' Alley Way to the north of the above mentioned parcel. Rutherford McKinney is 
requesting this vacation as an effort in compliance with SDR-14769 item number 15. If 
additional information is required please contact our office at your convenience. We look 
forward to speaking with you following your review. 

Joey DeBlanco, P.E. 

VAC-19867 
04/12/07 PC 

2251 N. Rampart No. 418 • Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 • Phone (702) 515-6741 • Fax (702) 515-6771 



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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CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
ONE MOTION / ONE VOTE 

Planning and Development Department 
Current Planning Division 

731 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 229-6301 Phone (702) 385-7268 Fax 

VAC-19867 - APPLICANT: LAS VEGAS CIVIL ENGINEERING - OWNER: 
SUBJECT: RUTHERFORD MCKINNEY 

The above item has been placed on the One Motion/One Vote portion of the Planning Commission 
Agenda for the April 12, 2007 Planning Commission meeting. 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 find 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 meeting who wants to discuss this item, you will not be called to the podium to discuss the 
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 oftice at (702) 229-6301. 

Please sign and date that you have read and agree to the conditions. 

Signature 

lAt 	>115-4- 

Please print r Please print name 
, 

VC:i_friein c  6 
Iny 

eiti /r1.4 Zei.:: 

Comp Name 

Sincerely, 

John Korkosz 
Planning Supervisor 
Current Planning Division 



0 

0 

0/41 144 tkgeti, Agenda Item No.: 110. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
REQUIRED SIX MONTH REVIEW 

RQR-20054 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAS VEGAS 
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY - OWNER: CARDAN LINDELL NORTH, L.L.C. - Required 
Six Month Review of a Variance TO ALLOW A PROPOSED 100-FOOT TALL FLAGPOLE 
WHERE 40 FEET IS THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT ALLOWED at 5550 West Sahara Avenue 
(APN 163-01-404-022), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff 
recommends DENIAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. City Council approval letter for VAR-11759 
5. 24 Protest letters 
6. Submitted after final agenda — Abeyance request by Chesnoff and Schonfeld 
7. Verbatim Transcript 

Motion made by LOIS TARKANIAN to Deny 

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

Minutes: 
A Verbatim Transcript is made a part of the Final Minutes. 

APPEARANCES: 
LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman 
GARY REESE, Councilman 



az-11 te44 ve-seit4 Agenda Item No.. 110. 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

OSCAR GOODMAN, Mayor 
BRYAN SCOTT, Assistant City Attorney 
DAVID CHESNOFF, Attorney 
CARL MARCELLO, Las Vegas Development Company 
MARGO WHEELER, Director of Planning and Development 
DAN TOWBIN, Cardan Lindell North, LLC 
TOM McGOWAN, Las Vegas resident 
STEVE SANSON, Desert Storm Veteran 
JOHNNY VENTURA, Korean Ward Veteran 
CONITA JONES, 5645 O'Bannon Drive 
CARLOS POLIAK, Veteran 
WAYNE EARL, 2260 Westwind Road 
CONNIE KLING, 5640 O'Bannon Drive 
GARY SWANCIGER, 2270 Westwind Road 
STEVE WOLFSON, Councilman 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - ROR-20054 - APPLICANT: LAS VEGAS 
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY - OWNER: CARDAN LINDELL NORTH, L.L.C. 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE MAY 2, 2007 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DENIAL. If Approved, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. 	The applicant shall obtain a demolition permit and remove the subject flagpole within 60 
days. 

* 



04/28/06 

Neighborhood Meetin :111111111L_All 

Net Acres 4.14 

RQR-20054 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a request for a Required Six Month Review of a Variance (VAR-11759) to allow a 
proposed 100-foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed at 5550 West 
Sahara Avenue. 

The subject flagpole has generated complaints from surrounding neighbors regarding noise. 
Additionally, the flagpole is not in conformance to the site plans that were submitted with the 
Variance (VAR-11759) as the monument to the Veterans has not been constructed. Denial of 
this request is recommended. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

05/03/06 The City Council approved a request for a Variance (VAR-11759) to allow a 
proposed 100-foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed 
on the subject property. The Planning Commission recommended approval. 
Staff recommended denial. 

A building permit (#6003130) was issued for the subject flagpole. A final 
inspection was not conducted. 

Mir 
A pre-application meeting is not required, nor was one held. 

A neighborhood meeting is not required, nor was one held. 

Details of Application Request 
Site Area 
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Subject Property 	Auto Dealership 	GC (General 	C-2 (General 
Commercial) 	Commercial) 

C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)  

North 	 Church 	DR (Desert Rural 	R-E (Residence 
Density Residential) 	Estates)  

South 	Auto Dealership 	Clark County 	Clark County  
East 	 Offices 	SC (Service 	C-1 (Limited 

Commercial) 	Commercial)  
West 	Auto Dealership 	GC (General 	C-2 (General 

Commercial) 	Commercial) 

S I ecial Area Plan 	 X 	N/A 

S • ecial Pu lose and Overla Districts 	 X 	N/A 
Trails 	 X 	N/A 
Rural Preservation Overla District 	 X 	N/A 
Develoiment Im • act Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A 
Project of Re . ional Si l ificance 	 X 	N/A 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Per Title 19.14: 

ANALYSIS 

Complaints have been received regarding the noise that flag and the hooks that hold on the flag 
make in the wind. It is further noted that the monument for the Veterans of Foreign Wars that 
was to be provided has not been installed; thus the flagpole is not in compliance with the plans 
that were provided with the Variance (VAR-11759) submittal. The subject flagpole is 
considered too large for the subject property and denial of this request is recommended. 

Conditions of approval from VAR-11759: 

1. 	Approval of and conformance to the Conditions of Approval for General Plan Amendment 
(GPA-4549), Rezoning (ZON-4550), and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-4551). 

2. 	This Variance 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. 
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3. The maximum height of the flagpole shall be limited to 100 feet. 

4. This Variance shall be reviewed in six (6) months at which time the City Council may 
require the flagpole be removed. The applicant shall be responsible for notification costs 
of the review. Failure to pay the City for these costs may result in a requirement that the 
flagpole is removed. 

5. The flagpole shall not be located within the public right-of—way, existing or proposed 
public sewer or drainage easements, or interfere with Site Visibility Restriction Zones. 

FINDINGS 

In accordance with the provisions of Title 19.18.070(B), Planning Conunission 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 through their design choices. Alternative design 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 	N/A 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  N/A 

SENATE DISTRICT 	N/A 
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NOTICES MAILED 	110 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 

O 
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City  Official: 	  

Partner(s): 	  

APN: 

it -.otos 

RAPP.A1 
No:cry ?iro!k Stota of Novenio 1  

06-104<45•1 	1 

y 	z.v.tp. Ape. 17. 2010; This lq+4 ocrl  

otagy  Publi 	rr--- 4:Dx4 'msaic--TC:j..n.x -I'61mty and State 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

QR Case Number: R-20054 	 Allitio- 
APN:  to  5 	j- 	--  02. -L. 

_ 

Name of Property  Owner: Z9.11,e,/),0r)  

Name of Applicant:  16.1-  44e 	 . 

Name of Representative: 	 /).  

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any  member of the City  Council or 
Plannin g  Commission have any  financial interest in this or an y  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 liabilit y  company? 

Yes 

If y es, please indicate the member of the Cit y  Council or Planning  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. 

Signature of Property  Owner:Cr./4/ 

rint Name:  P7iiitot 7-4 14.431A1  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

fldepot\Applicanon Packe6Statement of Financial Inwrest.doc 

RECEIVED 
FE! 2 fi 2007 

Revised 11-14-06 
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May 4, 2006 

LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL 

OSCAR B. GOODMAN 
MAYOR 

GARY REESE 
MAYOR PRO TEM 

LARRY BROWN 
LAWRENCE WEEKLY 

STEVE WOLFSON 
LOIS TARKANIAN 
STEVEN D. ROSS 

DOUGLAS A. SELBY 
CITY MANAGER 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
400 STEWART AVENUE 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 

VOICE 702.229.6011 

TTY 702.388.9108 
www.lasvegasnevada.gov  

18112-001-06-05 
CLV 7009 

Mr. Dan Towbin 
Cardan Lindell North, LLC 
5605 West Sahara Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 

RE: VAR-11759 - VARIANCE 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF MAY 3, 2006 

Dear Mr. Towbin: 

The City Council at a regular meeting held May 3, 2006 APPROVED the Review 
by Council of a request for a Variance TO ALLOW A PROPOSED 130-FOOT 
TALL FLAGPOLE WHERE 40 FEET IS THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT ALLOWED on 
4.14 acres at 5550 West Sahara Avenue (APN 163-01-404-022), C-2 (General 
Commercial) Zone. The Notice of Final Action was filed with the Las Vegas City 
Clerk on May 4, 2006. This approval is subject to: 

Planning and Development 
1. 	Approval of and conformance to the Conditions of Approval for General 

Plan Amendment (GPA-4549), Rezoning (ZON-4550), and Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-4551). 

2. 	This Variance 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. 

3. 	The maximum height of the flagpole shall be limited to 100 feet. 

4. 	This Variance shall be reviewed in six (6) months at which time the City 
Council may require the flagpole be removed. The applicant shall be 
responsible for notification costs of the review. Failure to pay the City for 
these costs may result in a requirement that the flagpole is removed. 



Mr. Dan Towbin 
VAR-11759 — Page Two 
May 4, 2006 

Public Works 
5. 	The flagpole shall not be located within the public right-of-way, existing or proposed 

public sewer or drainage easements, or interfere with Site Visibility Restriction Zones. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Crolli 
Deputy City Clerk ll for 
Barbara Jo Ronemus, City Clerk 

cc: 	Planning and Development Dept. 
Development Coordination-DPW 
Dept. of Fire Services 

Mr. Carl Marcello 
Las Vegas Development Company 
4795 South Durango Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 



Lit 
Charles M. Damus & Associates . 

A Professional Law Corporation  

April 26, 200701 An 30 A 10: 

Proteit 
City Clerk 
First Floor, City Hall 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Re: RQR-20054 
City Counsel Meeting scheduled for 
May 2, 2007 at 1:00 p.m. 
Applicant: Las Vegas Development Co. 

Members of the Council: 

My name is Charles Damus, and I reside at 2243 S. Mohawk Street, Las Vegas, Nevada, within 
about 600 feet of the hundred-foot tall flagpole and gigantic flag. I have been a resident since 
1955, and have maintained a law office in downtown Las Vegas since 1974. Although the 
property owner, Dan Tobin, is a nice guy, my neighbors and myself strongly feel that the 
hundred-foot flagpole and the gigantic flag on the pole are totally out of proportion with the 
dealership and especially with our rural-type neighborhood. Additionally, on windy days (which 
we have several) the flag makes a tremendous amount of noise that invades our neighborhood. 

Unlike the situation with the McCarran right turn flights, the abatement of this noise requires no 
expenditure of City funds. The dealership's grand opening is over, and they no longer need this 
huge flag. Accordingly, it is hoped that you will not approve an extension of the variance, and 
require the dealership to remove the giant flagpole and flag. My neighbors and myself are as 
patriotic as anyone, but the sheer size is inappropriate. 

_ 

Very truly yours, 

CHARLES M. DAMUS, ESQ. 

CMD/bs 

Submitted after final agenda 

4/40-07 .910-gg Date 	item 

624 South Sixth Street • Las Vegas, Nevada 89101-6920 • Telephone (702) 382-5034 • Telefax (702) 384-9289 



• 
City of Las Vegas 
Councilpersow/Mayor Goodman, City Attorney 
400 Stewart Ave 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

R- 0054/ 

Protest 

Dear Council Members; 	 June 27, 2006 

I want it to be on the record that Towbin Hummers has a entirely too large flag which pops in the 
wind and can be heard at my home which is on O'Bannon and Westwind. This was our concern 
with a flag of that size being allowed within a neighborhood. If for some reason the 
neighborhood is not notified of the 6 months review of this flag we shall feel partial treatment 
given to Towbin dealership again. 

I also have been called by Jennifer Hardman, Gary Swanciger, T.J. and Coleen Rice, Shreela 
Chalanian, Marianne Jorgensen, Paul and Susie Schofield concerning this noise. All of these 
people called because of the wind blowing last night! 

As Mr. Towbin told the residents at the neighborhood meeting when this entire hummer 
dealership fiasco started; "I will get what I want!" I ask the City, "Is there some reason he knew 
he would get whatever he wanted?" 

Once again for the record, Towbin Hummer flag is too large for a neighborhood and makes 
a lot of noise when the wind blows! It would be better suited for a business located along 
the freeway and not within a neighborhood. 

We are by know means anti flag. I myself served in the military. I was offended and still am 
offended that Towbin dealership would use the United States flag for a way to sell a vehicle. 

Thank you, 

Conita Jones 
5645 O'Bannon Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89146 
702-364-1395/ce11702-381-4923 

Cc: Dan Towbin 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada Protest 
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SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 



Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

sa MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINTTE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: • Doo 	 1J-7  A.  
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Signature: 

Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 

Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My !vas for opposing this 100 fopf,tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 

My reason for opposing this 100 foot tall flagpole is: 
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Las Vegas City Council 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

SIX MONTH REVIEW OF 
RQR-20054 

I am in DEFINITE OPPOSITION  of Cardan Lindell North, L.L.C. located 
at 5550 West Sahara (APN163-01-404-022) to be allowed a variance of a 100- 
foot tall flagpole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed. 
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MAY. 16. 2007 	9:00AM 	DAVID CHESNOFF 	 Na 6622 	P. 2 

DAVID Z. CrIESNOFF. CHARTERED 

RICHARD A. SCHONFELD, CHARTERED 

CHARA T. HENRY 

LAW OFFICES 

AN ASSOCIATION Or PROFEiONAL CORPORATIONS 

520 SOUTH FOURTH STREET 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101-6593 

TELEPHoNE 

(702) 384-5563 

FAX 

(70Z) 598-1425 

May 16, 2007 

City of Las Vegas 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Attn: Barbara Jo Ronemus, City Clerk 

Via Facsimile - (702) 382-4803 

Re: Item No. 110, City Council Agenda on May 16, 2007 
RQR-20054 - Las Vegas Development Company 

O= 

Cr 
r- 
rri 

.19 

Dear Clerk: 

Within the last week I have been retained by Las Vegas Development Company to represent 
them in the above-referenced matter. I have asked my colleague Jay Brown, Esq. to join me in the 
representation. 

I am requesting that the matter be taken off calendar until the June 6, 2007 so that we can 
effectively prepare for the proceedings. 

I have recently been engaged in a case styled Nevada v. Hein which was a complicated 
homicide trial. In addition I worked almost exclusively since May 5, 2007on a matter styled Nevada 
v. Albrecht which just ended this past week. 

Today, I must appear in the United States District Court in the matter of US v. Barkan and 
this afternoon I am engaged in a prearranged telephone conference with several lawyers from the 
Justice Department in Washington D.C. as well as the US Attorney's office in Anchorage, Alaska  
All of these matters are of grave significance to the individuals that I am representing and as a 
consequence I have devoted my time to them and have not been able to adequately prepare on bebnif  

of my client, Las Vegas Development Company. 

I am not asking for a lengthy delay but one of only several weeks so that Mr. Brown and I 
can effectively represent our client as I am sworn to do so. 

I am not making this request for purposes of delay, but rather in the interest ofjustice, for due 
process, and consistent with my understanding as to the manner in which the City of Las Vegas has 
always operated as far as I am concerned. 

Submitted after final agenda 

Date 461,7  Item 4-/f 0 
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MAY 16. 2007 	9:00AM 	DAVID CHESNOFF NO. 6622 	P. 3 

LAW OFFIC es 
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May 16, 2007 
Page Two 

C=1 

Thank you for you for your kind consideration of my request. 

Very truly yours, 

David Z. Chesnaff; Esq. 

DZC/rr 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

1 ITEM 110- RQR-20054 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAS 

2 VEGAS DEVELOPMENT COMPANY - OWNER: CARDAN LINDELL NORTH, L.L.C. 

3 - Required Six Month Review of a Variance TO ALLOW A PROPOSED 100-FOOT TALL 

4 FLAGPOLE WHERE 40 FEET IS THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT ALLOWED at 5550 West 

5 Sahara Avenue (APN 163-01-404-022), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 

6 (Tarkanian). 
7 

8 Appearance List:  

- 9 LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman 

10 GARY REESE, Councilman 

11 OSCAR GOODMAN, Mayor 

12 BRYAN SCOTT, Assistant City Attorney 

13 DAVID CHESNOFF, Attorney 

14 CARL MARCELLO, Las Vegas Development Company 

15 MARGO WHEELER, Director of Planning and Development 

16 DAN TOWBIN, Cardan Lindell North, LLC 

17 TOM McGOWAN, Las Vegas resident 

18 STEVE SANS ON, Desert Storm Veteran 

19 JOHNNY VENTURA, Korean War Veteran 

20 CONITA JONES, 5645 O'Bannon Drive 

21 CARLOS POLIAK, Veteran 

22 WAYNE EARL, 2260 Westvvind Road 

23 CONNIE KLING, 5640 O'Bannon Drive 

24 GARY SWANCIGER, 2270 Westwind Road 

25 STEVE WOLFSON, Councilman 

26 

27 1 hour 11 minutes 

28 

29 Typed by: Ydoleena Yturralde 

30 Proofed by: Angela Crolli 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

31 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

32 Councilman Reese? 

33 

34 COUNCILMAN REESE 

35 	Yes. 

36 

37 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

38 Mayor, through — Councilman — 

39 

40 MAYOR GOODMAN 

41 	Certainly. 

42 

43 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

44 — Reese. 

45 

46 MAYOR GOODMAN 

47 	Certainly. 

iii: 

9 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

50 	— Item 110 there was a request for an abeyance, and I had a copy of a letter on my desk today 

51 	and I have been contacted and spoke with individuals yesterday about it. I did not want to grant 

52 that abeyance for the reason that in May of '06 we granted the applicant what they requested with 

53 the understanding, we had several neighbors here, and this Council, including the Mayor and 

54 several members of the Council, very strongly stated at the end of it, there would be a six-month 

55 review, and that neighbors weren't happy then they would be the reconsideration of taking away 

56 	the applicant's request. 

57 What happened was that, quite honestly, I didn't pay close attention and the six-month, which 

58 should have been last December '06 passed. I was then contacted by several residents who asked 

59 me, when are you going to review that item you promised us that you would review it; the 

60 Council promised us. So, I checked on it and was placed again two week, two weeks ago and a 

Page 2 of 55 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

61 request was made by the applicant for a Variance, I mean, excuse me, for an abeyance and I did 

62 abey it for two weeks at that time. I do not feel we should have any more abeyances because the 

63 people are here today. They've been agitated for some time. We did make the commitment that 

64 it would be a six-month review and now it's a 12-month, two-week review, and I think we 

65 should keep that commitment to them. And this is nothing against the attorneys, who wish to 

	

66 	have an abeyance. I respect them professionally and as individuals. This is the applicant's 

	

67 	responsibility to have done this absolutely months ago. So, I'm requesting that we hear that item 

68 now. 

70 COUNCILMAN REESE 

71 Okay, then we will — drop the withdrawal for abeyance on Item 110, which is an RQR two 

72 thousand fifty-four, Las Vegas Development Company, fifty-five fifty West Sahara Avenue. Are 

	

73 	there any other corrections or additions to this? 

74 

75 BRYAN SCOTT 

76 Mayor Pro Tem? Bryan. 

77 

6
77 8 COUNCILMAN REESE 

	

9 	Yes. 

80 

81 BRYAN SCOTT 

82 Normally, the Mayor would have an abstention on Item Number 162 as a result of Mr. Brown's 

	

83 	involvement in this and his business relationship with Mr. Brown. But since, this is being 

84 abeyed, Mayor, you can vote on the abeyance, since it's not a substantive motion. 

85 

86 MAYOR GOODMAN 

87 All right. Very good. I also see Mr. Chesnoff, who's coming up to the podium. Mr. Chesnoff 

88 and myself are involved in a business relationship, owning some property down in Elgin in 

89 Nevada and — 
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90 COUNCILMAN REESE 

	

91 	Elgin? 

92 

93 MAYOR GOODMAN 

94 Elgin. It's on the way to Pioche and Penaca. 

95 

96 COUNCILMAN REESE 

97 It's down the wash, yeah. 

98 

99 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

100 	That's correct; it's in the wash. 

101 

102 COUNCILMAN REESE 

103 Yeah. 

104 

105 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

106 	It's in the toilet, this particular piece of property. But nevertheless, I've been advised by the City 

113  07 Attorney, as a result of that, I have to abstain, so, if you'd be kind of enough — 

8 8 

109 COUNCILMAN REESE 

110 Okay. 

111 

112 MAYOR GOODMAN 

113 — to address Mr. Chesnoff. 

114 

115 COUNCILMAN REESE 

116 	Mr. Chesnoff, please. 
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117 DAVID CHESNOFF 

118 Yes. Thank you. David Chesnoff, 520 South 4rd Street, Las Vegas, Nevada, 89101. The reason 

119 the Mayor knew that was I contacted him because of the ethical concern I had with him 

120 	participating in this matter. In that light, I have to raise another ethical question with respect to 

121 Councilwoman Tarkanian's involvement. 

122 My client, Las Vegas Development, is the real estate leasing agent for her son, Daniel Tarkanian 

123 on a shopping center mall that he has. That's number one. And number two, over the years, as 

124 far back as when Mayor Goodman was my law partner, we have provided legal counsel to Mrs. 

,25 Tarkanian, her husband, Jerry Tarkanian and me to her son Danny Tarkanian. So, I don't think 

426 it's appropriate for her to participate because I wouldn't want anybody to think that she would do 

127 	special favors for me. 

128 

129 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

130 Mr., can I answer that? 

131 

132 COUNCILMAN REESE 

133 	Absolutely. 

4334 

5 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

136 	Well, quite honestly, I have nothing to do with that lease that he's talking about, and I have not 

137 used him myself, as legal counsel. He has never served as my legal counsel. 

138 

139 BRYAN SCOTT 

140 And Councilwoman, as long as there, you don't have any, as long as your independence of 

141 judgment isn't compromise in any way, in your opinion, then you're able to vote on that item. 

142 

143 DAVID CHESNOFF 

144 	Well, I'd like the record to be complete. I absolutely believed that I was counseling Mrs. 

145 	Tarkanian at the time that we did it. And as recently as the last election, Mrs. Tarkanian 

146 	contacted me to provide legal services to her. So, I really want the record to be complete on that, 
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147 	especially in light of the fact that I'm the only item that was on the abeyance calendar that Mrs. 

148 	Tarkanian and the rest of the Council, apparently, didn't grant a continuance to. So, I think a 

149 complete record needs to be made because I don't want anybody to ever suggest that I had any 

150 appearance of impropriety. 

151 

152 BRYAN SCOTT 

153 And just for the record, Mayor and Mayor Pro Tern, as long as the Councilwoman believes that 

154 this gentleman was not her attorney at that time, there's never — been an attorney/client 

55 relationship, you don't owe him any money, he doesn't owe you any money, your independence 

156 of judgment isn't hampered in any way, you're able to vote on this item. 

157 

158 DAVID CHESNOFF 

159 	I — don't believe that that's the legal standard, most respectfully. I acted as her lawyer, her 

160 husband's lawyer and I have advised her son — 

161 

162 COUNCILMAN REESE 

163 Excuse me just a minute, I'm gonna call for a two-minute recess here. Councilwoman, would 

Os
64 you like to meet with Bryan? 

5 

166 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

167 Is Bryan asking me something? 

168 

169 COUNCILMAN REESE 

170 No. 

171 

172 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

173 	You're the attorney, so I'm letting the attorney handle this. But I didn't know if you were asking 

174 me something? 

Page 6 of 55 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

175 COUNCILMAN REESE 

176 Well, I — just wanted to know if you and Bryan wanted to go back to the back and talk this over. 

177 

178 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

179 Well, we could. I could state that Mr. Chesnoff never represented me. I will repeat that again. I 

180 did call him to see if he could represent me and no connection was made there. So — 

181 

182 BRYAN SCOTT 

' 83 	And — that doesn't form an attorney/client relationship. 

184 

185 DAVID CHESNOFF 

186 	Well, with all due respect — 

187 

188 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

189 	I don't think so. 

190 

191 DAVID CHESNOFF 

to
92 — to the City Attorney, conversations were had that requested my advise, communications were 

3 made — 

194 

195 BRYAN SCOTT 

196 But the conversations were — 

197 

198 DAVID CHESNOFF 

199 Mr. City Attorney, with all due respect, since you not aware of the facts, and you're making a 

200 judgment based strictly on her representations, I think we should investigate the facts first. It 

201 	also may require people who are present as witnesses to the fact that we have provided legal 

202 representations to the Tarkanians. 
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203 COUNCILMAN REESE 

204 At this time we are in recess for a few minutes. 

205 

206 RECESS: 1:50 P.M. 

207 

208 DAVID CHESNOFF 

209 Mayor — Pro Tern, I'm sorry. 

210 

11 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

212 Ready to vote? Yes. 

213 

214 COUNCILMAN REESE 

215 Okay. 

216 

217 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

218 Would — 

219 

20 COUNCILMAN REESE 

1 Mrs. Tarkanian — 

222 

223 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

224 — you repeat the motion, though. 

225 

226 COUNCILMAN REESE 

227 Yes. Okay, you want to withdraw — Item 110 being held in abeyance? 

228 

229 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

230 	Yes. I want it to be heard today. 
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231 COUNCILMAN REESE 

232 	Okay, that's fine. 

233 

234 	 END RELATED DISCUSSION — RESUME RELATED DISCUSSION 

235 

236 COUNCILMAN REESE 

237 Mr. Chesnoff, yes? 

238 

39 DAVID CHESNOFF 

240 My letter reflected that I had a two o'clock conference call of some significance, so I'm hoping 

241 	that I would, at least, know the results of my letter so that I could represent the client that had 

242 hired me prior to this matter. 

243 

244 COUNCILMAN REESE 

245 How long you think you're going to be on the conference call? 

246 

247 DAVID CHESNOFF 

6448 At least an hour. 

9 

250 COUNCILMAN REESE 

251 	Would you like to have this item trailed, Councilwoman, until — four o'clock. 

252 

253 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

254 That — would be fine. 

255 

256 DAVID CHESNOFF 

257 My — request is still that I get a continuance so I can be properly prepared — 

258 

259 COUNCILMAN REESE 

260 Okay. 
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261 DAVID CHESNOFF 

262 — as a professional courtesy, and I can say that in 28 years of practicing law, I've never had a 

263 	request like this denied. 

264 

265 COUNCILMAN REESE 

266 Okay. 

267 

268 	 END RELATED DISCUSSION — RESUME RELATED DISCUSSION 

'69 

270 COUNCILMAN REESE 

271 Hearing none, Your Honor, I'll make a motion to bring all these items and take the 

272 	appropriate action, please. 

273 

274 MAYOR GOODMAN 

275 	All right. As to 110 I'm abstaining, as to the rest I'll vote. Okay. Post. Motion carries. 

276 (Motion carried unanimously). 

277 

778 COUNCILMAN REESE 

9 So, you pushed the wrong button, Sir. 

280 

281 MAYOR GOODMAN 

282 Excuse me? 

283 

284 COUNCILMAN REESE 

285 You pushed the wrong button. Oh, I'm sorry. I'm sorry, yes. Okay. 

286 

287 MAYOR GOODMAN 

288 	All right. 
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289 COUNCILMAN REESE 

290 And Item 110 will be heard, time certain — 

291 

292 DAVID CHESNOFF 

293 I thought — that was included with now the Mayor abstaining. 

294 

295 COUNCILMAN REESE 

296 But it's going to be heard today. 

97 

298 DAVID CHESNOFF 

299 You didn't vote on it. 

300 

301 COUNCILMAN REESE 

302 	Well, he abstained, but we all voted on it. 

303 

304 DAVID CHESNOFF 

305 I thought you voted, I — misunderstood. My understanding was you had a list that you wanted to 

113  06 table it was included in the list. Councilwoman Tarkanian over my — 

7 

308 COUNCILMAN REESE 

309 She — had — withdrawn. She had 110 withdrawn. So, we voted on all the items except 110. 

310 

311 DAVID CHESNOFF 

312 Okay. Well, then why did he abstain if it wasn't included? 

313 

314 BRYAN SCOTT 

315 	He's abstaining on voting either way. 
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316 DAVID CHESNOFF 

317 Okay. Well, that's not what happened, but I understand what you intended to have happen. 

318 

319 BRYAN SCOTT 

320 Well, if you want to revote just to make the record clear, you can vote on all the — abstention 

	

321 	items, deleting Item Number 110. 

322 

323 COUNCILMAN REESE 

'24 That would be my — motion. 

325 

326 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

327 	All right. Let's vote. Post. 

328 

329 COUNCILMAN REESE 

330 I'll rescind — the original motion, Your Honor. 

331 

332 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

3 3 	All right. Then, so the motion is to rescind the original motion. Let's vote on that. Post. 

4 (Motion carried unanimously) 

335 

336 COUNCILMAN REESE 

337 And then I would make a motion, Your Honor, to approve all items as read, with — the 

338 exception of Item 110 — 

339 

340 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

341 	All right Let's — 

342 

343 COUNCILMAN REESE 

344 — with all conditions. 
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345 MAYOR GOODMAN 

346 — let's vote. Post. Motion carries. (Motion carried unanimously) 

347 

348 COUNCILMAN REESE 

349 And we will have Item 110 heard at around, not before four o'clock, but as soon as after four 

	

350 	o'clock as possible. 

351 

352 DAVID CHESNOFF 

	

53 	Thank you for that courtesy, and I still make the request that, the basis for the recusal, the 

354 relationship with me, and her son's relationship with my client, as part of the record. 

355 

356 COUNCILMAN REESE 

357 Thank you. 

358 

359 BRYAN SCOTT 

360 And just for the record, we have advised of it, she can vote on this item, on (inaudible). 

361 

END RELATED DISCUSSION — RESUME RELATED DISCUSSION 

3 

364 MAYOR GOODMAN 

365 The Mayor Pro Tern has requested that we call Item 110, which is RQR-2 0-0-5-4o, Public 

366 hearing. The applicant is Las Vegas Development Company. The owner is Cardan Lindell 

367 North, LLC. Required six-month review of a Variance to allow a proposed hundred-foot tall flag 

368 pole where 40 feet is the maximum height allowed at 5550 West Sahara Avenue. This is in 

369 Ward 1 and the staff recommends denial. 

370 I was advised by the Mayor Pro Tern that Mr. Chesnoff made a proposal that if he withdraws his 

	

371 	representation as counsel for the applicant here, whether I would be able to vote on this matter 

	

372 	and participate or whether the fact that he has represented the applicant would preclude me. 

373 Because the only reason that I'm abstaining is because of Mr. Chesnoff and the fact that we own a 

374 piece of property together. 
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375 BRYAN SCOTT 

376 Your Honor, as long as Mr. Chesnoff isn't involved in the item, you're able to vote because that 

377 relationship between you and he won't exist as far as this — 

378 

379 MAYOR GOODMAN 

380 Well, I want to be absolutely sure, and I'm not trying to take any money out of your pocket, but, if 

	

381 	you're getting paid any kind of a fee, as a result of being here representing the applicant, and I 

382 know you, you're probably making a fortune, I — don't wanna participate. But if I'm assured that 

	

'83 	you do not get any personal benefit out of this, then I will participate. 

384 

385 DAVID CHESNOFF 

386 And I will make a record, Your Honor, and Mayor Pro Tern, it was my intention to participate 

387 but as a result of the denial of the continuance, I don't believe that I am prepared to be in an 

	

388 	effective advocate and I don't think that ethically I should proceed. I have received a fee, which I 

389 intend on returning to Mr. Towbin and my client immediately, tomorrow morning. I will not 

390 accept $1 for the work I've done. I know that's shocking to you, Mayor, but — 

391 

119  92 MAYOR GOODMAN 

3 I'll tell you if your nose is growing I know why, but that's a, I — 

394 

395 DAVID CHESNOFF 

396 But a — 

397 

398 MAYOR GOODMAN 

399 — can handle that. 

400 

401 DAVID CHESNOFF 

402 — the only problem I'll have is explaining to Mrs. Chesnoff how I gave money back. 
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403 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

404 	That's great. 

405 

406 DAVID CHESNOFF 

407 But I'm going to ask permission to withdraw and the same applies to Mr. Brown. Both of us 

408 were unprepared to participate. We needed the continuance in order to make the kind of 

409 presentation that I would make. And I'm going to leave it in the hands of my able client. 

410 

11 MAYOR GOODMAN 

412 Okay. Now, was Jay Brown involved too? 

413 

414 DAVID CHESNOFF 

415 He was, but he's not because the only person who got money was me and I was going to give 

416 money to Mr. Brown, but I haven't. 

417 

418 MAYOR GOODMAN 

419 Is that accurate, Mr. Brown, because I'd have to abstain if you were involved as well, based on 

.2  

	

20 	my property interest with him. All right. I'll accept those representations and we'll go forward. 

1 1 

422 DAVID CHESNOFF 

423 I — apologize to my client, who I know for a long time and who I met, actually, as a result of my 

424 involvement with the Andre Aggasi Charitable Foundation, but I'll be back some time. Thank 

425 you. 

426 

427 MAYOR GOODMAN 

428 	All right. Mr. Marcell°. 

429 

430 CARL MARCELLO 

431 	Your Honor, members of the City Council, first of all I'd like to excuse my dress today. I would 

432 have dressed more formally if I knew I was going to be presenting. And I would like to go 
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433 	through the history of this project. We're here not only to address this issue but to uphold our 

434 integrity, our honesty, and the right to fly the American flag in front of Towbin Hummer. 

435 And on March 23rd, 2006, we went before the Planning Commission and requested a Variance to 

436 construct a hundred and thirty-foot flag pole with a 30 by 60 flag. We, at that point in time, the 

437 Planning Commission approved us to fly a hundred foot flag pole with the same size flag. There 

438 was a ten-day appeal period and then during that ten-day appeal period, Councilwoman 

439 Tarkanian appealed it and had it moved to the City Council for an appeal. 

440 Let's see, on May 3 rd, 2000, two thousand and six, we went before the City Council and that — 

	

4 l 	during that meeting, we were approved for a hundred-foot flag pole and the 75 foot, a hundred 
, N, 
442 foot flag pole and 30 by 60 flag. Councilwoman Tarkanian at that time said that she would 

	

443 	approve us to have a 75 foot flag pole with a 30 by 60 flag but we did not agree to that and that's 

444 why we moved forward to support our decision that we had from the Planning Commission. 

445 And — here we are today for a six-month review. 

446 During the past year, we haven't received any written complaints and, in fact, I even attended a 

447 neighborhood meeting where councilwoman Tarkanian and Chip Maxfield attended and ran a 

448 few months ago and the neighbors that are here today attended that meeting and they, there was 

449 no complaints with regards to the flag at all. So, we're gonna ask that you could support us today 

t5
0 and uphold us flying the flag and — then we could move forward with our dedication memorial 

1 that we committed to do, which was not part of the conditions of the original approval. This is 

452 something that we wanted to do ourselves. And the reason why we haven't done that yet was 

453 because we wanted to get our final approval first before spending more money to build the 

454 memorial. 

455 In fact, we had it on the Mayor's schedule for May 30, for him to attend and officiate that 

456 ceremony. But we called, we held off on it because we didn't know it would happen when we 

457 came back for our review. I have a signed contract with Martin Hariss Construction to build it. 

458 They're ready to start tomorrow and should be done in about a week. We have Las Vegas 

459 Trophies who's a four-month Thunderbird making the plaque that's gonna go on top of the — 

460 structure. And then at another time we will have a memorial service and then ask the Mayor to 

	

461 	preside over that and support us. 
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462 MAYOR GOODMAN 

463 Thank you. Are there any questions of Mr. Marcello? I have a question of Mr. Scott. Was the 

464 memorial a part of the condition in order to have the flag fly there? 

465 

466 BRYAN SCOTT 

467 It wasn't an official condition. I know the applicant referenced it when he made his presentation 

468 back in May of 2006 but it did not make it on as a formal condition. 

469 

'70 MAYOR GOODMAN 

471 	It was not a formal condition? 

472 

473 MARGO WHEELER 

474 If I may, Mayor. 

475 

476 MAYOR GOODMAN 

477 Yes. 

478 

79 MARGO WHEELER 

0 I apologize. The condition stipulate state that the project must be built in compliance with the 

481 	plans that were submitted and the plans that were submitted showed that feature and it was 

482 	shown in the, it is in your file. The original plan is in your file received and it is also in the 

483 	original proposal. So, that's why it is made a part of the requirements because it is part of the 

484 	original submittal. 

485 

486 MAYOR GOODMAN 

487 All right. Now assuming that the flag is permitted to fly, what is your representation to us today, 

488 as far as the memorial being completed? 
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489 CARL MARCELLO 

490 It'll be completed within a week. We have a contract with Martin Harris for and we're prepared 

491 to move forward and get it done and then pick an official date where we would ask you to preside 

492 over us for ceremony with other officials from the state and City government. 

493 

494 MAYOR GOODMAN 

495 All right. Are there any questions of Mr. Marcello? Mr. Towbin? Any questions or would you 

496 like to be heard? 

'97 

498 DAN TOWBIN 

499 The only thing I'd like to say is that over this — year I have not had one complaint, one comment, 

500 certainly I've not heard from Councilwoman Tarkanian on this issue. We've had many contacts 

501 	with the City though, she's (inaudible) many times; the wall's not the right height, this plant is 

502 dead, there's graffiti on the wall. We've had multiple contacts, and we've taken care of every 

503 issue without — question. Work very well with the City. 

504 

505 MAYOR GOODMAN 

4006 All right. 

7 

508 DAN TOVVBIN 

509 I've never heard a complaint from a neighbor or any, anybody, not an email, not a fed ex, not a 

510 letter, not a phone call, one time about that — because you're gonna hear testimony today from an 

511 	individual who's a neighbor who is not happy that I didn't build him a wall, special wall for him. 

512 And I'm not gonna be shaken down by a neighbor, so that's — the basis of that and, but I did every 

513 	thing in regards to all the issues that I've been trying to run a business. I have a letter from a 

514 	neighbor that I'd like to read. The most direct neighbor. And I think it, it's really well written. 

515 	It's from Joe Esposito. He's the president of Liberty Lock and Safe. He's right across the street. 

516 To whom it may concern. I would like to state that the flag and pole that is situated at Towbin 

517 Hummer and adjacent to my building at fifty-four seventy West Sahara Avenue, it's 

518 complimentary to my business. I would also like to state that any business that puts so much 
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519 expense, time and design in, to such a land mark status symbol of our country should be 

520 commended and praised. Each morning I come to work. I gaze at that inspiring symbol of 

521 	freedom and give thanks that I live in this wonderful country. I would also like to state that given 

522 	the size of this glorious flag, the fact that when it is out stretched in the wind, it is surprisingly 

523 	quiet. It is not distracting in the least, but on the contrary, fills my entire team of 55 employees 

524 with pride. 

525 There are many days we comment as to how beautiful she is. Any individual or group that would 

526 defer to this symbol of America as nuisance, eyesore, or noise maker should be looked at by the 

27 Department of Homeland Security to see where their sympathies lie. Respectfully submitted, 

528 Joseph Esposito, President of Liberty lock and key. Thank you. 

529 

530 MAYOR GOODMAN 

531 	All right. 

532 

533 DAN TOWBIN 

534 I'm very proud the fact that I am waving this beautiful flag of ours. I'm a very patriotic person 

535 	and it's my opportunity to — show that and to share that with all people of Las Vega. And I've 

43 
 36 had nothing but compliments from people that are customers and neighbors and that don't have a 

7 bone to pick with me or my company. We've given back many things to this community. I think 

538 this flag is giving back to the community. I'm very, very proud of it. Thank you very much. 

539 

540 MAYOR GOODMAN 

541 	All right. Thank you. Mr. Marcello. 

542 

543 CARL MARCELLO 

544 Your Honor, one other thing. Just to state for the record, there are many flags flying in — on 

545 	Sahara and throughout the City, and Terrible Herbst has really set a standard for that. There's 

546 many 100 foot flag poles out there, you know, in the same proximity to residential 

547 neighborhoods. I think a precedent would have been set by now, just wanted to state that. 
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548 MAYOR GOODMAN 

549 All right. Before we hear from the public, do any of the Council members have any comments or 

	

550 	questions at this time? All right. Folks, it's a public hearing. Would anyone like to be — 

551 

552 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

553 	Mr. Mayor, if I might please. 

554 

555 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

- 56 	Yes. Certainly. 

557 

558 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

559 Would you just, I just want to make a couple of corrections or comments so that we know full 

560 accuracy. The meeting to which Mr. Marcello is referring, the one that I held with Chip 

561 Maxfield, I just want you to know that this was not an item on that agenda. We were doing 

562 traffic studies and so that's why the item never came up. Secondly, I do believe that an email was 

	

563 	sent to Mr. Towbin and I've got it some place in this pile, which I can find, if it's not already with 

564 the stack of papers that you have. My understanding is that, and I received it this morning, that 

65 each of this Councilmembers received, it was 25 to 30 letters from different individuals in that 

6 area who were complaining about the flag. 

	

567 	Now, I did not start getting these complaints until slightly past that six-month period, but after 

568 that I did start receiving them. I did not do anything with Towbin because it was my 

569 understanding from our vote at the May meeting that this would be reviewed and at that time 

570 how the neighbors felt was going to be the deciding factor. So, that's why I did not want to get 

	

571 	involved. I didn't want anyone to think I was out there with the neighbors or something. And 

572 Mr. Marcello, I just want to emphasize to you that you said you needed the approval on May 3rd 

573 because you have a ceremony scheduled no less than two weeks away and that ceremony was to 

574 dedicate and honor the veterans and there was no comment then and no mention of final 

575 approval. You stated then at that meeting that within two weeks you were gonna have that 

576 ceremony and that's why we had to rush that vote. 
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577 CARL MARCELLO 

578 What date was that, Councilwoman? 

579 

580 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

581 That was our meeting of May 3rd, 2006. 

582 

583 CARL MARCELLO 

584 Well, we had it scheduled for the 30th. 

- 85 

586 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

587 Yes, Memorial Day, right? 

588 

589 CARL MARCELLO 

590 The May 30th. May 30th. 

591 

592 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

593 Well, what does that mean? 

4994 

5 CARL MARCELLO 

596 Well I think — 

597 

598 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

599 I said the meeting was on May 3rd. 

600 

601 CARL MARCELL° 

602 	Right, you said. 

603 

604 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

605 And that's when you — 
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606 CARL MARCELLO 

607 You said — you said two weeks. There wouldn't be two weeks, right, of this, May 3rd was — last 

	

608 	year. 

609 

610 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

611 	That's what I'm talking about. Last year. 

612 

613 CARL MARCELLO 

	

14 	Last year. 

615 

616 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

617 I'm talking — okay. I don't know how I that confusion arose but let me just emphasize that what 

618 I'm saying is, that at that date, May 3rd, 2006, you said you had a ceremony scheduled and you 

619 said Memorial Day. You said you were gonna get the Nellis Color Guard and that's why we had 

620 to rush the vote and that's all I'm saying. No time did you mention — 

621 

622 CARL MARCELLO 

42 
 23 That's — not, that's an inaccurate statement, with all due respect. You can't — schedule something 

4 like that and sent out invitations within two weeks. Maybe there was a miscommunication there 

625 — 

626 

627 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

628 	Well, forget the two weeks. I don't know if that's accurate or not the two weeks. I'm just saying 

	

629 	that you said that you had, well let's get the — 

630 

631 CARL MARCELLO 

632 We had enough (inaudible). 
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633 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

634 I have on tape that you said you wanted to do it during the centennial year and you were going to 

	

635 	do it during the centennial year. 

636 

637 CARL MARCELLO 

638 That was — 

639 

640 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

41 	The centennial year's been over for a while. 

642 

643 CARL MARCELLO 

644 That was the intent. 

645 

646 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

647 Yeah. 

648 

649 CARL MARCELLO 

50 Okay. That was the — intent. 45  

1 

652 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

653 You never mentioned final approval. You just said you, we had to hurry with it because you had 

654 planning to do. 

655 

656 CARL MARCELLO 

657 	No, I don't believe so. 

658 

659 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

660 Okay. 
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661 CARL MARCELLO 

662 	Not that I recall. 

663 

664 MAYOR GOODMAN 

665 All right. Any other comments or questions? All right. Public comment. 

666 

667 TOM McGOWAN 

668 Tom McGowan, Las Vegas resident and disabled American Veteran of the Korean War. What 

69 kind of a flag, everywhere in this text, in this conversation, not once did anybody say American 
, 
670 flag. Is it red, white and blue? Approve the item without delay. Thank you. 

671 

672 MAYOR GOODMAN 

673 All right. Would anyone else like — would anyone else like to be heard. 

674 

675 STEVE SANSON 

676 Good afternoon Mayor, City Council. My name is Steve Sanson, a proud Desert Storm Veteran 

677 that served this country proudly in the first war from Desert Storm in the United States Marine 

47 
 78 Corp, President of Veterans in Politics, 6455 Dean Martin Drive. Sitting in the audience I have 

9 Nick Starling, who's an Army Ranger Combat Veteran, the third vehicle during the invasion of 

680 Baghdad. Everyone has the right to fly the American flag and that right belongs to all 

681 Americans. We are proud that Americans would want to honor and pledge allegiance to our flag. 

682 Our flag has been flown proudly from the revolution, Revolutionary War to present day over two 

683 	hundred and thirty-two years. 

684 We do not have an issue with flying of the American flag. The applicant stated over 12 months 

685 ago on May 3 rd, two thousand and six that in addition to the American flag, there would be a 

686 memorial at the base of the flag pole in honor of our Veterans. The applicant's statement are as 

687 	follows: "We dedicate the flag to our brave veterans who have risked their lives to insure our 

688 freedoms. This will be in conjunction with the Las Vegas Centennial." Applicant added that 

689 there would be a plaque, a monument, Color Guard from Nellis Air Force Base. We are hear to 

690 

	

	tell you that there is no memorial at the base of the flag pole, there is no plaque and there hasn't 
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691 	been any Color Guard over 12 months. What disturbs us is the exploitation of veterans, our men 

692 and women dying for our right to a free nation being used for selfish financial gains. 

693 	Veterans give their life for selfless reasons. The veterans should not be exploded to gain the 

694 compassionate and sympathetic hearts of the general public and this City Council. Thank you 

695 	and semper fidelis; here and always faithful. 

696 

697 MAYOR GOODMAN 

698 Thank you. Anybody else like to be heard? 

099 

00 JOHNNY VENTURA 

701 	Oops, excuse me. Perhaps last but not least, I too am a Korean War Veteran and believe in that 

702 flag and what everyone else has said about our American flag. Semper fi (sic) I was a Navy 

703 House (inaudible) during the Korean war. I took care of you, a lot of you Marines. Anyway, 

704 God Bless us and God keep us going forward. Amen. 

705 

706 MAYOR GOODMAN 

707 Yes, ma'am. 

708 

)9 CONITA JONES 

710 Conita Jones, 5645 O'Bannon Drive. When they first came to us, they met with three of us and 

711 they wanted to, the memorial to be Vietnam Veteran. They did not even know that there were no 

712 hummers used in. I'm Vietnam Veteran myself. I wish we were a master plan community and 

713 somebody would block us from these. We all love the American flag. Stop the businesses from 

714 	being in our neighborhood. It's loud. I wrote a letter June 27th, two thousand and six, that's 

715 shortly after it went up, copying Dan Towbin. Each one of you should have received one stating 

716 that we had a problem. 

717 	The flag was loud. It pops, it's like fireworks; good on Fourth of July, not a daily thing. It's 

718 business, it should be on a freeway with a large flag for people to see and hear, on a freeway; not 

719 in neighborhoods. I'm a Vietnam Veteran. For anybody who'd like to say, we didn't serve. We 

720 	love the flag. 
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721 MAYOR GOODMAN 

722 Thank you. Next, please. 

723 

724 CARLOS POLIAK 

725 I'm just gonna be, just play me for a second. And comment on this particular topic. 

726 

727 MAYOR GOODMAN 

728 You have to — 

19 

730 CARLOS POLIAK 

	

731 	My name is Poliak. And, you know, I was in the military for four years. I appreciate the symbol, 

732 but I think what we need to do is put excerpts of the Constitution because people don't 

733 understand, they can't see any writing there. They don't know why that flag is there. And it be, 

734 probably, more academic to have excerpts here and there. This is what it means how our 

	

735 	forefathers drafted this because if you ask anybody on the street, about the Constitution, they 

736 don't even know how to spell it. 

737 

738 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

;9 	Next, please. 

740 

741 WAYNE EARL 

742 My name is Wayne Earl. I live at 2260 Westwind Road. I'm kitty corner through the block from 

743 the flag in question. I know there are two other flags in the neighborhood. Same — size, same 

	

744 	size pole and I consider all of them sort of a disservice to the — idea of the flag. I think the flag is 

745 a patriotic thing. I served in the navy in World War It I had three brothers in the army. We 

746 participated in the occupation of Japan and the repatriation of the Japanese people that were on 

	

747 	the islands. I like to see our flag flown, but I don't like to see it used as a commercial draw. I'm 

748 familiar with some of the complaints of my neighbors that the flag is loud. 
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749 Personally it doesn't bother me being loud, but I recognize that when the wind comes up and 

750 usually that's not in the evening, that it can be distracting. And I think the flag should be flown 

751 	liberally not auspiciously. That's all I had to say about it. 

752 

753 MAYOR GOODMAN 

754 Thank you, Sir. Yes, Ma'am. 

755 

756 CONNIE KLING 

057 Good evening mayor, councilman, I appreciate you working quite so late. My name is Connie 

58 Kling. I live at 5640 O'Bannon Drive, which is about a block over from where the Hummer 

759 dealership is. I have, happen to be at neighborhood meetings where it has been promised that 

760 there issues, neighbor's issues with lights and the wall would be taken care of. Those items have 

761 	never been followed through with. As far as I'm concerned, that puts the integrity of the 

762 dealership at question because they are not following through with things that they promised 

763 	when we had neighborhood meetings to plan this. In addition to that, I don't often hear the noise, 

764 but I am an insomniac. I am up in the wee hours of the night and when it is windy, I do hear it. 

765 	Now, I don't live next to it. And, I don't, it's not that much of an issue for me. I have to say 

766 	initially, I thought it was gun shots in the neighborhood, and we don't live in a neighborhood 

657 where we hear gun shots. The other issues I would like to address are the size of the flag. I don't 

768 	think, first of all, that it's an appropriate size for the area. I am like the gentleman that was up 

769 here previous to me, I think that the flag should be revered. I think that our troops should be 

770 honored, but I don't think that the size is what makes the difference. First of all, it overwhelms 

771 	the area. Secondly, I have a question, if I may. Is the flag that you currently have 30 by 60? 

772 

773 CARL MARCELLO 

774 Yes. 

775 

776 CONNIE KLING 

777 Okay. What size flag did you have up there previously, because the size that you have flying 

778 now is not what you had previously? 
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779 CARL MARCELLO 

780 No. Ma'am, we have — can I — 

781 

782 MAYOR GOODMAN 

783 Wait — whoa. Folks, speak through me. 

784 

785 CONNIE KLING 

786 It appears much smaller and the reason I noticed it, my husband is active duty. I drive right by 

87 their dealership every day going to my job. And first of all they had the flag up there, and I — 

788 	love the flag, but it looks out of proportion, greatly out of proportion in comparison to the 

789 Nevada flag. If you decide to make an agreement with them to let them keep that flag pole, then 

790 the two flags should be in direct proportion. Otherwise I think you do a disservice to the State of 

791 	Nevada as well as to the United States Government flag. In addition to that, I want to say that, as 

792 far as the memorial, if they're going to put a memorial up to honor the troops, it shouldn't make 

793 	any difference the size of the flag; the regular size, the larger size. Well, we're not gonna do it 

794 until we can see if we get this. 

795 I can understand the memorial may, perhaps, and I emphasize perhaps, change in size depending 

796 	on the size of the flag that they're flying, but I can't truly think that a memorial down here on the 

7 ground is going to change that much in size if they change the size of the flag. I also do not think 

798 that — this promise to put this memorial in place and have all of these things should have been 

799 delayed over this whole — concern. Well, am I gonna get to keep my flag or not. My husband is 

800 a combatant. My husband's been in the military for over 23 years. He and I both would do or say 

801 	anything to further and honor the flag and this country's government. 

802 And I a — agree with — the gentlemen before me, I think that it is a ruse to profitably line their 

803 	pocket. I don't think, and I'm sorry if this offends you, in my opinion, you are not doing this or 

804 requesting this for the right reasons. If I truly felt that they were the right reasons then that would 

805 	be one thing but I don't think they are. Another thing, if you're going to fly a flag you should see 

806 that that flag is properly maintained. How many times have I driven by there and seen that flag 

807 in tatters. I have, on a daily basis. Now, I admit it was during the windy season, and perhaps 
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808 	they were waiting to see if they were going to get the authorization to keep it there so that they 

809 didn't want to spend the money on another 30 by 60 flag so that it looks nice and was appropriate. 

810 But those are my feelings on the matter, and I appreciate your time. 

811 

812 MAYOR GOODMAN 

813 Thank you. 

814 

815 CONNIE KLING 

'16 Thank you. 

817 

818 MAYOR GOODMAN 

819 	Yes, Sir. 

820 

821 GARY SWANCIGER 

822 Good evening. Thank you, Council, Mayor and Councilmembers. My name is Gary Swanciger, 

823 I live at 2270 Westwind Road. My property adjoins the dealership in question, and I'm the guy 

824 who's trying to shake Mr. Towbin down, according to him. Even though I have an agreement, I 

42 
 25 have a letter from the architectural firm that said they would provide a visual screening along the 

6 west wall that belongs to the LDS Church to screen me from the back of the Hummer Dealership. 

827 This was something that was negotiated prior to the City Council meeting and at the City Council 

828 meeting, Mr. Hummer — Mr. Towbin, agreed at that time again to provide that visual screening. 

829 The reason I requested it is 'cause of previously when they were using that property which was 

830 previously a beauty shop converted from a home. They had stored a sea of Hummers back there 

831 	and it wasn't, Hummers are not my favorite vehicle and I shouldn't have to be an extension of 

832 	their parking lot. And so, I requested a simple visual screening. I didn't ask him to extend the 

833 wall which separates them from the church in the rear of their lot, which would be the north wall. 

834 I simply asked them to raise my wall the appropriate amount in order to screen me. I've been in 

835 negotiation with Mr. Marcello and Mr. Towbin for well over a year now to, for them to comply 

836 with our original — agreement. 

Page 29 of 55 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16,2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

837 Now, if he and Mr. Marcello told me that I was trying to shake him down, or I was try to shake 

838 Mr. Towbin down in presence of Dr. Piracci, who's my next door neighbor, and I took — offense 

839 	to that. I felt he insulted me. I did everything that I felt was appropriate. I'm simply trying to 

840 protect my property and then come, for him to come forward and do this again. 

841 	I find it — unbelievable. I originally supported the flag. I supported, Mr. Marcell° came to me 

842 during one of our discussions about the wall. They kept leading me on to believe they would do 

843 what they said they would do, and he says, oh, we're gonna put up a hundred and thirty-foot flag 

844 and the Vietnam War Memorial. Well, I enlisted in 1966 in the U.S. Navy. I served four years 

45 until 1971 as a — rescue crewman in Adac Alaska and then (inaudible) supply officer in the, on 

846 	(inaudible) 31. I've seen a lot of terrible things and I'm proud of my service and I'm — proud of 

847 	the flag. 

848 I have no problem with flying the American flag. I think that's one of the reasons I served in the 

849 	service. But the American flag is a symbol; it shouldn't be a wind instrument. This flag flies a 

850 hundred feet tall and currently I have done some calculations, I have pictures. I did some 

851 	calculations on a flag and I, currently, I believe the current flag is 25 by 50. And they could fly 

852 as much as a 30 by 50 flag on that pole. I believe you have information in your packet. And the 

853 reason I did this calculation, I wanted to see how many square feet of sound was, a flag was 

15 
 54 bringing the sound throughout our neighborhood. It's twelve hundred fifty square feet, the sign 

5 of a small house was up there waving in the wind. If they were allowed to continue with the 

856 hundred foot flag pole, it'd be fifteen hundred square feet of— increased sound. Now, probably a 

857 	physicist could tell you what the decibel level would be at a certain, within a certain air speed 

858 	and size of a flag but I can't do that calculation. 

859 But when in preparing for the — for this meeting — I reviewed the meeting, Planning/Council 

860 meeting and Mr. Marcello, let me read this if I may, I'm a little dry now. This is from the 

861 minutes. The Planning Commission meeting, March 23rd, 2006, Vice Chairman Evans remarked 

862 that the neighbors might not realize the sound of a flag that size would be one that snaps and 

863 waves in the wind. Mr. Marcell° stated that the flag would be nearly fifteen hundred linear feet 

864 away from the nearest resident — home and mentioned the noise already produced by the traffic at 

865 that location. Vice Chairman Evans resented the argument that this would serve primarily as a 

866 patriotic request. It is apparent that allowing this request would serve as a marketing symbol for 

Page 30 of 55 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

867 the dealership and opposing such request would appear as if patriotism is not encouraged. He 

	

868 	stated that the reason given for the size of the flag was disingenuous. 

869 Now, I calculated distance based on that information, I said okay, how far away am I from this 

870 flag? Well, wait, when I — came forward and supported the flag based on being a war memorial, 

	

871 	a Vietnam War Memorial, I hadn't really considered the noise and when we had the Council 

872 meeting it was kind of a — awakening to me because here I had committed my word to Mr. 

873 Marcello, I would support this flag pole and I, so when Mr. Evans brought this up and then later 

874 they offered a six month review, I felt okay, I can live with this because we'll have six months 

	

/- '75 	and if it's not a problem, it's not a problem. 

876 Well, six months went by and another six months went by and here we are today. Just recently 

877 have the neighbors received notification — of the meetings; many of them complained to me long 

878 before. As a matter of fact, I have a copy — of the e-mail that I sent to Mr. Towbin the night of, 

879 the morning of July 5 th  because I was awakened by the flag. And I expressed to him my concern 

880 that I had received from the neighbors about the noise, as well as myself. So, I — as I did some 

	

881 	calculations and first of all I'd like to show you how this flag affects my home. I don't know 

	

882 	exactly where this goes. 

883 

4
8
3 
 4 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

5 Can someone help him, please? 

886 

887 GARY SWANCIGER 

	

888 	All right the middle. Like this. This is the front — and my home and the flag flying behind it. 

	

889 	They, it's very large. This is my home when the flag is not flying; you can still see the presence 

890 of the height of the flag pole in relationship to the distance to my home. This is my home from 

891 the Hummer parking lot to show you what I was concerned about 'cause I can easily see over the 

892 top of that wall, which Code Enforcement recently required them to raise about four — blocks and 

	

893 	it's helped tremendously. But I, basically, I had no privacy. People would come back here they 

894 would show their vehicles standing looking directly at me. 

	

895 	I — took this picture last night sitting on my patio at night. Not only did I have a great view of the 

	

896 	— flag pole, but I've got — 13 light poles and 16 lamps lit. This is what I have. I had previously 
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897 asked Mr. Marcello to extinguish this light. This light is 95 feet from my bedroom window, but 

898 	since they decided they weren't going to cooperate with me, they turned it back on. That picture's 

899 	last night also. This is a picture of the reflection of the lights in my master bedroom window. 

900 

901 MAYOR GOODMAN 

902 	Okay. We're going a little bit astray — 

903 

904 GARY SWANCIGER 

95 No. 

906 

907 MAYOR GOODMAN 

908 	— off the flag issue. 

909 

910 GARY SWANCIGER 

911 	Flag issue. They're all flag issues. This flag is on a hundred-foot pole and it's 25 by 50, which is 

912 	1,250 square feet of flag flying up there. Okay. I'm sorry. I'm just a little — I got a little 

913 	disorganized here, Sir. 

411 4 

5 MAYOR GOODMAN 

916 No problem. 

917 

918 GARY SWANCIGER 

919 Okay. What I did is I went down to, I calculated, I don't know if this is gonna come in. I 

920 basically took an aerial view of the area off the City web site, and then I took the plot map from 

921 	the City web site in order to center the pole, and I want to make a calculation of how far this flag 

922 was from my house. Now, remember Mr. Marcello said the nearest home was fifteen hundred 

923 feet away. Okay. The back of my property line, now these calculations are from Doug Rankin 

924 and Bob Levrant of the Planning and Development Department. I visited them on Monday, May 

925 	7th • My property line is four hundred fifty-three feet from this flag pole. The back of my house is 

926 	five hundred and forty feet. Mr. Marcello, Mr. Purucci's (sic) home, which is adjacent to mine, is 
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927 two hundred and ninety-two, two hundred and ninety-four feet from the property line, four 

928 hundred and five feet from the back of his house. 

929 Conita Jones, who spoke here earlier, the — flag is nine hundred and fifteen feet from her property 

930 line and the back of the, from the back of the house, nine hundred and ninety feet. If you do a 

	

931 	fifteen hundred-mile radius from the center of the flag pole, to the north, it takes you to El 

932 Parque, to the south El Dorado, to the east Edmond, and to the west, Duneville/Saratoga. So, 

	

933 	they gave it, based on fifteen hundred feet, it took five, was fifteen hundred feet away, probably 

934 wouldn't be a problem. But for me, 500 feet away, when the wind's blowing, this is a 24/7 flag, 

	

'35 	they don't take it down incliment weather. I don't know how they could. It probably takes eight 

936 men to take it down. This flag is brutal; it's woken me up on numerous occasions and I really 

	

937 	think it's just not appropriate. 

938 If they really wanna create a memorial, I saw a beautiful situation when I came to the City 

939 Council today. You have three flag poles; probably 40 feet high. Okay. They can have an 

940 American flag, appropriate size Nevada State flag and perhaps an MIA flag or a Hummer flag 

	

941 	signing, — three flag memorial. A hundred-foot flag pole does nothing but promote excess noise 

942 in the neighborhood, and also assess a dangerous precedent because the Budget/Kia dealership 

943 may want a hundred-foot flag pole and the two Desert Dealerships on the same side of the street 

44 may want a hundred-foot flag pole and the residents would never get any sleep at night. 

	

5 	So I — really request your — that you vote against this issue. If they want to have a memorial, it 

	

946 	should be in front of the dealership, not above it. Thank you. 

947 

948 MAYOR GOODMAN 

949 Anybody else like to be heard at this time? All right. We'll close the public hearing. Would you 

950 like to be heard? 

951 

952 DAN TOWBIN 

953 I'd like to respond to a few of the comments by the — neighbors. I'm sorry, I don't remember her 

954 name, but she had, the lady that mentioned that some things that were just not so about the size 

	

955 	of the flag changing. That's just not true. The tattered flag issue, we have a contract with a 

956 company that changes it out every month with, we bought an additional flag. We pay several 
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957 hundred dollars a month for this service. The only time they cannot do that is when the wind is 

	

958 	so powerful that you just can't, it'd be dangerous to take it down. So, sometimes for a week, it 

959 might — fly tattered, but we're all very much aware of it and we have a contract or arrangement 

960 with a company to take care of the. So, we've gone through a great expense to — make sure that 

	

961 	that didn't happen out of respect to the flag. 

962 You know, people made a lot of comments about whether or not my heart is in the right place 

963 with that. But only I would know that, wouldn't I. Unless you had a crystal ball or you're psychic 

964 or something you wouldn't know whether or not I was doing it for commercial benefit or not. I'm 

	

65 	a very, very patriotic person and that can be proven. I'm not gonna bother with it, but I'm not 

966 gonna stand here and be — accused of being, just a doing this for only financial gain. I really 

967 don't know of anybody that purchased a vehicle from me because I fly the flag. I have not met 

968 that customer yet, but I'm very proud of the fact that I do. And the nice thing about this, and one 

969 of the things that the flag does make a statement about in this country, is that these people can 

970 come up here and make these comments without us stopping them. That's a — right we have and 

	

971 	one of the things that the flag represents is the fact that these folks can — express their feelings 

	

972 	and their concerns and I think that's very special. And I — really in honor that. 

973 And then our — neighbor who referred to me as Mr. Hummer, Mr. Swagger (sic), very much 

47 

 74 aware of him, and he has a bone to pick. He was under the impression that we were going to 

	

5 	participate in rebuilding his wall in the back. He's got like a little pony wall. And — his backyard 

	

976 	is in is in terrible disarray; it's over grown, it's dirt and it's got weeds. And you know, we're 

	

977 	talking about a nuisance, I mean we look at this all the time. It's horrible we spent a great deal of 

978 money building a beautiful property working with the City on all kinds of issues and then I have 

979 to look at this eyesore of a house that he has and this backyard, who probably never spent ten 

980 cents in maintaining. And he has a three foot pony wall and — he needs a higher Wall but his 

	

981 	neighbor is the church, the LDS church. And he sent us a proposal for eighteen to twenty 

982 thousand dollars expecting us to — rebuild his, to build his wall. And we never made a 

	

983 	commitment. We — did talk to him about participating, but when I felt like I was getting shaking 

984 down by this guy and his insinuations were, you know, there's people that are having a problem 

985 with this flag and you know, it was just very timely, when this — conversation, didn't hear from 

986 him for six months, seven months. Didn't hear from — you, didn't hear from this guy until it was 
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987 	evident that I was not gonna spend $20,000 improving his property. So, I've said it, I've said it 

988 on tape, he was — he's got a problem with that. 

989 You know, that's the nice thing about being able to be in this forum and expressing one's self and 

	

990 	that's one of the things that the flag represents. So, that's all I have to say and I — hope that you 

	

991 	will honor this — flag. If there's any issue here today, let it be about the memorial. Give me 

992 appropriate time that you demand me to have it up. It's with the best intentions. We've had a lot 

	

993 	of people make their opinion both at City Council, staff, neighbors, what I should put on this 

994 memorial, how many flags, where they should be, the flag is up. I really hope that you're not 

.95 going to take down the American flag in Las Vegas, and if you'd like, I will commit right here 

996 and there about the memorial. 

997 Our first discussions were about the Vietnam Vet. We, there was a, this was a work in process, 

998 you know, I mean we can't be held accountable for every conversation we've had in trying to 

999 work this issue out as we did with every other issue. If you notice on those photographs Mr. 

	

1000 	Swagner (sic) by the way, all those light photographs, did you see his property? It's dark as can 

	

1001 	be. There is no light protruding onto his property. There is light at the dealership, but there's no 

1002 light protruding onto his property. We have no paging, we have no doors open to his property 

1003 from the shop. There's a lot of things we worked out a year and a half ago. They should be, why 

4113  04 are we talking about that stuff now? We're a good neighbor. We respond to every — concern that 

5 is put forth to us. Ms. Jones, who came up here before, contacts our office any time a Hummer 

1006 drives by her house. And we have a meeting with our employees that day and let them know 

1007 about the planned route for driving, and we have a discussion reminding them of their 

1008 employment agreement that prohibits them from driving in the neighborhood. And I heard no 

1009 complaints about the noise except for Mr. Swager (sic) who happens to have a problem with us 

1010 about — a wall. Nobody else have had a problem with the noise, keeping them up or anything 

1011 else. Thank you very much. 

1012 

1013 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1014 All right. Thank you. Mayor Pro Tern. 
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1015 COUNCILMAN REESE 

1016 Thank you Your Honor, Mr. — Towbin, I certainly love the flag but I — feel like that you've had 

1017 ample time, and now here you are asking for more time to put up the memorial. I agree with Mr. 

1018 Sanson. I thought he was — perfect in his comments and stuff. I — don't feel like that giving you 

1019 two more weeks or six more months is going to take away from the fact that you promised us a 

	

1020 	year ago that this would be done and it's still not done. So, here you are, no, no, I listened to you. 

	

1021 	I — really feel like that giving you more time is just taking away with the spirit of what we've 

1022 done, what you talked about the American flag stands for and — to me, the — American flag 

, 	23 	represents honesty, forthrightness and I feel like that I've been boogered. 

1024 I was told that this is gonna happen and it hasn't happened and that really, really bothers me. 

1025 And we don't have enough staff members, we don't have enough hours to go out there and make 

1026 sure every condition is met and that really, really offends me and again this has nothing to do 

1027 with the American flag. We, we've heard the American flag, what it stands for the freedom that 

1028 it — represents. I, certainly, represent the same thing and again, I — feel like that I've been 

1029 boogered and I just have a hard time with it. So, I don't feel like giving you any more time is 

1030 gonna do anything except, well I'm not gonna say that, any how, I — don't believe that your 

1031 intentions was to put up the memorial like you said it was or that memorial would have been put 

032 up already. Thank you. 

3 

1034 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1035 All right. Any other comments or questions? Councilman Wolfson. 

1036 

1037 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1038 Yeah, thank you, Mayor Goodman. With your permission, Councilwoman, I was in the back 

1039 when this agenda item started and I didn't hear the explanation that was given for the delay in 

1040 putting up the memorial. So, if somebody could offer that to me. 

1041 

1042 DAN TOWBIN 

	

1043 	I'm glad that you asked because I really would like to kind of clear that up because it's, it is an 

	

1044 	issue. We, first of all, we didn't know it to be a condition. It was not part of the conditions, per 
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1045 	se. I understand from — staff today that they said, well everything you put on the plans is 

	

1046 	basically a condition. So, technically speaking yes, it's a condition, but there was no written 

1047 condition to me or to us and it was not made a part of the condition Councilwoman Tarkanian, 

1048 or, actually, I think it was Mayor Goodman, actually, made the proposal last time. But there was 

1049 not a condition so, we were supposed to go for a review in six months. That was six months ago. 

1050 

1051 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1052 Let me stop you. Let me stop you right there, if you don't mind. May 3rd is when we approved 

	

'53 	this. 

1054 

1055 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1056 	'06. 

1057 

1058 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

1059 	I'm sorry. 

1060 

1061 MAYOR GOODMAN 

62 '06. 

3 

1064 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1065 Yes, May 3rd , '06 is when we approved this. I don't remember if you were here, Mr. Towbin, but 

1066 certainly Mr. Marcell° was here. 

1067 

1068 DAN TOWBIN 

1069 I was. 

1070 

1071 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1072 Were you here Mr. Towbin? 
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1073 DAN TOWBIN 

1074 Yes. 

1075 

1076 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1077 I mean, I thought it was pretty clear that the spirit of what we were doing — 

1078 

1079 DAN TOWBIN 

1080 	Absolutely. 

;t81 

1082 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1083 — was for you to put this memorial in. In fact — 

1084 

1085 COUNCILMAN REESE 

1086 By Memorial Day. 

1087 

1088 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1089 Huh? 

1 COUNCILMAN REESE 

1092 By Memorial Day. 

1093 

1094 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1095 Well, whether it was by Memorial Day, it was certainly within a short period of time. I mean, I 

1096 remember the controversy was the hundred feet versus the 40 feet, and I know that I was swayed 

1097 at the time because rather than restrict you to 40 feet, give you a hundred feet, but it was in 

1098 addition to, you know, displaying the American flag, we were gonna have a great symbol; a 

1099 memorial. 

1100 

1101 COUNCILMAN REESE 

1102 	That's right. 
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1103 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1104 And I just find it difficult for you to come in here now and say, you know, I really didn't think it 

1105 was part of the requirement — 

1106 

1107 DAN TOWBIN 

1108 	No. I'm not saying that. Let me finish. 

1109 

1110 MAYOR GOODMAN 

41111 Boys. 

1112 

1113 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1114 You did say that, I mean. 

1115 

1116 DAN TOWBIN 

1117 Well, would you like me to finish the thought or, I mean. 

1118 

1119 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

60 Sure. 

1 1 

1122 DAN TOWBIN 

1123 I'm not gonna take an axing for something I didn't do. What I was saying, as I was saying, six 

1124 months we were supposed to have a review. We never got notified. What we thought, very 

1125 clear, there was not a condition, let's get our final approval. We have this thing hanging over our 

1126 head. City Council is gonna decide whether or not we're gonna — be able to — display this flag. 

1127 That's where you left me. So, why would I spend a great deal of money, I mean, I know that, you 

1128 know, I mean that, if that's what your expectations are, please tell me now. If you expect me to 

1129 bring out distinguished parts of this community, the Mayor, the Governor, City Council people, 

1130 	inviting all the politicians and all the people that make this town go, in this southern Nevada, and 

1131 	part of Nellis and every thing else, and then you're gonna ask me to take this mem — this flag 

1132 down. So, I thought it would be best — 
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1133 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1134 What I'm gonna do, what I'm gonna throw out there is the opportunity to see the tape from the 

1135 May 3rd meeting. Because, Mr. Towbin, if you're right and you didn't think it was a condition, I 

1136 hear what you're saying but that's not my recollection. And you know — 

1137 

1138 DAN TOWBIN 

1139 	We have it written, it's written. 

1140 

41 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1142 A picture tells a thousand words. Councilwoman, if you don't wanna do that I accept that and I'll 

1143 	go with ya. 

1144 

1145 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1146 	No, it's all — 

1147 

1148 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1149 	If there's a tape _ 4.55  o 
1 DAN TOWBIN 

1152 But we have a written condition — 

1153 

1154 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1155 Hold on, Mr. Towbin. If there's a tape which displays what everybody said and what the spirit of 

1156 	the conversation was, that'll answer it for everybody. 

1157 

1158 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1159 And — Councilman Wolfson, I would like to show the tape. The problem is the tape is too long 

1160 	for today's meeting but I do have parts of it that, I think, that are pertinent that I could show and I 

1161 	have about two quotes at the end. I want to say that even after the review was mentioned it's 

1162 automatic to get a review. Are we saying that these people, who are such successful businessmen 

Page 40 of 55 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

1163 who do business with the City all the time didn't know that the site plan would be part of what 

1164 they would have to do, Number one on the memorial, or that we wouldn't be having a review and 

1165 they never mentioned, even when they knew there was a review, that they were not going to do 

1166 that memorial. And, did you want to say something else, because now that I'm on a roll. 

1167 

1168 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1169 	I want the tape. 

1170 

4071 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

72 I would just like — to quickly add that the Hummer Dealership is one of the dealership, of course, 

1173 along the Sahara corridor. We've had many, many complaints and the Hummer Dealership has 

1174 been at the top of the number of complaints. And we have Code Enforcement, who has gone out 

1175 there and who has tried to make corrections. I have not had a single Code Enforcement officer 

1176 tell me about this gentlemen's house, but I will ask that Code Enforcement to go out there and 

1177 check on it. But that has nothing to do with it. We're not talking about even the flag. The flag 

1178 we love, we know that. We're talking about the flag pole and we said in that last meeting that if 

1179 the neighbors didn't like it, it would be removed and you agreed to that. 

80 And I remember why I felt you weren't genuine in your patriotism, I felt it when I asked and I 

	

1 	made a motion, my motion was that it be 75 feet and you stated, Mr. Marcello, that I'd rather 

	

1182 	have nothing than not have a hundred. Well, to me, if your heart's in patriotism, it's that tribute 

	

1183 	to the Veterans right there, it's not the height so it attracts people from a long, long distance. And 

	

1184 	that's what I feel — 

1185 

1186 DAN TOWBIN 

1187 Councilwoman, the reason that we were, had a problem with the 75 feet, was the fact that 75-foot 

1188 flag is closer to the ground and we knew that would be much noisier and we didn't see the, we 

1189 did not want to have a problem. So, we thought, the higher it is, the less noise it's gonna make. 
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1190 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1191 	Except that a 75 foot flag would be smaller. You don't have the same size flag if you're 

1192 	following flag etiquette on the 75-foot pole as you do on a hundred. 

1193 

1194 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1195 Okay. What I would like to do is, Councilwoman, you say you have the tape? 

1196 

1197 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

r '98 Yes. 

1199 

1200 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1201 	I'd like to see the tape. 

1202 

1203 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1204 We're calling for it now. My liaison in the back room heard what you said and basically, while 

1205 	we're getting it on could I just begin so I could save. 

1206 

07 MAYOR GOODMAN 

8 Well — 

1209 

1210 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1211 	Okay. 

1212 

1213 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1214 I think you have a back up some but that Las Vegas Centennial is where you're saying you're 

1215 	going to do this veterans memorial. I hope we're right. I hate to do this in a long meeting. 

1216 

1217 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1218 	I wanna see the tape. 

Page 42 of 55 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 16, 2007 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 110 

1219 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1220 You can't see all of the tape, Mayor — 

1221 

1222 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1223 	I warma see the relevant portion of the tape. I wanna see what representation (inaudible) 

1224 

1225 	 (VIDEO SHOWN) 

1226 

it7 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

Mr. Mayor. 

1229 

1230 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1231 	Yes. 

1232 

1233 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1234 	I think that's basically the major part of where they were talking about it. It started a little later 

1235 than it should have, but that's, basically, what they were saying. They were gonna have the 

it36 memorial, they were gonna have it during the centennial, they were gonna have the color guard. 

7 

1238 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1239 Does that satisfy you, Councilman Wolfson? 

1240 

1241 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1242 	As Councilwoman says, it may have started it a little later than we'd prefer, but I did hear, is it 

1243 	Marcella? (sic) 

1244 

1245 CARL MARCELLO 

1246 Yes. 
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1247 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1248 I did hear Mr. Marcella (sic) say that they were gonna have it in conjunction with the centennial 

1249 and I thought he said maybe Memorial Day. 

1250 

1251 CARL MARCELLO 

1252 Can I please make a comment? 

1253 

1254 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

( 55 	Sure. 

1256 

1257 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1258 	Yeah, this is the time to do it. 

1259 

1260 CARL MARCELLO 

1261 That was on May 3rd, two thousand and six. Am I correct? 

1262 

1263 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

654 Yes, Sir 

5 

1266 CARL MARCELLO 

1267 Okay. And we, at that point in time, as part of the condition was we was gonna have a six month 

1268 review. Am I Correct? After that, six months from May 3rd, we was supposed to come back 

1269 before this body and get approved, which would be within the centennial year for the Las Vegas; 

1270 is that correct? 

1271 

1272 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

1273 	Technically, it's within the year. 
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1274 CARL MARCELLO 

1275 Okay. So, we never got notified of a six-month review. We were gonna wait, get it approved. 

1276 We never had — the intention of not building that memorial, and that's what's trying to take place 

1277 here today; that's wrong. We had it designed and it's ready to go and it's ready to start 

1278 construction tomorrow. But we just didn't want to spend the money, you know, if we were gonna 

1279 have the flag pole come down. So, six months from May 3rd, two thousand and six, we was 

1280 supposed to have a review and that never took place. So, it ended up here; we are today in two 

1281thousand and seven. And that's the reason why the memorial isn't built today. There's no ill will 

11P
82 here or ill intent, not at all. It's — a disgrace that it's even, upon myself, that it's being portrayed 

283 like that. We would not become before this Council and make a commitment to make to do a 

1284 memorial and not do it. There's no way. That's not my intent and I know it's not Mr. Towbin's 

1285 intent. 

1286 

1287 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1288 All right. Thank you. 

1289 

1290 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

6 1 Mr. Mayor. 

2 

1293 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1294 Yes. 

1295 

1296 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1297 He was aware of the six-month review. He said he wasn't aware, he was aware of the six month 

1298 review. It shows that on the tape and then a little earlier he said it would do an undue hardship if 

1299 we didn't move quickly to vote on this because of what they wanted to do in the celebration and 

1300 the dedication of the memorial. I would like to say, and this is the main thing, the main thing is 

1301 that we're here to ensure that the conditions that were made in May of 2006 are met and that no 

1302 harm was enacted on the quality of life for the residents in the area. I don't recall you asking for 

1303 the review and yet you knew a review should occur. 
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1304 CARL MARCELLO 

1305 	No, no. 

1306 

1307 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1308 	So, it goes both ways as far as that City staff or the other. Please let me finish because I have to 

1309 tell you the last time in May 2006 you had an awful long time to talk, and the other people didn't 

1310 have as much time and I didn't have as much time. So, I — want to point that out and I'd like to 

1311 	say that, on all of this, towards the end this is what, today the importance of having this review is 

12 to finally finally keep our commitment, our word to our residents as Council members. That's 

- i 313 why it was important to have this here today. And I wanted to point out that at the end of that 

1314 tape, if you went all the way to the end, you state, you state if the neighbors say it is a problem, 

1315 we can take it down. And then the Mayor responded; you have no choice. And that was where it 

1316 ended. 

1317 And that's what those people, those residents believed. They believed. And that was one reason 

1318 why I stayed out of any of the neighbor business because I knew that they were the ones who 

1319 would be coming back if they had a problem. And you know that I was concerned at the height 

1320 	of it and I felt that if we should have the flag we could have it at 75 feet and you said at that time, 

1321 	it's on the tape, I'd rather not have any at all if it's 75, if it's not a hundred feet. That's — a 

.2 summary of what you said, and then I said, well that doesn't sound very patriotic to me, because 

1323 the flag is the flag and it represents our country and you don't have to have it that high, which I 

1324 may have mentioned before. 

1325 I'm ready to make a motion, Mr. Mayor, if you want me to. 

1326 

1327 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1328 	All right. I'd like to be — heard first. This Council took an extraordinary action several years ago 

1329 	about the American flag. People will recall that there were homeowners associations in this 

1330 community that barred the American flag from being flown in the homeowners' area just as a 

1331 matter of policy. And we actually passed on ordinance to the effect that flags can be flown 

1332 notwithstanding a homeowners association. If a person, who is part of that association wanted to 

1333 fly the American flag at their home. I think the problem we have here, I'm not gonna call 
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1334 anybody names because that's not what this is about, I think that there was a perhaps a 

1335 misunderstanding on your part. I definitely was under the impression at the time that the motion 

1336 was made, because I'm the one who carried the ball, that that memorial would be a done deal. 

1337 I don't understand, really, why we keep on referring to the centennial because it was outside the 

1338 centennial year. The centennial would have concluded by May the 15th of 19, of two thousand 

1339 and six. But if you, you know, two weeks from then maybe you wanted to still, to be associated 

	

1340 	with the centennial. 

1341 Mr. Sanson makes a good point. The flag is what is symbolic of what you and the other 

t _4,42 gentlemen who severed our country and put themselves in harms way, and the lady as well. I 
, 

	

i343 	don't want to forget you of course, during these wars and conflicts to preserve the liberties that 

1344 we pride ourselves as being the only nation that really has this kind of freedom. And I just feel 

1345 that we expected, we — expected the memorial to have been done at this time and that, I think, it's 

1346 the thing that perhaps is most disturbing to me. Because I know that that was your intent, it 

1347 wasn't done, perhaps because of a misunderstanding but nevertheless, I think that that was our 

1348 expectation and we have been let down in that expectation. Councilwoman. 

1349 

1350 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

t351 Mr. Mayor, I just wanted to point out, and I'm sure you didn't mean it that way, but is not the flag 

2 that we're trying to prohibit here. It's the height of the flag pole which is sort of different from 

1353 the homeowners where they tried to keep the flags — 

1354 

1355 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1356 No. And I appreciate that and I wish I would hear from Mr. Towbin and Mr. Marcell° that they 

1357 would like to have a 75-foot flag pole there which was acceptable to us at one point in time. 

1358 

1359 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1360 I would — like to make a motion if I could. 

1361 

1362 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1363 	All right. 
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1364 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1365 And that motion is to deny. But, I would then like to work with Mr. Towbin and Mr. Marcello to 

1366 see if we could, along with the veterans group, along with veterans who have spoken here today 

1367 about their concern of (inaudible) a flag of patriotism around a commercial thing, I would like to 

1368 have them serve in working with us so that we could reach a — fine memorial. 

1369 

1370 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1371 	But what I would like to do is, I would like to have this resolved, as strange as it may sound, by 

	

72 	Memorial Day, so that we either get this resolved with the flag pole at a height that's acceptable 

1373 with a memorial to the veterans so we can have that celebration. I don't want to put it off another 

	

1374 	year. 

1375 

1376 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1377 And by the way Mr. Mayor, I just wanted to point out that's why on the tape Mr. Marcello said, 

1378 they use the term we want to finish it by the centennial and that's where the ten days came in 

1379 because the centennial ended approximately ten days after our — Council meeting, and that's why 

1380 there was the rush and that's why they were saying no undue hardship. I do not feel it is 

I
I 

	

381 	appropriate to have that tall a flag pole in that area. Again I move for denial on this item but I 

2 move in a way that I hope we can work together. I don't know how you could reduce the flag 

1383 pole or what could be done, but if we could work together with a veterans group on the size and 

	

1384 	on the memorial itself because it is a little off balance if you look at it. 

1385 

1386 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1387 	Well, I'll support that on the understanding that the two of you will be meeting with the 

1388 Councilwoman's office and the veterans group immediately to try to get a resolution as to the 

1389 height of the flag pole and I want that memorial up and running by May the 30th. 

1390 

1391 MARGO WHEELER 

1392 If I may, Mayor and Councilwoman. 
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1393 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1394 Yes. 

1395 

1396 MARGO WHEELER 

1397 I apologize, but the motion for denial would then mean that the, in the absence of other 

1398 conditions, so that's why I bring it to the Council's attention so that we have the appropriate 

1399 conditions, the motion for denial would mean that the flag pole has to be removed and they 

1400 would be able to build a flag pole of 40 feet in height which is what is allowed by code. So, if 

	

( 01 	the Council has other wishes then I need for the Council to place those on the record so that staff 
) 

1402 can adequately follow up in accordance with your wishes. 

1403 

1404 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1405 Well, I expressed my wishes. 

1406 

1407 MARGO WHEELER 

1408 Okay. 

1409 

ti
410 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1 	Again, I move for denial of the flag as it is today and coming back to build a 40 foot flag, a foot 

1412 pole or what ever. Excuse me. Let me take that back. I move for denial of the hundred foot 

1413 flag pole and request that we have a group coming back that might be able to see how we 

1414 could work out another size flag pole with a relevant memorial for the veterans. 

1415 

1416 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1417 	I hope, Mr. Towbin, that you will be cooperative in that respect. I hope you will. It's your 

	

1418 	prerogative, of course, but I think it's your intention to have the memorial there. I think it's your 

	

1419 	intention to fulfill your patriotic obligation as you expressed it and perhaps you can negotiate a 

1420 height differential over the 40 feet, I don't know, but I would like to see a memorial there and I'd 

	

1421 	like to see a flag there. 
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1422 DAN TOWBIN 

1423 Your Honor, I'm really, really don't understand what I'm supposed — am I supposed to get a 

1424 wrecking ball and take this flag pole down? 

1425 

1426 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1427 I don't know. 

1428 

1429 DAN TOWBIN 

r 30 I really don't understand. 

1431 

1432 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1433 Well — 

1434 

1435 DAN TOWBIN 

1436 	I don't, really. 

1437 

1438 MAYOR GOODMAN 

* 439 — at this point in time you could chop 60 feet off of if. I mean that's a — 

0 

1441 DAN TOWBIN 

1442 	It just can't be done. 

1443 

1444 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1445 	That's — what's being said at this point in time and I'm suggesting that you meet quickly with the 

1446 Councilwoman's office and with the veterans groups and gets this resolved, one way or the other 

1447 	or else we'll remove the flag pole for you. 

1448 

1449 BRYAN SCOTT 

1450 Mr. Mayor, as — a condition in the staff report it indicates that if denial, the applicant shall obtain 

1451 	a demolition permit and remove the subject flag pole within 60 days. 
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1452 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1453 	All right. Well — 

1454 

1455 BRYAN SCOTT 

1456 	That is in the condition. 

1457 

1458 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1459 As I say, I would like these things, I'm — conditioning my vote or I won't support the motion on 

4k0 the fact that you're going to meet, you're gonna try to get this resolved. If that meeting's not 

461 	gonna take place, then I'm going to have to vote accordingly. 

1462 

1463 DAN TOWBIN 

1464 Well, I didn't know that I would have to deal with this the next couple of weeks, I'm not going to 

1465 be in the country so, I can't change that. I can — meet in 30 days but I can't meet within two 

1466 weeks. 

1467 

1468 MAYOR GOODMAN 

i469 Okay. Well, I thought we could get it done by Memorial Day, if all the plans were in order as 

0 was represented. 

1471 

1472 DAN TOWBIN 

1473 But, I, Mr. Marcello could meet up on my behalf. 

1474 

1475 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1476 	Oh, that's fine. 

1477 

1478 DAN TOWBIN 

1479 Yeah. 
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1480 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1481 	As your agent, that's fine. 

1482 

1483 DAN TOWBIN 

1484 	Absolutely. 

1485 

1486 CARL MARCELLO 

1487 Mayor, we have arrangements to — start building the memorial, like, tomorrow. 

4E8 
7/89 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1490 	All right. Well, let's start it. 

1491 

1492 CARL MARCELLO 

1493 And you, can we — proceed forward with that. 

1494 

1495 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1496 Yes, I'd like to — get the input of some of the vets here. I think that would be helpful _ 67 

8 CARL MARCELLO 

1499 Because — per our design, okay, that we submitted in, which I had no idea it was included in the 

1500 	design of a flag pole. 

1501 

1502 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1503 Okay. Well, I would love to see a memorial there and then we'll give you appropriate kudos, and 

1504 we'll have a nice ceremony on Memorial Day. 

1505 

1506 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1507 	Okay. Can we call for the question, please? 
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1508 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1509 	All right. Let's vote. 

1510 

1511 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1512 Mayor Goodman, I'm sorry, not to beat a dead horse, but this fact did not come out yet, and just 

1513 out of curiosity, the cost of the memorial, do you have any idea about the cost of the memorial? 

1514 To give us an idea of what we're talking about. 

1515 

al 6 CARL MARCELLO 

lin 7 It could be right around $20,000. 

1518 

1519 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1520 Twenty thousand dollars. 

1521 

1522 CARL MARCELLO 

1523 	Yeah, in that area. 

1524 

4525 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

6 Mr. Mayor? 

1527 

1528 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1529 	Yes. 

1530 

1531 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1532 	— could I ask that perhaps is that Mr., are you still in the audience? Yes, if his veterans group, 

1533 	they represent several different groups, if they could quickly then, after this item is finished, 

1534 make arrangements, they could go ever with you, your current plans and see how they could help 

1535 	and give some input, if that would be all right with you, that would quicken it, Mr. Mayor. 
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1536 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1537 	I would like that. 

1538 

1539 CARL MARCELLO 

1540 Yeah, it would — the memorial — designed and I think they could have some really good input on 

1541 what we put on the bronze plaque, you know, I think that would be really good. Well, I tell you — 

1542 

1543 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

14 Could they meet with you tomorrow? If Mr. Sanson can. I have no idea if he can or not. 

1545 

1546 CARL MARCELLO 

1547 	I'll get with him. I have to look at my schedule and we'll do it as expeditiously as possible. But 

1548 all I could, you know, say is that, you know, we spent over $50,000 or so on this hundred-foot 

1549 	flag pole and to reduce it in size is gonna, it's a major task. There was never an intent to go 

1550 	against the conditions. 

1551 

1552 MAYOR GOODMAN 

t5 53 And I — will concede that. I just think there wasn't a meeting of the mind. I was under the 

4 impression that that memorial was gonna be up by Memorial Day. 

1555 

1556 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1557 May mayor, I've called for the question. 

1558 

1559 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1560 	All right. 

1561 

1562 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1563 	Could we please have the question? We're gonna be here till midnight. 
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1564 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1565 	That's all right too. But we'll vote. Let's vote. Post. Motion carries (Motion carried 

1566 unanimously). 

1567 

1568 BRYAN SCOTT 

1569 And Mr. Mayor, just to clarify, that'll have to be down in 60 days, the hundred foot flag pole. 

1570 

1571 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

72 	Right. 

1573 

	

1574 	 (END OF DISCUSSION) 

	

1575 	/yy;ac 

I 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 111Consent Z Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

SUP-18347 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND 
TETON LODGE LAND LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED 800 
SQUARE FOOT CAR WASH, FULL SERVICE on 2.71 acres on the northeast corner of Grand 
Teton Drive and Durango Drive (APN 125-09-401-031), U [(Undeveloped) Zone, SC (Service 
Commercial) General Plan Designation] Under Resolution of Intent to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial), Ward 6 (Ross). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Plarming Commission (5-1-1 
vote) recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 
zfrt  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Me City Council Meeti 1 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Fganning Commission (5-1-1° vote) recommends APPROVAL, 

 subject to conditions. 
„ 	 , 	 <4,4* ,- 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Protest letter by Gary R. Kr, 
6. Submitted after final agenda — Abeyance request by Moran Law Firm for Items 111-113 
7. Backup referenced from the 02-08-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 15 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items 64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, 156, 163, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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: 	MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SUP-18347 - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND 
TETON LODGE LAND LLC 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE APRIL 18, 2007 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-1-1/gt,sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. Conformance to the conditions for Site Development Plan Review (SDR-18349) and 
Special Use Permit (SUP-18630) if approved. 

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



SUP-18347 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007, City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is a request for a Special Use Permit for a proposed 800 square foot Car Wash, 
Full Service at the northeast corner of Grand Teton Drive and Durango Drive. An accompanying 
Special Use Permit (SUP-18630) for a Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-sale Establishment and a Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-18349) for the Car Wash, a Service Station without automotive 
repair and a fast-food restaurant will be considered. An approved tavern is under construction at 
the subject site as well. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

3/17/99 

6/08/99 

6/21/00 

7/17/02 

03/17/04 

The Board of County Commissioners approved the rezoning (ZC-1702-98) of 
the northeast corner of Durango Drive and Grand Teton Drive. 

The City Council approved the annexation [A-28-99(A)] of the subject site. The 
effective date of the annexation was September 24, 1999. 

The City Council approved a Special use Permit (U-0011-00) for a tavern at the 
subject site. The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval. 

The City Council approved of an Extension of Time [U-0011-00(1)] for the 
approved Tavern. The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval. 

The City Council approved a General Plan Amendment application (GPA-
3483) from PCD (Planned Community Development) to SC (Service 
Commercial), a Rezoning (ZON-3509) from U (Undeveloped) [PCD (Planned 
Community Development) General Plan Designation] under Resolution of 
Intent to C-1 (Limited Commercial) and U (Undeveloped) [PCD (Planned 
Community Development) General Plan Designation], and a Review of 
Condition (ROC-2671) to remove a condition that restricted commercial 
development to the western portion of the subject site. The Planning 
Commission recommended approval of the GPA, ZON and ROC on 1/22/04 
and tabled requests for a Special Use Permit (SUP-3513) for a proposed mini-
warehouse facility, and a Site Development Plan Review application (SDR-
3511) for a proposed 71,570 square foot office, tavern, mini-storage 
development. Staff recommended approval for all five applications.  
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04/06/05 

01/11/07 

02/08/07 

12/09/05 

06/07/06 

08/18/06 

11/13/06 

The City Council approved a Special Use Permit (SUP-5691) for a Tavern and 
a Waiver from the distance separation requirements from an existing park, a 
Variance (VAR-5694) to allow a 24-foot setback where residential adjacency 
standards require a minimum of 73 feet, a Variance (VAR-5693) a Variance to 
allow 132 parking spaces where 148 spaces are the minimum required, and a 
Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5689) for a 6,115 square-foot tavern and 
a Waiver of trash enclosure separation. The Planning Commission 
recommended approval on 03/10/05 and staff recommended denial. 

The Planning Commission held in abeyance a Special Use Permit (SUP-18347) 
for a proposed 800 square foot Car Wash, Full Service; a Special Use Permit 
(18630) for a proposed Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-sale Establishment and a Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-18349) for the Car Wash, a Service Station 
without automotive repair and a fast-food restaurant with a drive-through. Staff 
recommended denial. 

The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items SU-
18630 and SDR-18349 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-1-1/gt/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #15/r1). 

Business License L16-266-4-1214 issued for a Tavern issued to Tomfoolery, 
inactive effective 06/07/06. 

Pending Business License requests created for The Lodge at Grand Teton 
including C05-96168-0-107791 for Tobacco Retailer, C08-96164-0-107791 for 
Coin Operated Amusements, C20-96167-7-850 for Convention Hall Gaming 
Tax, G01-96166-4-850 for Gaming-Restricted, and R09-96163-0-107791 for a 
Restaurant. 

Building Permit C-0189-05 issued for a trash enclosure, on-site improvements 
and a Certificate of Occupancy for a tavern on the subject site. 

At a Pre-application meeting, the applicant was told of the requirements for a 
site development plan review and the requirements for a special use permit. 
Additional detail was given regarding landscaping and parking requirements 
particular to  the subject site. 
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01/02/06 A neighborhood meeting was held at the Silverstone Golf Club 8600 Cupp 
Drive at 6:00 p.m. Attendance included three members of the development 
team, nine members of the public and one member of the Planning & 
Development staff. The following concerns were brought up by members of 
the public: 
• Concerns about the speaker box of the fast food pad 
• Area over saturated by alcohol uses 
• Request for a family restaurant 
• No 24 hrs uses 
Concerns about Day Care use at 7955 Quail Heaven being too close to uses. 

Details of Application Request 
Site Area 
Gross Acres 2.71 

Surrounding 	Existing 	 we 
Property 	i _Land Use 	Planned Land Use 	Existing_Zoning 	 _  
Subject 	Tavern, 	SC (Service 	U(SC) Undeveloped (Service 
Property 	Undeveloped 	Commercial) 	Commercial) under Resolution of 

Intent to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)  

North 	Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	R-PD6 (Residential Planned 
Community 	Community —6 Units per Acre) 
Development)  

South 	Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	R-PD7 (Residential Planned 
(under 	Community 	Community —7 Units per Acre) 
construction) 	Development)  

East 	Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	U(PCD) Undeveloped (Planned 
(under 	Community 	Community Development)under 
construction) 	Development) 	Resolution of Intent to R-PD7 

(Residential Planned Community — 
7 Units per Acre)  

West 	Undeveloped 	PCD (Planned 	U(PCD) Undeveloped (Planned 
(proposed 	Community 	Community Development)under 
retail) 	Development) 	Resolution of Intent to C-1 

(Limited Commercial) 



X N/A 

X 
X 

N/A 
Y* 

X N/A 
X N/A 
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-11"r441=ISM 
Special Area Plan 

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts 
Trails 
Rural Preservation Overlay District 
Development Impact Notification Assessment 

* The Trail Requirements related to the subject site are fully addressed in the companion 
application for Site Development Plan Review (SDR-18349). 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Min. Lot Size 	 N/A 	 115,730 Square Feet 	Y  
MM. Lot Width 	 100 Feet 	220 Feet 	 Y  
Min. Setbacks 

• Front 	 20 Feet 	 25 Feet 	 Y 
• Side 	 10 Feet 	 16 Feet 	 Y 
• Corner 	 15 Feet 	 24 Feet 	 Y 

• Rear 	 20 Feet 	 80 Feet 	 Y 

Max. Lot Coverage 	 50% 	 12% 	 Y  
Max. Building Height 	 N/A 	 32.75 Feet 	Y  
Trash Enclosure 	 50 Feet from 	62 Feet 

residential uses 	 Y  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	Screened 	 Y  
Residential AdjaceU " Required/Allowed 	Provided 	 Compliance  
3:1 proximity slope 	 79.5 Feet 	105 Feet 	 Y  
Adjacent development matching 	10 Feet 	 80 Feet 	 Y 
setback  
Trash Enclosure 	 50 Feet from 	73 Feet 	 Y 

residential uses 

i 	d 	. 	 7 	0 i 	i'it ' 	- II r, -  

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance 
• Tr 	 , 	.. 	.. ,. 

Parking Area 	1 Tree/6 Spaces 	 11 	 2.3 	\ 

1 Finger/6 Spaces 	 N 
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Buffer: 
Min. Trees 
North 	 1 Tree/20 Feet 	 21 	 20 	N* 
East 	 1 Tree/20 Feet 	 14 	 12 	N* 
South 	 1 Tree/30 Feet 	 13 	 18 	Y 
West 	 1 Tree/30 Feet 	 9 	 9 	Y  

TOTAL 	 79 	 82 	Y  
Min. Zone Width 

• East 	 15 Foot Buffer 	 15 Foot 	Y 
• North 	 8 Foot Buffer 	 10 Foot 	Y 
• West 	 8 Foot Buffer 	 8 Feet 	Y 
• South 	 15 Foot Buffer 	 20 Feet 	Y 

* Additional trees and parking lot fingers to be required by condition on related Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-18349). 

Wall Height 
East Property Line 
North Property Line 

Minimum 6 Feet, Maximum 8 Feet 
Minimum 6 Feet, Maximum 8 Feet 

8 Foot Block Wall I Y 
8 Foot Block wall I Y 

Parking ReqUiiiiniiir -- - 	
_ 

	

Required 	 Provide 	Compliance  
Gross Floor Area 	 Parking 	Parking  
or Number of 	Parking 	 Handi- 	Handi- 

AIM— 	.4.1441._  	 _Amijo 	Regular 	capped Regular 	capped  
Tavern 	3,171 SF 	1:50 SF 	64 

(Existing) 	Public seating 
3,204 SF 	1:200 SF 	16 
Remainder 

Car Wash* 	800 SF 	NA 	NA 

Service 	4,056 	 1:250 SF 	16 
Station 

Restaurant* 	650 SF 	1:50 SF 	13 
Public seating 
2,050 SF 	1:200 SF 	10 
Remainder 

Sub-Total 	 114 	5 	122 	5  
TOTAL –Including 	 119 	 127 
Handicapped 
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* The Restaurant Drive-Through and the Car Wash each provide six stacking spaces in addition 
to the above parking spaces provided. 

ANALYSIS 

• General 

The subject site is located in the SC (Service Commercial) General Plan designation in 
the Centennial Hills Sector of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan. The proposed Car 
Wash, Full Service use is compatible with the SC designation. The proposed use will 
be in conjunction with a Service Station without automotive repair. In addition, the 
development includes a proposed fast food restaurant and an approved tavern. The 
combination of these uses, however, are too intense for the site and staff recommends 
denial. 

• Zoning 

The subject property is located in the C-1 zone. The C-1 zone is intended to provide 
for a variety of commercial, retail, restaurant and office uses including the proposed 
Car Wash, subject to the approval of a Special Use Permit. 

• Use 

Title 19.20 defines Car Wash (Full Service) as a car wash facility, typically operated in 
conjunction with a gas station, which customarily employs automatic or semiautomatic 
methods of cleaning. The proposed Car Wash, Full Service use is not compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhoods because of the type, intensity and number of uses 
proposed on this site, in combination with the approved tavern. Further, a condition of 
approval of a previously approved Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5689) read 
"No roll-up doors or drive-thru windows shall be allowed on this site." Therefore staff 
recommends denial. 

• Conditions 

The proposed Car Wash (Full Service) use meets the requirement below, as per Title 
19.04; however, the use, particularly in concentration with the other uses at the subject 
site, is too intense for this location. 

1. 	Each wash bay shall have a stacking lane that will accommodate at least six cars. 



SUP-18347 - Staff Report Page Seven 
May 16, 2007, City Council Meeting 

FINDINGS 

The following findings must be made for a Special Use Permit: 

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 project is compatible with the General Plan land-use designation for the area and 
satisfies the requirements of the Zoning Code with respect to minimum separation 
distance requirements. The project, however, in combination with the other uses on 
this relatively small site is too intense for its location and not harmonious and 
compatible with the surrounding land uses. Therefore, staff recommends denial. 

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

The intensity of the Car Wash, Full Service use, particularly in combination with the other 
proposed uses on this site are too intense in scope and number for the surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. 

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 proposed Car Wash, Full Service use will be accessed from Durango Drive and 
Grand Teton Drive, identified on the Master Plan of Streets and Highways as a 100-foot 
Primary Arterials and a 120-Foot Parkway Arterial, respectively. While these roads have 
adequate capacity, the proposed uses are too intense for this intersection. 

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

The proposed Car Wash, Full Service use in combination with the other proposed and 
approved uses is too intense for the location; and therefore, staff finds that approval of the 
Special Use Permit will be inconsistent with the public health, safety, and welfare as well 
as the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

5. The use meets all of the applicable conditions per Title 19.04. 
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The subject site meets all applicable conditions for a Car Wash, Full Service as per the 
requirements of Title 19.04; however, for the aforementioned reasons, this use is not 
appropriate for the subject site. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

There was one speaker in opposition at the Planning Commission Meeting. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	16 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  13 

SENATE DISTRICT 	9 

NOTICES MAILED 	882 	by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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Notary Public - State of Nevada 
County of Clark 

PHYLLIS B. RICE 
My Appointment Expires 

97-3245-1 	May 31. 2009 

iLANN3NG 6 
OIVELOMOil 

WiltN11:1:01; 

Pl. 1NNINC; 	DIV11,01) \11.NT 	\ I:1 \HAT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number  SUP-18347  APN:  125-09-401-031 

Name of Property Owner GRAND TETON  LODGE  LAND, LLC 

----Name ofAPP1ie2nt  GRAND TETON LODGE LAND, LLC  

Name of Representative: PACIFIC DESIGN CONCEPTS 

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? 

0 Yes 	 E2 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:  . -  
, 

Name: 	,c3r  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

Thisav,\-day of 	 , 20  QtQ.  

Notary Public in ind for said County and State 
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November 21, 2006 

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

Attn: Planner 

RE: C-STORE AT GRAND TETON 
APN: 125-09-401-031 
JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

Dear Planner, 

PROJECT NO: 06 -182 

We respectfully request favorable consideration for the above referenced project for a Special Use 	 
Permit. 

The proposed Special Use Permit is to allow an automated car wash facility in conjunction with a 
convenience store with gas pumps. 

The proposed special use permit is appropriate based on the following findings of facts; 

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

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

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

D. Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will be consistent with or 
compromise the public health, safety and welfare or the overall objectives of the General 
Plan. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

Richard C. Gallegos 
Principal 

RCG/mt 

Cc: 	06-182. js. It. sup. clv.cstore. grand. teton 

SUP-18347 
SDR-18349 

02/08/07 PC 
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CITY COUNCIL 
MARCH 7, 2007 
1:00 P.M. 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
400 STEWART AVENUE 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

KRONENBERG GARY R 
8316 BLUSHING HEIGHTS AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89131-461 
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BEVERLY BRIDGES 
ACTING CITY CLERK 

Ii  NOTICE OF PU Lie HEARING L 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

SUP-18347 

APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND TETON LODGE LAND LLC - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

FOR A PROPOSED 800 SQUARE FOOT CAR WASH, FULL SERVICE ON 2.71 ACRES ON THE 

NORTHEAST CORNER OF GRAND TETON DRIVE AND DURANGO DRIVE (APN 125-09-401-031), U 

[(UNDEVELOPED) ZONE, SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] UNDER 

RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL), WARD 6 (ROSS). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS BEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF 

(S1/2) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW%) OF SECTION 09, TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH, RANGE 60 

EAST, M.D.M. 

Any and all interested persons may appear and be heard at said meeting, or may, prior thereto, file 
written objections thereto or approvals thereof with the City Clerk, 1st Floor, City Hall, 400 Stewart 
Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, 89101. For further information, please call (702) 229-6301 (TDD 386-9108) 
http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov  

SEE LOCATION MAP ON REVERSE SIDE 



MORAN LAW FIRM LLC 
INC.) KAN 3RANDON 134NIDAVTD MORAN 

ATTeR.Nves AT 1.A1V 

Jot-nv T. MORAN L 1 

Lew SCLANDLINI J. 

JESPIRY A. BEN OA' tl 
J. T. Mc 	111 
.A.okm S. DAVIS 

PAGE 02/02 

P. 02/02 

/13 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMT 

FAX NO, 7023846588 

May 14, 2007 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 

Councilman Steven Ross, Ward 6 
LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL 
400 East Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

RE: POSTPONEMENT OF ram 111 [SUP-18347]; 
ITEM 112 (SUP-18630]; AND 
ITEM 113 (SDR-18349) 

Dear Councilman Ross: 

Please allow this correspondence to serve as a status and update relative to the real - 
property and proposed development thereon of the above referenced matter. 

r 
C-  

As you are aware, approximately one (1) month ago we held a neighborhood meeting in 
the hopeshopes of responding to and addressing the needs, requests, and concerns of the 	r— 

r— 
neighbors in the area. To wit, we are still in the process of coming to a feasible 
resolution and plan that would be beneficial to bath the neighbors and our client. 

*=- 
As such, we would request that you please consider this correspondence our formal 
request for a continuance of the May 16, 2007, City Council Meeting. We are at this time 
requesting that said applications be held in abeyance for two (2) weeks when the next 
scheduled City of Las Vegas Council Meeting is held. 

Your anticipated cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

As always, should you have any questions and/or concerns regarding this or any matter, 
pleaterdrhio esitate to contact me personally. I remain, 

Suornittec a.ler nna. agenda 

*Pm' 

John T. Moran I sq, 
MORAN LAW 	LLC 

3T3/ao 

Cc: Ms. Margo WIeler)Las Vegas City Planning 
Mr. Stuart Apollo 
Mr. Richard Craliegos 

Date 54-e7 item It •.r  

630 SOVIVI 4Th STREET LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 8910J • PT-IONE: (702) 384-8424 - FAx: (702) 384-6568 • MoRANLive/Eum.Com  

05/16/2007 WED 11:41 [TX/AX NO 9897] Z002 



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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KRONENBERG GARY R 

—8316 BLUSHING HEIGHTS AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89131-4610 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING I 

/le"-  

Case SUP-18347 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

MEETING: 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
JANUARY  11,2007 
6:00 P.M. 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
400 STEWART-AVENUE 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

SUP-18347 

APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND TETON LODGE LAND LLC - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

FOR A PROPOSED 800 SQUARE FOOT CAR WASH, FULL SERVICE ON 2.71 ACRES ON THE 

NORTHEAST CORNER OF GRAND TETON DRIVE AND DURANGO DRIVE (APN 125-09-401-031), U 

[(UNDEVELOPED) ZONE, SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] UNDER 

RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL), WARD 6 (ROSS). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS BEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF 

(S 1/2) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW1/4) OF SECTION 09, TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH, RANGE 60 

EAST, M.D.M. 

Any and all interested persons may appear before the City Planning Commission either in person or by representative and object 
to or express approval of this request; or may, prior to this meeting, file written objection thereto or approval thereof with the 
Planning and Development Department, Current Planning Division, Development Services Center, 731 South Fourth Street, 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. This request may be deemed Final Action by the Planning Commission or forwarded to the City 
Council. The date of the City Council meeting. if applicable, will be announced at the Planning Commission meeting after 
discussion of the item You will receive an additional notice for the City Council meeting. For further information, please 
call (702) 229-6301 (TDD 386-9108) http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov . 

SEE LOCATION MAP ON REVERSE SIDE 

JOHN KORKOSZ. PLANNING SUPERVISOR 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
CURRENT PI„ANNING DIVISION 

ITEM # 
CASE #  

PC-MTG  I \\  C- 



Planning Commission Mtg.:.: 2 0 

0 

0/41 Letilks44 
Agenda Item No.: 112. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO SUP-18347 

SUP-18630 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND 
TETON LODGE LAND LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A 
BEER/WINE/COOLER OFF-SALE ESTABLISHMENT IN A PROPOSED SERVICE 
STATION WITHOUT AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR on 2.71 acres on the northeast corner of Grand 
Teton Drive and Durango Drive (APN 125-09-401-031), U [(Undeveloped) Zone, SC (Service 
Commercial) General Plan Designation] Under Resolut .  • Intent to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial), Ward 6 (Ross). Staff recommends DENI4.'The Planning Commission (5-1-1 
vote) recommends APPROVAL 

48,  4• ,,, 
PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: 	APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 
Kie 

City Council Meet* - z, 1 	City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-1-1 vote) recommends 
APPROVAL,. subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Special Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Protest letter by Gary R. Kronenberg 
6. Backup referenced from the 02-08-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 16 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items 64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, 156, 163, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

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



! ..Ang61WWIdiallilWidaladieral 
421.1.°  cro-om-0 -0 -0 -0 -021111 '4•2 

CBE aura:Jr; 

w
alEICICIATICIUMMI iffil:igmakt ' 

-INENININolldll  IlIrtt 
liiiiiiiWilliWiiikiWO iliiiii* 0caa.][..iii.-milzimmy. 
'ARRAN!!! MeV A  *, ) 
IDDEN PIN liir, AliVio, 	if 
W11111110., 'cL* -4?-w  

4 	 14), 	.4011i .  
:000_00 _ 	4:41p 	 o 

1,1 I I I 	 473/4  "07  III El 

v■Arii 	. N 1110101111iMe1 LAMM& imam  

oio 

SX-TC 

il
mj,icuern  
pmjCPO !Linn 

ju griltam 
Okii1CM 

vino" 

HrM 

oi] 

0 

Yi1411.14Z1:1-41P-41WAV/ 

001 
T4VIICILY1 re

*  
ls=woommu=sillbwil 

do Am gore, 

	imersalutomotiolowAy4=■..— 

ri 

13G-0: 0 12111 -0 0 0 0 1111133-13, 
- RACEL ST 

F1P iggdp, imghafgar 77041,01 
pawison Dorm IMMIPANVILIMI 111121t70:3  inwlitora lin Cr 

.F111/ 	EIIILIGIEW.05:2,tr Er 4* 
Euw, R:pD6-500-ccan raw-w-aurt-in  
WI 	

(pub ita, 1,1:2, 113  

onsmi:_ timr  
,..4001PLICION 'o 	DP 

0  IWO__Amor1110730ii 24Eltralkasin 

11 
117 

aei ZA 	INLV/: 

cc 

0 

iitfiflitilliiiiiiiiiiii 
,,,-4,-,,,,,..- „J. 1 ix: 401•71/6 

. WI, IMINIWIT1 	 , TA MNir'''""'' f 
iiMitred Sr....24C•.: ido. Arn r20 *my 

ZfR •goX,I. t•InIii  45: 'Z.-. 	6°1, ..—Tel *LIT 
71ili ••-wri-  

• r=•2.2ra 	n. ^72"3  i;Xelgalii 

111:-=4 • .' • v.': t 'e I- P7, '  i',7•1,W 
*WON 	ki iirMki V' i 	.- 	.., ,.--•1, 
Tfroptiiiiimii0001 ,,,,...„... O.-.O.M.OtAA • • • • • fp, 0 • **,.., 

GRAND TETON 

0 

/MI 
?ITO 
7-46i1 !No 

!II 
DR 

CON 

U(PCD) 
,R01 
C-1 
BJEC 

Gi=1=71 

R-A 

300 0 600 Feet 

_ 	• • I me • ME, 0 

° °- pawl 	monetaavainei rruala.-4 - ° ° 	•1""1"1"'"U rff---iga 	lEirlbettla 	° 1111 .0.31 	mamma 0  o.. ° Nada 
„a3  0 

0 

° 	 7.7 lard  • . 	0 0 biasv 	dorm  - .1 0 ono 
0 pecibm 0 - 0 INN 

471122112111f22312120Q 49witimeasi 
 

	

=-_- 	• 

peowoolaqvcriv . ,....... 
:JI*42 :4 74141211E  Im 	1  _ A1,174 .,4 T. 

iimen 3011.:Es tni-END 0 TaiV.Xi i,Aft7.11:MIZNIClita llalle  
4:71C=1114' 01A-12";13(24.;1 INMAIGKEZIIMILM6-innil  1. .......domitmulialgar,„ 	_Ty:1m  

IriptitLiiiiiPWWWitirli, „we VOL911141_ . -.Et/ • ,— 11  
'— :11CIL9111.11nal 0May-A  , Z-2 _ 

ifilkila fitia GialiVIZ 440t:44.4.171a4 	relfil, 
111101.11  wow ----7. IMINim-iiii.  •:111 ---  lea 

1.....___
WO IMIIIIIIIIIA) 'llartfill 

,Zallimi  n•Immrirmip 'IA OM .41111',V  7; Ill 
■•I.m......___ 

PROPOSED 
BEERNVINECOOLER 

OFF-SALE ESTABLISHMENT 

„Aga a ! : *-:3=7711 4171 ER '410 AlzkrilMIrecTII 4;74 

rtalilialS0111 igkainie diVaellatr.
"70411 gm 

..• lian 1....1.4. to,_,,z,...1.71z.3txg.4,4014.„:144 fk4 ........ ,....m. 
irra. z-Tworft 111:114/14ftallP fil") cIllh' P*11 

Ills tams  Mono _..111 rium: at304 ltopliticti .4*
-71:mr,:b4,g-ifial IMIMPIIIIIII rig- s.46.1A-iiipiticirsiwatzitisw • „ - 

RPM 
IHIMENNIMMENSI! BEERIBIRMI 

D ; 

iiii, if 01794° 	 iin  

Of12116iialf Afteireiltieritilittlita 

r  mir wow witattorobilmirilv 
•p fd ..._:1,.,1 	! 

FAillikiliftwifi.ViRri ° tiniggiliiilli, \ 	■ 
0 	 " "" 	'' 	• ,O 0 	. ■ 1: N PrIlArrr- 

[i] 

R-A 

N 

411mmor -iyxMTrr'., 

• -R01 
R7_PD4 

ryt 
-.01 713E7  

yarrioaTA r 

.17:11111-1:211ittigil 

1113 0 zwir,2  

11:11
131iin o 

ii11001117i3  
7121C11 ■130  

PD4 ..4131:1131 
CO I 

'f iiintilirMi  
\ 

Li
1 117:11auril k  
......... 
.11. sum mai In Wiriii Mom 

7 NOM 

;AM 

[ma 

.reff•ti-pT. 31steicar44 

' 

1.17gRilearm 

CASE: 	SUP-18630 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
U ( UNDEVELOPED)  ZONE [SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL)  GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION]  UNDER 
RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-1 ( LIMITED COMMERCIAL)  
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SUP-18630 - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND 
TETON LODGE LAND LLC 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE APRIL 18, 2007 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-1-1/gt, sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Plannin2 and Development 

1. Conformance to the conditions for Site Development Plan Review (SDR-18349), if 
approved. 

2. 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. 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. All City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfied, 
except as modified herein. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is a request for a Special Use Permit for a Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale 
Establishment in a Proposed Service Station without Automotive Repair at the northeast corner 
of Grand Teton Drive and Durango Drive. This application is related to SUP-18347 and SDR-
18349. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc.  
The Board of County Commissioners approved the rezoning (ZC-1702-98) of 
the northeast corner of Durango Drive and Grand Teton Drive. 

3/17/99 

6/08/99 

6/21/00 

7/17/02 

03/17/04 

The City Council approved the annexation [A-28-99(A)] of the subject site. 
The effective date of the annexation was September 24, 1999. 

The City Council approved a Special use Permit (U-0011-00) for a tavern at 
the subject site. The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval. 

The City Council approved of an Extension of Time [U-0011-00(1)] for the 
approved Tavern. The Planning Commission and staff recommended 
approval. 

The City Council approved a General Plan Amendment application (GPA-
3483) from PCD (Planned Community Development) to SC (Service 
Commercial), a Rezoning (ZON-3509) from U (Undeveloped) [PCD 
(Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation] under 
Resolution of Intent to C-1 (Limited Commercial) and U (Undeveloped) 
[PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation], and a 
Review of Condition (ROC-2671) to remove a condition that restricted 
commercial development to the western portion of the subject site. The 
Planning Commission recommended approval of the GPA, ZON and ROC on 
1/22/04 and tabled requests for a Special Use Permit (SUP-3513) for a 
proposed mini-warehouse facility, and a Site Development Plan Review 
application (SDR-3511) for a proposed 71,570 square foot office, tavern, 
mini-storage development. Staff recommended approval for all five 
applications.  
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04/06/05 

01/11/07 

02/08/07 

The City Council approved a Special Use Permit (SUP-5691) for a Tavern 
and a Waiver from the distance separation requirements from an existing 
park, a Variance (VAR-5694) to allow a 24-foot setback where residential 
adjacency standards require a minimum of 73 feet, a Variance (VAR-5693) a 
Variance to allow 132 parking spaces where 148 spaces are the minimum 
required, and a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5689) for a 6,115 
square-foot tavern and a Waiver of trash enclosure separation. The Planning 
Commission recommended approval on 03/10/05 and staff recommended 
denial. 

The Planning Commission held in abeyance a Special Use Permit (SUP-
18347) for a proposed 800 square foot Car Wash, Full Service; a Special Use 
Permit (18630) for a proposed Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-sale Establishment and 
a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-18349) for the Car Wash, a Service 
Station without automotive repair and a fast-food restaurant with a drive-
through. Staff recommended denial. 

The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items SUP-
18630 and SDR-18349 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-1-1/gt/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #15/r1).  

12/09/05 

06/07/06 

08/18/06 

Business License L16-266-4-1214 issued for a Tavern issued to Tomfoolery, 
inactive effective 06/07/06. 

Pending Business License requests created for The Lodge at Grand Teton 
including C05-96168-0-107791 for Tobacco Retailer, C08-96164-0-107791 for 
Coin Operated Amusements, C20-96167-7-850 for Convention Hall Gaming 
Tax, G01-96166-4-850 for Gaming-Restricted, and R09-96163-0-107791 for a 
Restaurant. 

Building Permit C-0189-05 issued for a trash enclosure, on-site improvements 
and a Certificate of Occupancy for a tavern on the subject site.  

At a Pre-application meeting, the applicant was told of the requirements for a 
site development plan review and the requirements for a special use permit. 
Additional detail was given regarding landscaping and parking requirements 
particular to the subject site. 

11/13/06 



Details of Application Request! 
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Neighborhood  
01/02/06 

Meetin 
A neighborhood meeting was held at the Silverstone Golf Club 8600 Cupp 
Drive at 6:00 p.m. Attendance included three members of the development 
team, nine members of the public and one member of the Planning & 
Development staff. The following concerns were brought up by members of 
the public: 
• Concerns about the speaker box of the fast food pad 
• Area over saturated by alcohol uses 
• Request for a family restaurant 
• No 24 hrs uses 
Concerns about Day Care use at 7955 Quail Heaven being too close to uses.  

Surrounding 	! Existing 
Use 	 njse 

Subject Property 	Tavern, 	SC (Service 	U(SC) Undeveloped (Service 
Undeveloped 	Commercial) 	Commercial) under Resolution of 

Intent to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)  

North 	Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	R-PD6 (Residential Planned 
Community 	Community —6 Units per Acre) 
Development)  

South 	Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	R-PD7 (Residential Planned 
(under 	Community 	Community —7 Units per Acre) 
construction) 	Development)  

East 	 Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	U(PCD) Undeveloped (Planned 
(under 	Community 	Community Development)under 
construction) 	Development) 	Resolution of Intent to R-PD7 

(Residential Planned Community — 
7 Units per Acre)  

West 	 Undeveloped 	PCD (Planned 	U(PCD) Undeveloped (Planned 
(proposed 	Community 	Community Development)under 
retail) 	Development) 	Resolution of Intent to C-1 

(Limited Commercial) 



X N/A 

X N/A 
X 

X N/A 
X N/A 
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Special Area Plan 

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts 
Trails 
Rural Preservation Overlay District 
Development Impact Notification Assessment 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Required/Allowed 	Provided 	 Compliance 
TarMin. Lot SizeSize 	 115,730 Square Feet 	Y 

Min. Lot Width 	 100 Feet 
Min. Setbacks 

Y 

15 Feet 	

220 Feet 

• Front 	 20 Feet 	 25 Feet 

• Rear 	

N/A  

Y • Side 	 10 Feet 	 16 Feet 	

Y  

• Corner 	 24 Feet 	 Y 
20 Feet 	 80 Feet 	 Y 

Max. Lot Coverage 	 50% 	 12% 	 Y  
Max. Building Height 	N/A 	 32.75 Feet 	Y  
Trash Enclosure 	 50 Feet from 	62 Feet 

residential uses 	 Y  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	Screened 	 Y 

3:1 proximity slope 	 79.5 Feet 	105 Feet 	 Y  
Adjacent development matching 	10 Feet 	 80 Feet 	 Y 
setback  
Trash Enclosure 	 50 Feet from 	73 Feet 	 Y 

residential uses 
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Parking Requirement  

	

Required 	 Provided 	Compliance  
Gross Floor Area 	 Parking 	Parking  
or Number of 	Parking 	 Handi- 	 Handi- 

dithaismaithimisimsahamatio 	Regular 	capped Regular 	capped  
i Tavern 	3,171 SF 	1:50 SF64 

(Existing) 	Public seating 
3,204 SF 	1:200 SF 	16 
Remainder 

Car Wash* 	800 SF 	 NA 	NA 

Service 	4,056 	 1:250 SF 	16 
Station 

Restaurant* 	650 SF 	 1:50 SF 	13 
Public seating 
2,050 SF 	1:200 SF 	10 
Remainder 

Sub-Total 	 114 	5 	122 	5  
TOTAL —Including 	 119 	 127 	 Y 
Handicapped 

* The Restaurant Drive-Through and the Car Wash each provide six stacking spaces in addition 
to the above parking spaces provided. 

ANALYSIS 

• General Plan and Zoning 

The subject site is located in the Centennial Hills Sector of the General Plan with a land-
use designation of SC (Service Commercial). This designation allows for a variety of 
commercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons, including the proposed use. The 
subject site is under a Resolution of Intent to the C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning 
district, within which the proposed Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale Establishment use is 
permissible with a Special Use Permit. 



SUP-18630 - Staff Report Page Six 
May 16, 2007, City Council Meeting 

• Use 

The sale of beer/wine/coolers for consumption off-premise in conjunction with a car 
wash is an allowed use within the C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zoning District with the 
approval of a Special Use Permit. The reason for a special use permit is to ensure that a 
proposed use conducted in a manner that is harmonious and compatible with uses located 
on the same or surrounding properties. The process recognizes that, within a given 
zoning district, certain uses may be appropriate and compatible in some locations but not 
in others. 

The Special Use Permit process allows a site-specific inquiry into the compatibility of a 
proposed use at a particular location, taking into account: the characteristics of the site 
and the surroundings; the relevant zoning and planning principles; and the input of the 
Planning Commission, City Council and other interested parties. The proposed 
Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale Establishment use is not compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhoods because of the type, intensity and number of uses proposed on this site, in 
combination with the approved tavern. Therefore staff recommends denial. 

• Conditions 

The submitted documents indicate that the proposed use meets all of the applicable 
requirements for this special use from Title 19.04 listed below; however, the 
Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale Establishment use is not appropriate at this particular location 
because of the type, intensity and number of uses proposed on this site. 

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 I 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: 
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a. Any leasehold parcel; or 
b. Any parcel which lacks access to a public street or has no area for on-

site parking and which has been created so as to avoid the distance 
limitation described in 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 1 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 1, 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 
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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. 

FINDINGS 

The following findings must be made for a Special Use Permit: 

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." 

While the proposed project is compatible with the General Plan land-use designation for 
the area and satisfies the requirements of the Zoning Code with respect to minimum 
separation distance requirements, the intensity of a Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-sale 
Establishment use on this site in combination with an approved tavern is too intense to be 
harmonious and compatible with the surrounding area. 

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

The intensity of the Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale Establishment use, particularly in 
combination with the other proposed uses on this site are too intense in scope and number 
for the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

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 proposed Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale Establishment use will be accessed from 
Durango Drive and Grand Teton Drive, identified on the Master Plan of Streets and 
Highways as a 100-foot Primary Arterials and a 120-Foot Parkway Arterial, respectively. 
While these roads have adequate capacity, the proposed uses are too intense for this 
intersection. 
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4. "Approval of the Special Use Permit at the site in question will not be inconsistent 
with or compromise the public health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectives 
of the General Plan." 

The proposed Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale Establishment use in combination with the 
other proposed and approved uses is too intense for the location; and therefore, staff finds 
that approval of the Special Use Permit will be inconsistent with the public health, safety, 
and welfare as well as the overall objectives of the General Plan. 

5. The use meets all of the applicable conditions per Title 19.04. 

The subject site meets all applicable conditions for a Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-Sale 
Establishment as per the requirements of Title 19.04; however, for the aforementioned 
reasons, this use is not appropriate for the subject site. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	16 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  13 

SENATE DISTRICT 	9 

NOTICES MAILED 	882 	by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS  



TNA: 

Signature of Property Owner: 

,!? 
.•. 	 / 

/ 

O. 6057 	P. 3 DEC. 6. 2006 10:38AM 	GARAPICH ASSOC. 

TANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPAR TMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:  SUP-18630  APN:  125-09-401-031 

Name of Property Owner: Grand Teton LodieLaud, LLC 

Name of Applicant:  Grand Teton Lodge Land; LLC - Stuart Apollo 

Name of Representative: Pacific Design Concepts, LLC 

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or 
Pinning 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 	 ID 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: 	'- A !.T 4 Pe  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

NOlaiy Pubic StAt ,.: cli NF. fed. 

COunty ot i :lark 
•' 

--::`-...------•- 	%,- -C--3--1--------, 	
' f,4-.. 4.1V5te.i.,w,- 	 r  PH.  YL .LS E ;•iiCE 	i. 

. . 	v), AppoindrrAt ExpireE 	L.  
Notary Public in and for said County and State 	% (17-K4S-1 	May li '•?"0"--' 	V 

• 

This 	day of 	 , 20 	 

fAdepoMpplication Packet\Scatomcnt of Financial Intcrcst-pdf Revised 11-14-06 
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pacific design concepts, Ilc 	 PDC 
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December 1, 2006 

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

Attn: Planner 

RE: C-STORE AT GRAND TETON 	 PROJECT NO: 06-182 
APN: 125-09-401-031 
JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

Dear Staff, 

We respectfully request favorable consideration for the above referenced project for a SpeciaWse  
Permit. 

The proposed special use permit is to allow the sale of beer/wine/cooler off sale establishment in 
conjunction with a convenience store. 

The proposed special use permit is appropriate based on the following findings of facts; 

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

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

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

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

E. This use is common with a convenience store and all separation distances have been met. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

Richard C. Gallegos 
Principal 

RCG/mt 

Cc: 	06-182.0.1t.sup.clv.cstore.grand.teton 

SUP-18630 
02/08/07 PC 
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SUP-18630 

APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND TETON LODGE LAND LLC - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

FOR A BEER/WINE/COOLER OFF-SALE ESTABLISHMENT IN A PROPOSED SERVICE STATION 

WITHOUT AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR ON 2.71 ACRES ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GRAND 

TETON DRIVE AND DURANGO DRIVE (APN 125-09-401-031), U [(UNDEVELOPED) ZONE, SC 

(SERVICE COMMERCIAL) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] UNDER RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-

1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL), WARD 6 (ROSS). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS BEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF 

(S1/2) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SWIA) OF SECTION 09, TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH, RANGE 60 

EAST, M.D.M. 

Any and all interested persons may appear and be heard at said meeting, or may, prior thereto, file 
written objections thereto or approvals thereof with the City Clerk, 1st Floor, City Hall, 400 Stewart 
Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, 89101. For further information, please call (702) 229-6301 (TDD 386-9108) 
http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov  

MEETING: 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 

CITY COUNCIL 
MARCH 7, 2007 
1:00 P.M. 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
400 STEWART AVENUE 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

SEE LOCATION MAP ON REVERSE SIDE 



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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MEETING: 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
JANUARY 11_2017  
6:00 P.M. 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
400 STEWART-AVENUE 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND TETON LODGE LAND LLC • REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

FOR A BEER/WINE/COOLER OFF-SALE ESTABLISHMENT IN A PROPOSED SERVICE STATION 

WITHOUT AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR ON 2.71 ACRES ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GRAND 

TETON DRIVE AND DURANGO DRIVE (APN 125-09-401-031), U [(UNDEVELOPED) ZONE, SC 

(SERVICE COMMERCIAL) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION) UNDER RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-

1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL), WARD 6 (ROSS). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS BEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF 

(S 1/2) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW3/4) OF SECTION 09, TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH, RANGE 60 

EAST, M.D.M. 

Any and all interested persons may appear before the City Planning Commission either in person or by representative and object 
to or express approval of this request; or may, prior to this meeting, file written objection thereto or approval thereof with the 
Planning and Development Department. Current Planning Division, Development Services Center, 731 South Fourth Street, 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. This request may be deemed Final Action by the Planning Commission or forwarded to the City 
Council. The date of the City Council meeting, if applicable, will be announced at the Planning Commission meeting after 
discussion of the item. You will receive an additional notice for the City Council meeting. For further information, please 
call (702) 229-6301 (TDD 386-9108) http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov . 
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SEE LOCATION MAP ON REVERSE SIDE 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
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0/41 1.44 tkiret4 Agenda Item No.: 113. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 OConsent E Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO SUP-18347 AND SUP-18630 

SDR-18349 - ABEYANCE ITEM - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND 
TETON LODGE LLC - Request for a Major Amendment to an approved Site Development 
Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 4,056 SQUARE-FOOT SERVICE STATION WITHOUT 
AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR, AN 800 SQUARE FOOT CAR WASH, FULL SERVICE, AND A 
2,700 SQUARE FOOT RESTAURANT WITH DRIVE-THROUGH on 2.71 acres on the 
northeast corner of Grand Teton Drive and Durango Drive (APN 125-09-401-031), U 
[(Undeveloped) Zone, SC (Service Commercial) General Plan Designation] Under Resolution of 
Intent to C-1 (Limited Commercial), Ward 6 (Ross). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning 
Commission (5-1-1 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 (5-1-1 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 02-08-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 17 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items 64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, 156, 163, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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: S DR-1 8349 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
U (UNDEVELOPED) ZONE [SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL)  GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] UNDER 
RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ABEYANCE - SDR-18349 - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND 
TETON LODGE LLC 

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE APRIL 18, 2007 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT. 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-1-1/gt, sd vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planninz and Development 

1. Conformance to the conditions for Special Use Permit (SUP-18347) and Special Use 
Permit (SUP-18630), if approved. 

2. 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 11/28/06, except as amended by conditions herein. 

4. A revised landscape plan shall be submitted prior to the time an application is made for a 
building permit depicting a total of twenty-one 24-inch box trees spaced 20 feet on center 
in the landscape perimeter buffer along the north side of the property, fourteen 24-inch box 
trees spaced 20 feet on center in the landscape perimeter buffer along the east property 
line, and one parking lot landscape finger for every six parking spaces. 

5. 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 sprinlder 
system is required, and shall be permanently maintained in a satisfactory manner; the 
landscape plan shall include irrigation specifications. 

6. 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. 
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7. 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). 

8. All utility boxes exceeding 27 cubic feet in size shall meet the standards of LVMC Title 
19.12.040. 

9. Parking lot lighting standards shall be no more than 30 feet in height and shall utilize 
downward-directed lights with full cut-off luminaries. 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. 

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

Public Works 

12. If not already constructed at time of development, construct half-street improvements on 
Durango Drive and Grand Teton Drive, including the widened median island on Grand 
Teton Drive, concurrent with development of this site. If applicable, extend all required 
underground utilities, such as electrical, telephone, etc., located within public rights-of-
way, past the boundaries of this site prior to construction of hard surfacing (asphalt or 
concrete). 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. 

13. The required equestrian trail along the north side of this site shall be deeded to the City of 
Las Vegas within one year of completion of construction. The trail shall be privately 
maintained prior to conveyance. Coordinate with the right-of-way section of the 
Department of Public Works regarding the appropriate method to convey the trail to the 
City of Las Vegas; a parcel map or other map may be required to create the legal trail 
parcel. 

14. The required multi-use transportation trail along Durango Drive shall be granted to the 
City of Las Vegas prior to the issuance of any permits and shall be designated as a multi-
use transportation trail easement over its entirety to be privately maintained; coordinate the 
right-of-way section of the Department of Public Works regarding document preparation. 
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15. Unless otherwise allowed by the City Engineer, construct sidewalk on at least one side of 
all access drives connecting this site to the adjacent public streets concurrent with 
development of this site. The connecting sidewalk shall extend from the sidewalk on the 
public street to the first intersection of the on-site roadway network and shall be terminated 
on-site with a handicap ramp. 

16. 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. 

17. An update to the previously approved 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. 

18. An update to the previously approved Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must 
be submitted to and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of 
any grading or building permits, submittal of any construction drawings or the submittal of 
a map for this site, whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all drainageways as 
recommended in the approved drainage plan/study. 

19. Site development to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for ZON-3509 and 
all other applicable site-related actions. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is for a Site Development Plan Review for a proposed 4,056 square-foot Service 
Station without Automotive Repair, an 800 square-foot Car Wash, and a 2,700 square-foot 
Restaurant with Drive-Through on 2.71 acres on the northeast corner of Grand Teton Drive and 
Durango Drive. 

3/17/99 

6/08/99 

6/21/00 

7/17/02 

03/17/04 

The Board of County Commissioners approved the rezoning (ZC-1702-98) of 
the northeast corner of Durango Drive and Grand Teton Drive. 

The City Council approved the annexation [A-28-99(A)] of the subject site. 
The effective date of the annexation was September 24, 1999. 

The City Council approved a Special use Permit (U-0011-00) for a tavern at 
the subject site. The Planning Commission and staff recommended approval. 

The City Council approved of an Extension of Time [U-0011-00(1)] for the 
approved Tavern. The Planning Commission and staff recommended 
approval. 

The City Council approved a General Plan Amendment application (GPA-
3483) from PCD (Planned Community Development) to SC (Service 
Commercial), a Rezoning (ZON-3509) from U (Undeveloped) [PCD 
(Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation] under 
Resolution of Intent to C-1 (Limited Commercial) and U (Undeveloped) 
[PCD (Planned Community Development) General Plan Designation], and a 
Review of Condition (ROC-2671) to remove a condition that restricted 
commercial development to the western portion of the subject site. The 
Planning Commission recommended approval of the GPA, ZON and ROC on 
1/22/04 and tabled requests for a Special Use Permit (SUP-3513) for a 
proposed mini-warehouse facility, and a Site Development Plan Review 
application (SDR-3511) for a proposed 71,570 square foot office, tavern, 
mini-storage development. Staff recommended approval for all five 
applications. 



SDR-18349 - Staff Report Page Two 
May 16, 2007, City Council Meeting 

04/06/05 	The City Council approved a Special Use Permit (SUP-5691) for a Tavern 
and a Waiver from the distance separation requirements from an existing 
park, a Variance (VAR-5694) to allow a 24-foot setback where residential 
adjacency standards require a minimum of 73 feet, a Variance (VAR-5693) a 
Variance to allow 132 parking spaces where 148 spaces are the minimum 
required, and a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5689) for a 6,115 
square-foot tavern and a Waiver of trash enclosure separation. The Planning 
Commission recommended approval on 03/10/05 and staff recommended 
denial. 

01/11/07 	The Planning Commission held in abeyance a Special Use Permit (SUP- 
18347) for a proposed 800 square foot Car Wash, Full Service; a Special Use 
Permit (18630) for a proposed Beer/Wine/Cooler Off-sale Establishment and 
a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-18349) for the Car Wash, a Service 
Station without automotive repair and a fast-food restaurant with a drive-
through. Staff recommended denial.  

02/08/07 

	

	The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items SU- 
18347 and SUP-18630 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-1-1/gt, sd to recommend APPROVAL 
(PC Agenda Item #17/r1). 

12/09/05 

06/07/06 

08/18/06 

Business License L16-266-4-1214 issued for a Tavern issued to Tomfoolery, 
inactive effective 06/07/06. 

Pending Business License requests created for The Lodge at Grand Teton 
including C05-96168-0-107791 for Tobacco Retailer, C08-96164-0-107791 for 
Coin Operated Amusements, C20-96167-7-850 for Convention Hall Gaming 
Tax, 001-96166-4-850 for Gaming-Restricted, and R09-96163-0-107791 for a 
Restaurant. 

Building Permit C-0189-05 issued for a trash enclosure, on-site improvements 
and a Certificate of Occupancy for a tavern  on the subject site. 

11/13/06 At a Pre-application meeting, the applicant was told of the requirements for a 
site development plan review and the requirements for a special use permit. 
Additional detail was given regarding landscaping and parking requirements 
particular to the subject site. 
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01/02/06 A neighborhood meeting was held at the Silverstone Golf Club 8600 Cupp 
Drive at 6:00 p.m. Attendance included three members of the development 
team, nine members of the public and one member of the Planning & 
Development staff. The following concerns were brought up by members of 
the public: 
• Concerns about the speaker box of the fast food pad 
• Area over saturated by alcohol uses 
• Request for a family restaurant 
• No 24 hrs uses 
Concerns about Day Care use at 7955 Quail Heaven being too close to uses. 

Details of Application Request 
Site Area 

	

I 
Gross  Acres 	2. 7 

Surrounding  
TrOPertY. . 	• ,,E1454ingiAld use 	riamskifaut_ . _ 1„t4iting2<gaina  
Subject Property 	Tavern, 	 SC (Service 	U(SC) Undeveloped (Service 

Undeveloped 	Commercial) 	Commercial) under Resolution 
of Intent to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)  

North 	Single Family 	PCD (Planned 	R-PD6 (Residential Planned 
Community 	Community —6 Units per Acre) 
Development)  

South 	Single Family (under 	PCD (Planned 	R-PD7 (Residential Planned 
construction) 	Community 	Community —7 Units per Acre) 

Development)  
East 	Single Family (under 	PCD (Planned 	U(PCD) Undeveloped (Planned 

construction) 	Community 	Community 
Development) 	Development)under Resolution 

of Intent to R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Community —7 Units 
per Acre)  

West 	Undeveloped 	PCD (Planned 	U(PCD) Undeveloped (Planned 
(proposed retail) 	Community 	Community 

Development) 	Development)under Resolution 
of Intent to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) 



X N/A 

X N/A 
X 

X N/A 
X N/A 

N/A 115,730 Square Feet I Y Min. Lot Size 
Min. Lot Width 220 Feet 100 Feet 

Max. Lot Coverage 

Min. Setbacks 
• Front 
• Side 
• Corner 
• Rear 

Max. Building Height 

25 Feet 
16 Feet 
24 Feet 
80 Feet 
12% 
32.75 Feet 

20 Feet 
10 Feet 
15 Feet 
20 Feet 
50% 
N/A 

62 Feet 50 Feet from 
residential uses 

Trash Enclosure 

Required/Allowed Provided Compliance 
Screened Screened 

79.5 Feet 105 Feet 
10 Feet 80 Feet 

73 Feet 50 Feet from 
residential uses 

Trash Enclosure 

23 22 
1\1* 

'Standards r  
77:-e --41111Mles" 

Provided Compliance Required  

1 Tree/6 Spaces 
1 Finger/6 Spaces 

Parking Area 

21 
14 
13 
9 

N* 
N* 

20 
12 
18 
9 
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Special Area Plan 

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts 
Trails 
Rural Preservation Overlay District 
Development Impact Notification Assessment 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Mech. Equipment 
Residential Adjacency Standards 
3:1 proximity slope 
Adjacent development matching 
setback 

dpTn 	Space Standards 

Buffer: 
Min. Trees 
North 
East 
South 
West 

1 Tree/20 Feet 
1 Tree/20 Feet 
1 Tree/30 Feet 
1 Tree/30 Feet 
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TOTAL 	 I  
Min. Zone Width 

• East 	 15 Foot Buffer 	 15 Foot 	Y 
• North 	 8 Foot Buffer 	 10 Foot 	Y 
• West 	 8 Foot Buffer 	 8 Feet 	Y 
• South 	 15 Foot Buffer 	 20 Feet 	Y 

Provided 	Compliance  
Wall Height 
East Property Line 
North Property 	Minimum 6 Feet, Maximum 8 Feet 	8 Foot Block Wall 	Y 

	

Line 	 Minimum 6 Feet, Maximum 8 Feet 	8 Foot Block wall 	Y 
** Additional trees to be required by Condition 4. 

Park* Requirement  
Required 	 Provided 	Compliance  

Parking 	Parking  
Gross Floor Area or 	Parkin 	Handi - 	 Handi- 

Use 	Number of Units A d 	Rati, 	Regular capped 	Regular 	capped  
Tavern 	3,171 SF 	1:50 SF 	64 
(Existing) 	Public seating 

3,204 SF 	 1:200 SF 	16 
Remainder 

Car Wash* 	800 SF 	 NA 	NA 

Service 	4,056 	 1:250 SF 	16 
Station 

Restaurant* 	650 SF 	 1:50 SF 	13 
Public seating 
2,050 SF Remainder 	1:200 SF 	10 

Sub-Total 	 114 	5 	122 	5  
TOTAL —Including Handicapped 	 119 	 127 	 Y 

* The Restaurant Drive-Through and the Car Wash each provide six stacking spaces in addition 
to the above parking spaces provided. 
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Landscape Island at end of 100 Foot 	1 Landscape Finger 	Denial 
Aisle. 	 every 6 parking 

spaces. 

ANALYSIS 

The subject site is located in a C-1 (Limited Commercial) zone in the SC (Service Commercial) 
Land Use designation area within the Centennial Hills Sector of the Las Vegas 2020 Master 
Plan. The C-1 zone is intended to provide most retail shopping and personal services. This 
district should be on the periphery of residential neighborhoods and should be confined to the 
intersections of primary and secondary thoroughfares along major retail corridors, such as Grand 
Teton Drive and Durango Drive. The property is not located within any special plan areas or 
overlay districts. The proposed restaurant and convenience store is appropriate and conforming 
to C-1 zone and the SC designation; however the proposed site plan is too intense for the specific 
location. The proposed site plan includes a full service car wash and a fast food restaurant with a 
drive through; however, a previously approved Site Development Plan Review (SDR-5689) on 
the site was approved with a condition "no roll-up doors or drive-thru windows shall be allowed 
on this site." 

The proposed site plan depicts a proposed 2,700 square-foot fast food restaurant, a proposed 
4,056 service station without automotive repair with an attached 800 square-foot full-service car 
wash, and an existing 6,375 square-foot tavern on a 115,730 square foot parcel. 127 parking 
spaces are provided where 125 are required. The site plan conforms to all Title 19 development 
standards including building setbacks, lot coverage, building height and screening. The proposed 
structures conform to the residential adjacency standards as required in Title 19 including 
proximity slope and residential equivalent setbacks. Both the tavern and the service station are 
oriented to the setback line at Grand Teton Drive, with the restaurant set behind the service 
station. Sufficient stacking for six vehicles is provided for both the car wash and for the 
restaurant drive-through. However, the combination of uses on this site is deemed too intense 
for the surrounding neighborhood, and staff; therefore, recommends denial. 

A multi-use transportation trail runs along the west property line of the subject site along the 
Durango Drive right-of-way. Also, a multi-use equestrian trail runs along the north property line 
of the subject site. The latter is contained entirely in the subject site. The proposed site plan and 
landscape plan depict that the trails will be built to the standards as required by the Las Vegas 
2020 Master Plan, as previously required by previously approved Site Development Plan Review 
(SDR-5689). 
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The perimeter landscape buffer widths comply with the Title 19 requirements; however, the plan 
shows a deficiency of one tree in the north buffer and two trees in the east buffer. The south 
buffer has five trees more than are required and a condition of approval has been added to 
require sufficient trees spaced 20 feet on center. The parking lot has a sufficient number of trees, 
but there are several spaces in which there are more than six spaces without a landscape finger or 
island. A condition has been added to provide a revised landscape plan prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 

The elevations and floor plans depict structures which are consistent with Title 19 standards, and 
the colors and materials would be appropriate to the surrounding community at a more 
appropriate site. 

FINDINGS 

The following findings must be made for an SDR: 

1. The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and 
development in the area; 

While the proposed project is compatible with the General Plan land-use designation for 
the area and satisfies the requirements of the Zoning Code with respect to minimum 
separation distance requirements, the intensity of a Car Wash, Full Service use on this 
site in combination with an approved tavern and other proposed development is too 
intense to be harmonious and compatible with the surrounding area. 

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; 

While the proposed uses are permitted under the General Plan, the proposed development 
on this lot, and the necessary Waiver of Parking Lot landscape standards, indicate that 
this request exceeds the intensity that is appropriate for the site and cannot be supported. 

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

The site will be accessed from Durango Drive a (100-foot) Primary Arterial and Grand 
Teton Drive a (120-foot) Parkway Arterial as designated on the Master Plan of Streets 
and Highways. The on-site circulation is limited as a parking lot landscape waiver is 
necessary in order to accommodate the required number of parking spaces. 
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4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for the City; 

The intensity of the uses, including a drive-through adjacent to Grand Teton Drive, 
indicates an attempt to exceed the intensity appropriate for the site that cannot be 
overlooked even though the materials and architectural features may be of appropriate 
quality for the area. 

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; 

The building elevations depict design characteristics and other architectural and aesthetic 
features which are attractive and conducive to the locality, but the buildings themselves 
are inappropriate for the subject site. 

6. Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare. 

While, the proposed development will be subject to the Uniform Building Code, the 
intensity of the proposed development may compromise the public health, safety or 
welfare. 

PLANNING commIssION ACTION 

The Planning Commission requested a re-design prior to City Council to which the applicant 
agreed. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	16 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  13 

SENATE DISTRICT 	9 

NOTICES MAILED 	867 	by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	0 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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DEVEICVMECkff 

• 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL MEREST 

Case Number:  SDR-18349  APN:  125-09-4014)31 

Name of Property Owner: GRAND TETON LODGE LAND, LLC 

Name of Applicant-GRANT) TETON LODGE LAND,-LLC 

Name of Representative: PACIFIC DESIGN CONCEPTS 

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 	 MI 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: 

Print Name: \S;-- 	-r- 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This ',I\ 4.ilay of 	 ,20 cç- 

Notary Pub1ici and for said County and State 

4— (..eu,.■ 

PUNIC. - State of Nevad&k: 
County of Clark 

PHYLLIS B RICE 
144y Appointment Expires 

-1 	May :31. 2009 

fAdepotiApplication PacketStstement of Financial interest.pdf 



111111111112,11% manammmaamo• ..mam 	 
14 IP 

•NMI a • lEll • • 
:LICI U • • • 

— •_—• ■•••iapParsaak _ 

1•11111aNaW 
-UMW/ 
MallaaPP .  

&MEM  

• 

pacific design concepts, Ilc 
3005 w, norizen 54054 oawkway. suns 200 
nonclotoon. nevede 89052 
702)  454•5842 fan 1702) 454-7842 

Of- 	 we. 	 1 p 4 , 

a 	 s • “vola awe m.o." aseneatas so as worn 	 wawa,  vs.. re ,  e••••sano um No ay ommo oaao 05555 5ammo asCi Po SUS Am..* me sy 5* woo mpg 04.iao .• •••• ••• k. eram.r...arer nr 
ay. s• •••• =moor. • Nave pram ,rew ammo. no oat ,n• ...a warSaSS •••••••• ••• ■••• •• •••• Kr* nsfl •73,10••••••••••••••••• • 2CO■ 

II 
PRELIMINARY 

WIT POR 
CON1118.01011 

AICNITE".  CTURAL SITE 

PLAN 

LAND USE SUBMITTAL 

010515• MB. 

C-STORE AT 
GRAND TETON 
cpwo MON 131./11138114100 OIL 
1.41 SIGAI, .15515.* 



• mr,t1.4.•••••••••••■ ••••• ma. 'VW.fl 	 pry 

woo owtivuncs 
ON. Oa 

....Ir. I. • 
-frail. I 

1, 

Q°01 
111 111 

I 	Hill 
Pi Will nil 
FU ;WO 

2 

1111111'1111111LIE 
immummasismsrv • ....1••••••••••••• • 

- 	
,fe• 4 • 	.41 4.„1 •  

40: 

I 	I 	I 	4:: 11111b  

• • • • 
E 
• • 
• • 
•I••••••; •10.••••, •I•••••• ••••••' 

-04v ,  

—14 ------- 
.4 
111 

o • • 

I 	
P 'hi! hip! 
1 1;!1, ji 

014 II912 
it'd ilAt 
Di 	; 

-Or Ili I 
6 

I 

0 Os 

...y, , ..,• • ti,•A• [EN -,,, • 
12E3 „. 
-20 1E11 

' U 

.

o

.

.,,_

1

._.

:

.‘.  .

7

j<

_

. 

,  
• 

.  

i

5 
 
e

iL'i 

0

,

1    
O

0
j 

—

a i%. . .
..
4 
I  i 

.N.
, 
 • 

;  ,   _ .
- 

r

AI • 
 , '7

'''

3

' 
. 

 h
• 

ffiimine 	
: 

 

-  
-
u

.

1 

0- 	1. 	'.l 	 C 

	I
.  Z..  -,  :..„.._ 

 
.. 

V..A-.
1-74 	

.  .,
,
- ..7A
_

1. 

_.
:••  
r
:
_•:,4
,:  , - 

ow Imo • 
LANDSCAPE PLAN 

LAND USE SUBMITTAL 

PRELIMINARY 
NOT Ma 

CC41181XTeli 

araillar WY • 

C-STORE AT 
GRAND TETON 
Amens 
la/ VISAS. NEVADA 

pacific design concepts, Ilc 
3005 w. hariton Page parkway. suite 200 
nenderson. rawacla 89052 
(702)454-3842 (m.(702)454.7542 

LI 
if 

CO 

0 

Nor acme. 	 a• atom. OD .....•••••• N. Oil woks. • ....oar. off.. ON NIP. :NW MINNA CCM r• 	 ag aacawrem.00.0 iv Pa claw Poo 444.— ... a 	 ...arm ra pea. 	 Fa. 
Mows eV AV wrap. o, rop *Mr 	 In.% 	• Pe 6•• •••• •••••■•• • WV. •••••• •••••••••• ■•• M...17 ■•■•■ •• •••••■• 1041. ••• •• 	1•••11. WO alOa• it 	 uscam. 

4108 



00® ®® 
ul 

011  
phi I t  
I ill I 
I II 

cn cn 
0 c 

oc) 
8 ...A. 

cd..) 
.13 	41. 

m  
0 .4„42 	m  
— 

tn.+ 

I 

It 
if 

ii  

• V.-  NUNP...r."0.0ASILMO? Ims 6.1.9 , VIVXMI 'a 01 me 4. et.• So. 

eelnow.e• Mingo woo ems, erg poe.loners 	 /ow. et a IlleMel e0011k tenerailMOOS uwa Win anew •01 Om aCWW1l 4 wt omas el ••• 0510, eV OSUMI OM • eleene MD IMO My le 4.10 art 	 a* %. 1805 @0 paw lb legat 
mon ...a. we rev 	 .• • • ..•.parse ,  IS 011411 	Orp1011.ft mere 	 • 	 .11. On.. St Ill ,ne elf. um se 	 tn. ••• ow MIMS 11.1. d0.110 .ar 073 MO piEhe 4•611. 0■0001. 

20C■ 

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 
FAST FOOD RESTAURANT 
LAND USE SUBMITTAL 

PRELIMINARY 
son /ON 

OPIIIMC110P1 

POMO Mt • 

0-STORE AT 
GRAND TETON 
cm...ft:, Two. onAhourmAgao Oa. 
LAS MODAL NIVADA. 

pacific design concepts, Ilc 
3005 w hort.ron ride. parkway, nutte 200 
nonceorson, nnvadryll ,PC)52 
1702) 451 5842 tat 4 7 02) 454'7847 



l■ Al 
I 	I 
MEE 

wow** SA, os. es.e. AA..., we 	 •• •••••C 	 I• AAA, eaSe.. mow A•60 	 40110.1 ssS it areAp ,e...••■•• •• Al. it 	 Yr AA 5e 	 r. 
/*Wm&t to A 	 4110•46 ••■• • ••• •• ge, own, • tie. AAe.e ma aeon, an +to on• NO NIMI,0 411 	 'At •• •■••• *AM ...AA 413,10 or, aft. ••••••• 

CAXA 

— mi.. • 
EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 
C- STORE 
LAND USE SUBMITTAL 

PRELIMINARY 
NOT FOS 

COWITVIUCT1311 

mums wie• 
C-STORE AT 
GRAND TETON 
Accaess 
LAS IOAS. NIVACIA 

pacific design concepts, Ilc 
3005 w. horteOn /idea parkway. sups 200 
	nom nawarla 80052 
(707)454 5842 talc t702) 454 - 7842 



	

r•V 	r.r 	. 	r 	qa Or.o .  

10111•L 	10.1•L 	,r 	a 	I.r 	a r 	re  

..- 	.. ..--.... 

, 

ii lilt, 	_min]  

	

....... 	,„• 	....,, 	4 	p99:991 
• , 	,.:. 	.t 	1 — --- 
.: 	...f,;•• 	' 	i 	‘• 

,---__ 
.•' •.;.'/' +.' ' 	.9 	• 	/ 	N. 

	

. 	- 
. 	 > 

I 

v..r  
= .. 

, '• 
• 

,,;• 

...' 

:,--- 

	

I
i_ ..L 	

4:. 	 4., 1 	. 	 . 

' 
\ L 	

...– ... 
! 	 ; 

	

i • 	
• 	 '''71.7' 

/ 

\ 
.1. 	y ... / 

—..a. 	;..■.,S.; 	..., ,:1:: ._, .7'.... 	
.. _ ._ 

reT 	 terL r 	•..i.  

1 
111 

_ 

.. 	 i 
4:4 

INEN/F41.9 1  to„.. ••0004 
I 	11■N■ 

; 
(I 

?no'. 	a..1- 	1•d• 	r• or 	 ••o- 	1. •- 	o•r 	 12...  

T.I. 	 IT•T 

Or.,. 

4,  1:  , 

itt■N 
vi :  

cn cn  
0 a 

C)  
I 

mat, ammllo 

CD CO Co 

-1;) 

,.... 

C=r 
ra) 

rTi 

rq 

9 

1 14j  

PAI ' FOOD 
FLOOR PLAN 
LAND USE SUBMITTAL 

PRELIMINARY 
ochaiormo,  

0,000 MO • 

CSTORE AT 
GRAND TETON 
Accotos 

yews. PovADA 

pacific design concepts, Ilc 
3005 w. hor.zprl roOga parkway. a u.le 200 
monanrson. ne vada 89052 
(702) 454-5842 la. 17021454-7842 

II 

P 	 4.1.041yoy\rueny1Y17.51.y, 	 11,74,:py. 	, 

Mr••• 

P.. "...P.P..... ,P•••• 	 ploCoresysy Ise re ossee P• 	 ttab ,  OCP woo red em re...coo a“.0 	 0.0.• TN. ao.kell wan “wak COMM 01 de a.. ma anotcaaa 	 na, 
•••• NSW. tryl yarerrylyvol ao pow "ova or. de 17 I entac ■ er. 	 n 	 tar.v rn..a...arne • ...411..0.0.1 aWarm. ••W P  crenkar... era rwaa• .a 	P.SI eld.13 CNN. de row. rec ea, NO pt..< 0.  wympy 

PC01. 



	

' .11  . \ , . 	
. ' • :t 1  , •••,,,,N, , 

•(. ' I. 

	

, 	• 	.,,, 

.11 	
• 	:: 	• 
. 	. 

. 	 /T----. 
.‘,./.\•  

'.I'
•: 

‘ 1 	. 

r79 

41; 

16■1  i 

_ - r 

• • " 
• ••• „js,/  

qk 

1 0 Cn 
1:2  , — 72  
CO CO 

n."4 CA) Cora 
4■U •D■ 

13 CO "■1 
C.) 

. 0  s•-•-•■•••• .. p. .....---•-,.... •• 

! 1•46 ■ 	' 	! .4 	; rt  , --9.....P...11 	.. 0 -.4.-1,  

• : 	ri 	: 	: 	1 
••• 

;43 

•  

7

< M 

t4ta - 

t".1) 
r 

c:) 
01 

4 1.+Aw . 

4:•=7.• 

4 

4 

", 

i • 

2 I 

• 
\ 

I F 1' "I" 
; f --  
4.. 

^ 
• I . 	•• 

!I II1I! 1;1 ih 
I16! 
IF 11 1 jIl  

Rif up 
14  III 
10  of 

1 -; 
11111 0111 
III! /1111 0 1  

C-STORE FLOOR PLAN 

LAND USE SUBMITTAL 

PRELIMINARY 
IT FON ooranuencsi 

moms 'S. 
C.IITORE AT 
GRAND TETON 

Lag vICI4& wavA0. 

pacific design concepts, Ilc 
3005 w. horizon nage pawswey. suoite 200 
rwrnOwesson. nevede 69052 
(702) 45C-5842 fon (702) 454-7642 

I \ 	 oar 

Mr00/1 VON ay. eq yalyear eYIP pa. CMR allflt as 	 ma . 001.. war 	 a. Of .• Oa. 	 0•111 Mr ea O.. a in O. a a 	 Ye yea Yr ea 
pm 	 y ay 	 way nay.. a Mn 	 aseaa e w IS Yr a a a.. re. we wow me maw. (4.44  5 	 525 SIC 	 •• 

• 30:a 



,  SDR 18349 	 _ 
Grand Teton Lodge 
LLC  

NEC Grand Teton & Durango 

Proposed 7.556 thousand scivare foot expansion of a commercial development.  

Traffic produced by proposed development:  

DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATE/ft 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	CONVENIENCE MARKET W/GAS [1000 SF] 	4.856 	845.60 	4,106 
(ADT)  
AM Peak Hour 	 45.58 	221  

	

60.41 	294 
(heaviest 60 minutes) 

DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATEM 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	FAST-FOOD W/ DRIVE THRU [1000 SF] 	2.7 	496.12 	1,340 
, (ADT) 	  

AM Peak Hour 	 53.11 	143  
PM Peak Hour 	 34.64 	94 

(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Project Total 	 DESCRIPTION 	 #UNIT 	RATE/# 	TOTAL 
UNIT  

Average Daily Traffic 	 SHOPPING CENTER [1000 SF] 	 7.556 	 5,446 
(ADT) 	_ 	 
AM Peak Hour 	 365 	_ 
PM Peak Hour 	 388  

(heaviest 60 minutes) 

I 	  
Existing traffic on all nearby streets:  
Grand Teton Parkway  
Average Daily Traffic 3,904 
(ADT)  
PM Peak Hour 	 312  
(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Durango Drive  
Average Daily Traffic 	 9,755 
(ADT)  
PM Peak Hour 	 780  

(heaviest 60 minutes) 

Traffic Capacity of adjacent streets:  

Adjacent street ADT 



Capacity  

, 

Grand Teton Parkway 	 51700  
Durango Drive 	 51700 	 _ 
This project will add approximately 5,446 trips per day on Grand Teton and  
Durango. This will increase expected volumes by about one hundred fifty four percent  

-on Grand Teton and about sixty two percent on Durango. Grand Teton is at about 8  
percent of capacity and Durango is at about 19 percent of capacity.  

I  
-Based-on-Peak-Hour use, this development will add roughly 388 additional - 	  
cars into the area; which works out to about one every five minutes.  

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



SUP-18347, SUP-18630 AND SDR-18349 - APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND TETON LODGE LAND LLC 
NORTHEAST CORNER OF GRAND TETON DRIVE AND DURANGO DRIVE 
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12/08/06 
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November 21, 2006 

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

Attn: Planner 

-------11E—C-STOREAT-GRANDZETON7—  
APN: 125-09-401-031 
JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

Dear Planner, 

We respectfully request favorable consideration for the above referenced project for a Site Development 
Review. 

The proposed special use permit is to allow a single story 2,700 sq. ft. fast food convenience restaurant with a 
drive-thru lane and a single story 4,000 sq. ft. convenience store with gas pumps and a car wash. 

This request is appropriate based on the following finding of the facts; 

1. The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and development in the area. 

2. The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, Title 19 and the Design Standards 
Manual, the landscape, Wall and buffer Standards, and other duly-adopted city plans, policies and 
standards. 

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

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for 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. 

6. Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public health, safety and general welfare. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

Richard C. Gallegos 
Principal 

RCG/mt 

Cc: 	06-182.js.it .sdr clv.cstore.grand teton 

SUP-18347 
SDR-18349 

02/08/077C 



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 



IINOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING, 
e' 6  SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW  

R - /Z3  

„LP-Ai  1e 	)7Lt 

z.:= 	gedTh:--1- 
731z 	 // • 

A 	 1-1  7 7 I 

APPLICANT/OWNER: GRAND TETON LODGE LLC - REQUEST FOR A MAJOR AMENDMENT TO AN 

APPROVED SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR A PROPOSED 4,056 SQUARE-FOOT 

SERVICE STATION WITHOUT AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR, AN 800 SQUARE FOOT CAR WASH, FULL 

SERVICE, AND A 2,700 SQUARE FOOT RESTAURANT WITH DRIVE-THROUGH ON 2.71 ACRES ON 

THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GRAND TETON DRIVE AND DURANGO DRIVE (APN 125-09-401- 

031), U [(UNDEVELOPED) ZONE, SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] 

UNDER RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL), WARD 6 (ROSS). 

THE ABOVE PROPERTY IS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS BEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF (51/2) OF 

THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW/4) OF SECTION 09, TOWNSHIP 19 SOUTH. RANGE 60 EAST, M.D.M. 

Any and all interested persons may appear before the City Planning Commission either in person or by representative and object 
to or express approval of this request; or may, prior to this meeting. file written objections thereto or approval thereof with the 
Planning and Development Department, Current Planning Division, Development Services Center, 731 South Fourth Street, 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. Final Action on this request may be determined by the City Council. The date of the City Council 
meeting, if applicable, will be announced at the Planning Commission meeting after the discussion of the item. You may not 
receive an additional notice for the City Council meeting. For further information, please call (702) 229-6301 (TDD 386-9108) 
http://www. las  veg asn evada .gov. 

TIME: 
- __LOCATION: 

ee. 

SDR-18349 

MEETING: 
DATE: 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
JANUARY 11,/007 
6:00 P.M. 
CITY COUNCIL  
400 STEWART AVENUE 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

SEE LOCATION MAP ON REVERSE SIDE 

JOHN KORKOSZ, PLANNING SUPERVISOR 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION 

ITEM # 3Ar; 
CASE # \%,ç) \))(/L( 
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0/41, 144 vekt4 Agenda Item No.. 114. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

GPA-18776 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - Request 
to Amend a portion of the Southwest Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: R (RURAL 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) on 0.61 acres at 5200 Vegas 
Drive (APN 138-24-801-027), Ward 5 (Williams). The Planning Commission (6-0 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 (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions (Not Applicable) and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Submitted after final agenda — Abeyance request by Carlos Avemaria for Items 114-117 
6. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 21 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items 64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, 156, 163, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: GPA-18776 - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL. 



GPA-18776 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a request to amend a portion of the Southwest Sector Plan of the General Plan from R 
(Rural Density Residential) to SC (Service Commercial) on 0.61 acres at 5200 Vegas Drive. 
This site meets the intent of the SC (Service Commercial) Land Use category which allows low 
to medium intensity retail, office, or other commercial uses that serve primarily the local area 
patrons and do not include more intense general commercial characteristics; therefore, staff 
recommends approval. 

There are three companion items that are associated with this applicant, a Rezoning (ZON-
18773) from 0 (Office) and R-D (Single Family Residential Restricted) to C-1 (Limited 
Commercial), a Special Use Permit (SUP-18774) and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-
19330) for an existing 1,548 square-foot office building. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

10/01/03 	The City Council approved the Annexation [A-0022-01(A)] of property 
described 	generally 	as 	located 	on 	the 	north 	side 	of 	Vegas 	Drive, 
a • • roximatel 735 feet east of Michael Wa . 
Code Enforcement opened a case #37233 citing an inoperable motor home in 

12/28/05 	the backyard. The case was closed. 
Code Enforcement opened a case #45987 citing the property owner for illegal 
storing of trailers, dump trucks and inoperable vehicles in the back yard. 	In 
addition, the site is not zoned for a commercial business. 	The case is still 

09/01/06 	osen. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON-
18773; SUP-18774 and SDR-19330 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
04/12/07 	A .enda Item #211m). 

A Non-work Certificate of Occupancy approved for Nevada First DMV 
12/28/06 	services (Business license #P27-00266) under the Plan Check #L1464-06. 

Pre-A, ilication Meetin 
01/12/07 	A pre-application conference was held and elements of this development 

were discussed. It was noted that the proposed use is not permitted within the 
existing zone, that a General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, Site Development 
Review would be necessary, and that a Special Use Permit would be required. 
In addition, the applicant was informed that Waivers for perimeter 
landsca 8 in . would be re I uired if he was to kee 9 the site the same. 



Net Acres 0.61 

GPA-18776 - Staff Report Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

01/02/07 A neighborhood meeting was held at 5:30 PM at Buenos Aires Air, 5200 
Vegas Drive. Seven members of the public attended. The business has been 
operating business for two years at the site. Questions mentioned at the 
meeting pertained to the following: 

• Wall 
• Access to Marietta 
• Chemical storage 
• The storage of heavy equipment would only be vans 
• Hours of operation are 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, 10 employees 
• Trailers to be removed and no on-site manufacturing. 

Details of Application Request 
Site Area 

	

d UU 	Ddiibait&MiM  
Subject Property 	Commercial HVAC 	R (Rural Density 	0 (Office) & R-D 

Residential) 	(Single Family 
Residential Restricted)  

North 	Single Family 	R (Rural Density 	R-1 (Low Density 
Residential 	Residential) 	Residential)  

South 	 Duplex 	M (Medium Density 	R-3 (Medium Density 
Residential) 	Residential)  

East 	 Clark County 	R (Rural Density 	Clark County 
Residential)  

West 	 Group Home 	R (Rural Density 	R-E (Residence 
Facility 	Residential) 	 Estates) 

Special Districts/Zones  
Special Area Plan 	 X 	Y  

A-0 Airport Overlay District (105 feet) 	 X 	 Y  
Trails 	 X 	N/A  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X 	N/A  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 	N/A 



GPA-18776 - Staff Report Page Three 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

ANALYSIS 

The request is for a General Plan Amendment from R (Rural Density Residential) to SC (Service 
Commercial). The subject site has an existing office building on the southern portion of the site. 
The proposed SC (Service Commercial) Land Use designation allows low to medium intensity 
retail, office, or other commercial uses that serve primarily the local area patrons and do not 
include more intense general commercial characteristics. Examples include neighborhood 
shopping centers, theaters, bowling alleys and other places of public assembly and public and 
semi-public uses. This category also includes offices either individually or grouped as office 
centers with professional and business services. 

The property gains access from Vegas Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector as designated by 
the Master Plan Streets and Highways, which is an adequate thoroughfare for the commercial 
zone requested. 

FINDINGS 

Section 19.18.030.1 of the Las Vegas Zoning Code requires that the following conditions be met 
in order to justify a General Plan Amendment: 

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

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

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

4. The proposed amendment conforms to other applicable adopted plans and policies that 
include approved neighborhood plans. 

In regard to "I": 

The proposed General Plan Amendment is compatible with the surrounding land uses. This site 
meets the intent of the SC (Service Commercial) Land Use category which allows low to 
medium intensity retail, office, or other commercial uses that serve primarily the local area 
patrons and do not include more intense general commercial characteristics. The property gains 
access from Vegas Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector as designated by the Master Plan 
Streets and Highways, which is an adequate thoroughfare for the commercial zone requested. 

In regard to "2": 

The proposed rezoning to C-1 (Limited Commercial) would be consistent with the existing office 
establishment and proposed SC (Service Commercial) General Plan designation. 



GPA-18776 - Staff Report Page Four 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

In regard to "3": 

The transportation and utility facilities to this site are adequate enough to accommodate the use 
proposed by this general plan amendment. 

In regard to "4": 

This request conforms to the applicable, adopted plans and policies for this area. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	7 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	4 

NOTICES MAILED 	370 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	1 

PROTESTS 	 0 



CaSe 	GPA-18776 I 3Z 	. 8  I 0 2_7 PN: 

Signature of Property Owner: 

Print Name: C4,Y  •6-- .41.-4, 

1 JACQUELINE POI IMENI 
Notary Pubic. Stow el Nevada 

Appointment No. 99-50362 i ALVA,. ETIrts Doc_  _I 8, 201.1e. 

Revised 12-03-04 fAdepoMpplication Packeatatement of Financial Interest.doc 

PLANN!NIG 
OPMF NT 

m 
,tx 41. 1.1 	rkt. 

5T A TEAL NT CI .1;-' 	ANC:AA!,liNTI.7,RF,S-F- 

Name 01 ci 	-: (CS ___4(7041  nre-/r4  	  

Name of Applicant: 	C/4"6.S  11- ven4 /q-y 

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council 
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with ti -1c 
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant's general or limited partners, 
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability comp 

Yes 	 V 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 

This 	LA  day of  kke,,:,{;., „ 20 6, 

	 /HI

-  

Not 	an or said County and State ftapil't  " d 	• 'F 
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Air Conditioning 8:111eating, t 

JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

March 27, 2007 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

Alt: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel # 138-24-801-027 

To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the owner of the property located at 
5200 Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. This letter is to identify the changes 
proposed in respects of the site development plan review done by the planning and 
Development Department. In accordance with the requirements for this property to 
become C-1 we are doing the following changes. We are blocking an existing gate that is 
in the back wall of the property to not have access from the back of the property 
(Marietta Street) to the inside of the property. We are planting 5 trees 8' from the back 
wall to satisfy the 8' buffer in the back of the property to meet the requirements from the 
site plan review. We also have two accessories structures that we use to stock all of our 
parts that we need to be able to operate our business properly. If there is any questions or 
concerns please do not hesitate to call me at the following number (702) 491-7076. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

-

1 D r,ECE.114,  1 1 	1, 1 
J._ MAR 7 8 ZOO? ...1)i 

GPA-18776 ZON-18773 
SUP-18774 SDR-19330 
REVISED 04/12/07 PC 
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— Air Conditioning & Heaung, 

JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

December 12, 2006 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

Att: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel # 138-24-801-027 

To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the property owner located at 5200 
Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. Stephanie Demoleas (inspector 17) came by the 
mentioned property on 9/6/06 and noticed some problems complying with the codes for 
the zones assigned to this location which brought up to my attention that zone changes 
will need to be made. The situation is the following ,This property has one parcel yet it 
has two different zones, the front is Office ("0") and the back half is zoned as residential 
(R-D) , this is how the property was obtained when bought from the previous owner, who 
also like my self had an Air conditioning company in this location, before and after the 
annexation where the jurisdiction was changed from Clark County to City of Las Vegas, I 
have been in this property for two years now in which I have grown my Business, we are 
up to 6 company vehicles, where they need to be parked in the back of the office, since I 
have such a big lot (around 'A acre) in the back of the office with no building structure. I 
have talked to a planner reviewer from the city of Las Vegas and he has inform me about 
codes for this property under the current zones, which disables my business to operate 
properly, stating that after 9 p.m. there is no vehicles to be parked any where, neither in 
the residential or office area of my property (5200 Vegas Drive Las Vegas , NV 89108) , 
also that after 9 p.m. there couldn't be any personal inside the building structure. I need a 
place to park some company vehicles during slow seasons, there is no space in the 
apartment complex where I live to park more than one vehicle, I was not aware of this 
situation since the previous owner of this property had no problems from Clark County or 
city of Las Vegas, when he had his Air Conditioning Company working out of this 
property. 

I need to have the existing zones changed ("R-D" and "o" to one zone C-1 to be 
able to comply with the city codes and requirements for being able to operate my Air 
Conditioning & Heating business at this mentioned location, to be able to dispatch, also 
park the company vehicles after 9:00pm , To change it to C-1 zoning I will also need to 
apply for changing the General Plans, from "Rural" to "Service commercial", applying 

GPA-1877 6 
04/12/07 PC 



Sincerely yours, 

k 
Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

for a Special use permit for building maintenance, service and sales will also be required, 
to operate my HVAC business to its full capacity. I believe that this zone/general plan 
change will support existing city policies and regulations due to very near locations are 
already converted to C-1 (five lots east & four lots west are C-1 properties). There will 
be no changes made to this site as part of this application, any future changes will be 
done through a site development plan review. If there is any questions or concerns please 
do not hesitate to get a hold of me at either my e-mail address 
buenosairesacand0 1 Vsprintpcs.com  or directly to my cellular number (702) 491-7076 or 
via mail at 5200 Vegas Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108and thank you for taking this 
justification letter in consideration. 

GPA-187 76  
04/12/07 PC 



Las Vegas City Council 
Phone: 702-229-6301 . 
Fax: 702-382-4803 
May 15, 2007 

1001 RM I 5 P 14: 214 

TOOM [9a6 ON DI/XI] ZT:ST fLL LOOZ/ST/20 

CLERK 

RE: City Council Meeting on May 16, 2007 

1, Carlos Avemaria, would like to request a postponement of the City Council Meeting 
tomorrow. This meeting is with regard to discussing the following case numbers: GPA-
18776, ZON-18773, SUP-18774, and SDR-19330. I would like the meeting to be 
postponed to June 6, 2007 which is three weeks from tomorrow. I thank you for your 
consideration. 

Carlos Avemaria 
Owner of property 5200 Vegas Dr. Las Vegas, NV 89108 
Phone: 702-491-7076 Fax 702-878-1946 

Submitted after final agenda 

Date 45(0 Item *-1/f-it 
I'd 

DV S32:11V SON3118 	d9C:170 LO 91, ABA 



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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Meeting Date: 	I 2. 5 10 	Case Number: 
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Date: 
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Date: 	  
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Phone: 	  Phone: 	  
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Re: 5200 Vegas Drive Las Vegas, NV APN 138-24-801-027 

I am a homeowner in the adjacent area and my objection is not 
to the rezoning but to the condition of the property, which is a 
violation. 

The back of the property facing Marietta Drive, which is a 
residential street, has junk trailers, debris and non working vehicles 
in the back which are unsightly and a violation of NRS. 

There is a small block wall on a portion of it but not all of it and 
not nearly tall enough. Enclosed are some photos from Marietta 
Drive. 

Thank you 

0, 7 
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DATE: 11 April 2007 

FAX: 877-2438 

TO: DOUG RANKIN 

REGARDING: 12 April 2007—Agenda Items #2l24 

We attended the neighborhood meeting held by the applicant at 5201. Vegas 
Drive. 

The answers to our questions and our checking of the zones of thL 
surrounding area provides us reasons to request APPROVAL Of these 4 
Avemaria items. 

June INGRAM 
President of Charleston Neighborhood Preservation 

ITEM # 	20\1  \i"1-13  c6vp - ,q1-1"-ko  
CASE # 	- vCCTIke 	

6 
PC MTG  L-A -v2_-0" 7  
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cay# 1/44 tki(44 Agenda Item No. 115. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
REZONING RELATED TO GPA-18776 

ZON-18773 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - Request 
for a Rezoning FROM: 0 (OFFICE) AND R-D (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - 
RESTRICTED) TO: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) on 0.61 acres at 5200 Vegas Drive (APN 
138-24-801-027), Ward 5 (Williams). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission M 

City Council Meeting 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

I Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATI 
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATI 
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning d6tniniseiOn Meeting Item 22 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, lgtt  463, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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: 	ZON-18773 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
0 (OFFICE) AND R-D (SINGLE FAMILY-RESTRICTED) 

PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
C-1 (LIMTED COMMERCIAL) 
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C-1 (LIMTED COMMERCIAL) 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ZON-18773 - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. A General Plan Amendment (GPA-18776) to a SC (Service 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-19330) 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. Contact the City Engineer's Office to coordinate the development of this project with the 
"Coran Rancho Vegas Sewer Rehabilitation" project and the "Vegas Drive, Michael Way 
to Rancho Drive" project and any other public improvement projects adjacent to this site. 
Comply with the recommendations of the City Engineer. 

5. Construct half-street improvements including appropriate transition paving on Marietta 
Avenue adjacent to this site concurrent with on-site development activities. 

6. Remove and replace all substandard public street improvements, if any, adjacent to this 
site on Vegas Drive and replace with new improvements meeting current City Standards 
concurrent with on-site development activities. 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. Coordinate with the Land Development section 
of the Department of Public Works to determine what improvements are substandard. 

7. This site will be subject to the traffic signal impact fee as required by Ordinance No. 5644 
at the time permits are issued. 



ZON-18773 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a request for a Rezoning from 0 (Office) and R-D (Single Family Residential - 
Restricted) to C-1 (Limited Commercial) on 0.61 acres at 5200 Vegas Drive. 

Staff finds the Rezoning to be appropriate as it would bring the zoning into conformance with the 
proposed SC (Service Commercial) General Plan designation, and the uses allowed with the 
proposed C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning district are compatible with the density in the area. 

A related General Plan Amendment (GPA-18776), Special Use Permit (SUP-18774), and Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-19330) will be considered concurrently. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

- 

10/01/03 	The City Council approved the Annexation [A-0022-01(A)] of property 
described 	generally 	as 	located 	on 	the 	north 	side 	of 	Vegas 	Drive, 
a. iroximatel 735 feet east of Michael Wa . 
Code Enforcement opened a case #37233 citing an inoperable motor home in 

12/28/05 	the backyard. The case was closed. 
Code Enforcement opened a case #45987 citing the property owner for illegal 
storing of trailers, dump trucks and inoperable vehicles in the back yard. 	In 
addition, the site is not zoned for a commercial business. 	The case is still 

09/01/06 	o .en. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items GPA-
18776; SUP-18774 and SDR-19330 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
04/12/07 	A. enda Item #22Im). 

A Non-work Certificate of Occupancy approved for Nevada First DMV 
12/28/06 	services (Business license #P27-00266) under the Plan Check #L1464-06. 

01/12/07 	A pre-application conference was held and elements of this development 
were discussed. It was noted that the proposed use is not permitted within the 
existing zone, that a General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, Site Development 
Review would be necessary, and that a Special Use Permit would be required. 
In addition, the applicant was informed that Waivers for perimeter 
landsca sin 	would be res uired if he was to kee e the site the same. 



Net Acres 0.6 I 

ZON-18773 - Staff Report Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

01/02/07 A neighborhood meeting was held at 5:30 PM at Buenos Aires Air, 5200 
Vegas Drive. Seven members of the public attended. The business has been 
operating business for two years at the site. Questions mentioned at the 
meeting pertained to the following: 

• Wall 
• Access to Marietta 
• Chemical storage 
• The storage of heavy equipment would only be vans 
• Hours of operation are 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, 10 employees 
• Trailers to be removed  and no on-site manufacturing. 

Details of Application Request 
Site Area 

Surrounding Property.A111.1s,140AKfigt  ..„MaggaillL., lExisting744AL,_ _  
Subject Property 	Commercial HVAC 	R (Rural Density 	0 (Office) & R-D 

Residential) 	(Single Family 
Residential Restricted)  

North 	Single Family 	R (Rural Density 	R-1 (Low Density 
Residential 	Residential) 	 Residential)  

South 	 Duplex 	M (Medium Density 	R-3 (Medium Density 
Residential) 	 Residential)  

East 	 Clark County 	R (Rural Density 	Clark County 
Residential)  

West 	 Group Home 	R (Rural Density 	R-E (Residence 
Facility 	Residential) 	 Estates) 

Special Area Plan 	 X 	Y  
A-0 Airport Overlay District (105 feet) 	 X 	 Y  

Trails 	 X 	N/A  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X 	N/A  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 	N/A 



ZON-18773 - Staff Report Page Three 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

ANALYSIS 

The applicant has requested a Rezoning from 0 (Office) and R-D (Single Family - Residential 
Restricted) to a C-1 (Limited Commercial) District. The C-1 District is intended to provide most 
retail shopping and personal services, and may be appropriate for mixed use developments. This 
district should be located on the periphery of residential neighborhoods and should be confined 
to the intersections of primary and secondary thoroughfares along major retail corridors. The C-1 
District is consistent with the Service Commercial and the Neighborhood Center categories of 
the General Plan. 

The property gains access from Vegas Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector as designated by 
the Master Plan Streets and Highways, which is an adequate thoroughfare for the commercial 
zone requested. As this development proposal is located on the periphery of residential 
neighborhoods, and Vegas Drive is a secondary collector, it is compatible with the surrounding 
land uses and zoning districts. 

In addition to the rezoning, the applicant has requested additional applications. The applicant has 
requested a General Plan Amendment (GPA-18776) to SC (Service Commercial). A Special Use 
Permit (SUP-18774) has been requested as the proposed Building Maintenance Service and Sales 
use in a C-1 (Limited Commercial Zone) requires one. 

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 proposed C-1 (Limited Commercial) zone would be in conformance with the 
proposed SC (Service Commercial) General Plan Amendment (GPA-18776). 

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 C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning district should be located on the periphery of 
residential neighborhoods and should be confined to the intersections of primary and 
secondary thoroughfares along major retail corridors. As this development proposal is 
located on the periphery of residential neighborhoods and Vegas Drive is a Secondary 
Collector as designated by the Master Plan Streets and Highways, it is compatible with the 
surrounding land uses and zoning districts. 



ZON-18773 - Staff Report Page Four 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

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

The growth and development factors indicate a need for commercial development. The 
property gains access from Vegas Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector as designated 
by the Master Plan Streets and Highways, which is an adequate thoroughfare for the 
commercial zone requested. 

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." 

Vegas Drive is an 80-foot wide Secondary Collector as designated by the Master Plan 
Streets and Highways which will not be adversely impacted by the proposed C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) zoning district. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	7 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	4 

NOTICES MAILED 	370 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 0 
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DEVELOPMENT 
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if tVIC.43 CENTE1 

S JACQUELINE POLIMEN1 F Notary Pubic. Stab of Nevado 
Appointmerd No. 9940362-1 
dy Appt. Expires  Dec le. 2006 

4r1r/, 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:_ZON - 18773 	APN: 	/3 7J-1 40  

Name of Property Owner: tfif47 2-/t4-  

C-;04-7(_S Name of Applicant: 	 D  

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 companyj 

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 0 

Print Name: 	6-2,44w,2.5 171/  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This (  i;2 	of . t2__ 

Notary puyi in and for said County and State 

fldepotLApplication Packet\Statement of Financial Interestdoc Revised 12-03-04 



2.,..a./6 

:NFCRNIx.71Ctu 

■••■••■■•• 

STRUCTURES 

TO REMAIN - I 1[h 

• 'Lye 

• •. 

e 

I S" 

; 

SIDE WA 

: 	I 

A I 16' ;u3e 

ECAS D RIVE 

LAS_LETTA VEN OE 

• • 

— 	- 

FISIIILVOIIIN se 

II,: 	41 

..ANDSCAPF. RUM 	L. ‘PROPOSEDI 

7.3sTito,,iATC 	•:-....1SED 
Air=csa: 

(1.73SfliN WL. 	 . .. •exs 

3E14ET:A... 
ITNG Rt,'RAL 

a.5=12 

,__;•sna6...mm • ""' 

L  1,-  

TRASII • 17' 
' aICLOSURE 

r 
::.•3r7:e -r 	 :  -Crt•F  

■ 	:Bia: - ,ss  
?,__-..!. 	4.7.: ::verzce 	 : 3C%1 

::;:_-=.4c  aur„___-_ 	tFmrxinc -ir.-a:trs: 	•.1V.:sT 31 
:=3norc reez"nc,sr: 	 -.: 

- 
;MC ircuireez 	 ':  

! 	 :reC =weer. 	 - t 

..... I 	 '=eon:  

... 

! 
I 	

- S ,00 mac  
:i ■ce • els: 	 -....--:': 

. , 

I 
I 
1 
: 

T 

— 	  

,.. 
..a......- -.I..— 

••••••,•• 

I 
i 
1 
! 
1 : 

• I 	■ 	  1 	, 

1 	I 

1 	i 	1 131; r• 7 :-.7...: .  . r..C:"...: 

i 	1 

ECERTIE 

-6,1= 

GPA-18776 ZON-18773 
SUP-18774 SDR-19330 
REVISED 04/12/07 PC 



Existing  Zoning  R-D 

Total Parcel Estimated Size .61 Acres 

(LAND TO REMAIN "RS IS". NO CHANGES) 

Proposed C-I 

Jurisdiction 
Las Vegas 

GENERAL PLAN 
EXISTING RURAL 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION 
PROPOSED SERVICE COMMERCIAL 

ZONE DIVISION LINE — 

P 
f:  

...Existing Zoning - "0" 

EXISTING 
CEMENTED PARKING 

XLSTING GATE 

. 

Fs' ; 'put 

DUSTING WALL 	 EXISTING GATE 

GENERAL PLAN 
EdSTING RURAL 

(STRUCTURE TO REMAIN THE SAME. NO CHANGES) 

GENERAL PLAN 
EXISTING. RURAL 

Zone - R-E 

' 	SITE INFORMATION 	1  

;Parcel Area: 	61 Acres i 
'Bldg Area: 	 1548sf 	! 
1Lot Coe: 	 5.80%  
Parking reauired: 	11300sf (6  
Parking Provided 	 14  

INC reauired 	 1  
HC provided 	 . .  

1Set Backs:  
Front 	 37' 
Rear 	 '92'  

1Side (west): 	 10'  
1 i Side (east): 	 36'1 

!Lot Coverage: 
11548' 	.51acres 
1548'1 26.571.6= .058 = 5.3%  
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ZON-18773 ' 
04112107 PC 

Single Family Home Single Family Home 

" 7 

Proposed C-1 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION! 
PROPOSED SERVICE COMMMCIA 

• 	•'.'" 	 ••••••• . . _ 



- Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

GPA-18776 ZON-18773 
SUP-18774 SDR-19330 
REVISED 04/12/07 PC 

))) nucnos Aires 
- Air Conditioning &I-leadng, 

JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

March 27, 2007 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

Att: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel # 138-24-801-027 
To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the owner of the property located at 
5200 Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. This letter is to identify the changes 
proposed in respects of the site development plan review done by the planning and 
Development Department. In accordance with the requirements for this property to 
become C-1 we are doing the following changes. We are blocking an existing gate that is 
in the back wall of the property to not have access from the back of the property 
(Marietta Street) to the inside of the property. We are planting 5 trees 8' from the back 
wall to satisfy the 8' buffer in the back of the property to meet the requirements from the 
site plan review. We also have two accessories structures that we use to stock all of our 
parts that we need to be able to operate our business properly. If there is any questions or 
concerns please do not hesitate to call me at the following number (702) 491-7076. 

Sincerely yours, 

flt?I 	1I 
LW MAR 8 2007 
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Air Conditioning 81. -1.1eating, I I  

JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

December 12, 2006 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

An: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel # 138-24-801-027 
To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the property owner located at 5200 
Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. Stephanie Demoleas (inspector 17) came by the 
mentioned property on 9/6/06 and noticed some problems complying with the codes for 
the zones assigned to this location which brought up to my attention that zone changes 
will need to be made. The situation is the following ,This property has one parcel yet it 
has two different zones, the front is Office ("0") and the back half is zoned as residential 
(R-D) , this is how the property was obtained when bought from the previous owner, who 
also like my self had an Air conditioning company in this location, before and after the 
annexation where the jurisdiction was changed from Clark County to City of Las Vegas, I 
have been in this property for two years now in which I have grown my Business, we are 
up to 6 company vehicles, where they need to be parked in the back of the office, since I 
have such a big lot (around 'A acre) in the back of the office with no building structure. I 
have talked to a planner reviewer from the city of Las Vegas and he has inform me about 
codes for this property under the current zones, which disables my business to operate 
properly, stating that after 9 p.m. there is no vehicles to be parked any where, neither in 
the residential or office area of my property (5200 Vegas Drive Las Vegas , NV 89108) , 
also that after 9 p.m. there couldn't be any personal inside the building structure. I need a 
place to park some company vehicles during slow seasons, there is no space in the 
apartment complex where I live to park more than one vehicle, I was not aware of this 
situation since the previous owner of this property had no problems from Clark County or 
city of Las Vegas, when he had his Air Conditioning Company working out of this 
property. 

I need to have the existing zones changed ("R-D" and "o" to one zone C-1 to be 
able to comply with the city codes and requirements for being able to operate my Air 
Conditioning & Heating business at this mentioned location, to be able to dispatch, also 
park the company vehicles after 9:00pm , To change it to C-1 zoning I will also need to 
apply for changing the General Plans, from "Rural" to "Service commercial", applying 

Z014 -18173  
04/12107 Pc 



for a Special use permit for building maintenance, service and sales will also be required, 
to operate my HVAC business to its full capacity. I believe that this zone/general plan 
change will support existing city policies and regulations due to very near locations are 
already converted to C-1 (five lots east & four lots west are C-1 properties). There will 
be no changes made to this site as part of this application, any future changes will be 
done through a site development plan review. If there is any questions or concerns please 
do not hesitate to get a hold of me at either my e-mail address 
buenosairesacand0 I sprintpcs.com  or directly to my cellular number (702) 491-7076 or 
via mail at 5200 Vegas Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108and thank you for taking this 
justification letter in consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

ZONA 5773  
04112107 PC 



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 



DATE: 11 April 2007 

FAX: 877-2438 

TO: DOUG RANKIN 

REGARDING: 12 April 2007—Agenda Items #21-24 

We attended the neighborhood meeting held by the applicant at 5 .201 ,  Vegas 
Drive. 

The answers to our questions and our checking of the zones of thL 
surrounding area provides us reasons to request APPROVAL of thk..se 4 
Avemaria items. 

June INGRAM 
President of Charleston Neighborhood Preservation 

2.C.0 VS 1-13 ITEM #  ;A- , `-k  
CASE # C_Dr)  - \Cci-R0 
PC MTG 	CY 7  



PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg., 

City Council Meeting 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions. 

1 

1 

a4ip4 1A4 ve-se44 Agenda Item No.: 116. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-18776 AND ZON-18773 

SUP-18774 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - Request 
for a Special Use Permit FOR AN EXISTING BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE AND 
SUPPLY ESTABLISHMENT at 5200 Vegas Drive (APN 138-24-801-027), 0 (Office) and R-D 
(Single Family Residential - Restricted) Zones [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone], 
Ward 5 (Williams). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Returned postcard protests and support 
6. Back-up referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 23 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items 64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, 156, 163, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: SUP-18774 - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA 

** CONDITIONS ** 

The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to: 

Plannink and Development 

1. Conformance to the conditions for Rezoning (ZON-18773) and Site Development Plan 
Review (SDR-19330) if approved. 

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

4. Outside storage shall be screened from view from adjacent properties and streets. 



SUP-18774 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a request for a Special Use Permit for an existing Building Maintenance Service and Sales 
establishment at 5200 Vegas Drive. The subject site contains an existing building; however the 
Building Maintenance Service and Sales use requires a Special Use Permit. The site is physically 
suitable for this proposed use; therefore, staff recommends approval. 

A related General Plan Amendment (GPA-18776), Rezoning (ZON-18773), and Site 
Development Plan Review (SDR-19330) will be considered concurrently. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

10/01/03 	The City Council approved the Annexation [A-0022-01(A)] of property 
described 	generally 	as 	located 	on 	the 	north 	side 	of Vegas 	Drive, 
a. sroximatel 735 feet east of Michael Wa . 
Code Enforcement opened a case #37233 citing an inoperable motor home in 

12/28/05 	the back ard. The case was closed. 
Code Enforcement opened a case #45987 citing the property owner for illegal 
storing of trailers, dump trucks and inoperable vehicles in the back yard. 	In 
addition, the site is not zoned for a commercial business. 	The case is still 

09/01/06 	()seen. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items GPA-
18776; ZON-18773 and SDR-19330 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
04/12/07 	A . enda Item #23fm). 

A Non-work Certificate of Occupancy approved for Nevada First DMV 
12/28/06 	services (Business license #P27-00266) under the Plan Check #L1464-06. 

01/12/07 	A pre-application conference was held and elements of this development 
were discussed. It was noted that the proposed use is not permitted within the 
existing zone, that a General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, Site Development 
Review would be necessary, and that a Special Use Permit would be required. 
In addition, the applicant was informed that Waivers for perimeter 
landscaoin• would be ref uired if he was to kee. the site the same. 
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SUP-18774 - Staff Report Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

01/02/07 A neighborhood meeting was held at 5:30 PM at Buenos Aires Air, 5200 
Vegas Drive. Seven members of the public attended. The business has been 
operating business for two years at the site. Questions mentioned at the 
meeting pertained to the following: 

• Wall 
• Access to Marietta 
• Chemical storage 
• The storage of heavy equipment would only be vans 
• Hours of operation are 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, 10 employees 
• Trailers to be removed and no on-site manufacturing. 

Details of Application Request 
Site Area 

Subject Property 	Commercial HVAC 	R (Rural Density 	0 (Office) & R-D 
Residential) 	(Single Family 

Residential Restricted)  
North 	Single Family 	R (Rural Density 	R-1 (Low Density 

Residential 	Residential) 	Residential)  
South 	 Duplex 	M (Medium Density 	R-3 (Medium Density 

Residential) 	Residential)  
East 	 Clark County 	R (Rural Density 	Clark County 

Residential)  
West 	 Group Home 	R (Rural Density 	R-E (Residence 

Facility 	Residential) 	 Estates) 

ifaithialiatricts/Zones 	 Yes 	No 	Compliance w.' 
Special Area Plan 	 X 	Y  

A-0 Airport Overlay District (105 feet) 	 X 	 Y  
Trails 	 X 	N/A  
Rural Preservation Overlay District 	 X 	N/A  
Development Impact Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A  
Project of Regional Significance 	 X 	N/A 
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May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to Title 19.08. the following standards apply: _ .. 
equired/Allowed 	Provided 	Compliance  

Min. Lot Width 	 100 Feet 	100 Feet 	Y  

Min. Setbacks 
• Front 	 20 Feet 	37 Feet 
• Side 	 10 Feet 	10 Feet 
• Corner 	 NA 	 Y 
• Rear 	 20 Feet 	192 Feet  

. Max. Lot Coverage 	 50% 	5.8% 	Y  
Max. Building Height 	 NA 	13 Feet 	Y  
Trash Enclosure 	 Yes 	25 Feet 	N*  
Mech. Equipment 	 Yes, screened 	Yes 	Y 

*A condition has been added to bring this standard to code. 

Pursuant to Title 19.12, the followink standards apply: 
s  

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance 
Ratio 	 Trees  

Parking Area 	1 Tree/ 6 Spaces 	2 Trees 	Zero Trees 	N*  
Buffer: 

Min. Trees 	1 Trees/20 Linear Feet 	34 Trees 	7 Trees 	N*  
TOTAL 	 36 Trees 	7 Trees 	N*  
Min. Zone Width 
(Right-of-way) 
Front 	 15 Feet 	 4 Feet 	N*  
Min. Zone Width 
(Right-of-way) 
Rear 	 15 Feet 	 15 Feet 	Y  
Min. Zone Width 
(Interior) 	 8 Feet 	 Zero Feet 	N*  
Wall Height 	 8 Feet 	 8 Feet 	Y 

*Waivers have been requested. 



SUP-18774 - Staff Report Page Four 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Pursuant to Title 19.10, the following parking standards apply: 
quiRliffi lfalwaw  

Gross Floor 	Required 	 Provided 	Compliance  
Area or 	 Parking 	Parking  
Number of 	Parking 	 Handi- 	Handi- 

Use 	Units 	Ratio 	Regular 	capped 	Regular 	capped  
Building 
Maintenance 
and Supply 	 1/300 
Establishment 	1,548 SF 	GFA 	5 	1 	13 	1 	Y  
TOTAL 	 6 	 14 	 Y 

ent 	S 
Waiver 	to 	allow 	no 	perimeter 	15 Feet 	 Denial 
landscape buffers along the north and 
east property lines and a portion of 
the west property line where eight 
feet is required and a four-foot wide 
perimeter landscape buffer along the 
south property line.  
Zero Parking Lot Landscape Fingers 	1 per 6 parking spaces 	 Denial 

ANALYSIS 

The proposed Building Maintenance Service and Sales establishment use is allowed with the 
approval of a special use permit in the C-1 (Service Commercial) zoning district. Building 
Maintenance Service and Sales is defined in Title 19 as a facility or area for contracting services 
such as building repair and maintenance, the installation of plumbing, electrical, air conditioning 
and heating equipment, janitorial services, and exterminating services. The retail sale of supplies 
is permitted as an accessory use. There is one base condition for approval of a Special Use 
Permit for a Building Maintenance Service and Sales establishment. The condition states that 
outside storage shall be screened from view from adjacent properties and streets. 

This is an existing office development that was annexed into the City of Las Vegas from Clark 
County in 10/01/03. The office was operating as a Building Maintenance Service and Sales 
establishment without proper zoning and permits. The applicant is proposing to acquire the 
appropriate permits and approvals to legally operate a Building Service and Sales establishment. 
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May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

The proposed Building Maintenance Service and Sales use requires six parking spaces, including 
one handicap accessible space. The submitted site plan indicates 13 parking spaces will be 
provided, including the one handicap space depicted as van accessible. Therefore, the site 
exceeds Title 19 parking standards. 

The proposed C-1 (General Commercial) zoning on the site is appropriate for this use and 
compatible with other commercial uses along Vegas Drive. Staff is recommending approval of 
this application. However, staff is recommending denial of companion Site Development Plan 
Review (SDR-19330), due to the applicant's request for waivers to the code requirements for 
perimeter landscape buffer widths, materials and parking lot landscaping. 

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." 

Although there is residential to the north and east of the property, the property gains 
access from Vegas Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector as designated by the Master 
Plan Streets and Highways, which is an adequate thoroughfare for the commercial zone 
requested. As this development proposal is located on the periphery of residential 
neighborhoods and Vegas Drive is a secondary collector, it is compatible with the 
surrounding land uses and zoning districts. 

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

The subject site contains an existing building; however the Building Maintenance Service 
and Sales use requires a Special Use Permit. The site is physically suitable for this 
proposed use. 

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 gains access to Vegas Drive, an 80-foot secondary collector as designated by the 
Master Plan Streets and Highways. These roadways will be adequate to meet the demand 
of the uses on the site. 
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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 businesses on the subject site are routinely inspected for compliance to applicable 
codes; therefore, the public health, safety, and general welfare will be safeguarded. 

5. The use meets all of the applicable conditions per Title 19.04. 

The use meets the applicable condition for the Building Maintenance Service and Sales 
use. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	7 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	4 

NOTICES MAILED 	362 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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'ILANNING & DFA ELOPMENT DEPARTNiENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: SUP-18774 	APN: 	' 	 2 <I - 	oZ 7 

Name of Property Owner: 	  e2'7 4?442- 

Name of Applicant: Ciet-E  

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: 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This  / .2 day of  kzL 	, 20 c 

Notary Pubtic in and for said County and State 

Revised 12-03-04 	 f\depot\Application Packet1Statement of Financial Interest cloc 
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; 	 SITE INFORMATION 	1 
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1Biaa Area: 	 1548sf 	1 
Lot Coveraae: 	 5.80% 

Parkin 	reauirea: 	1/300sf (6) 

Parkin° Provided 	 14 

.1-1C reauired 	 1  

'  HC providec  
,Set Backs:  
1Front: 	 37'  
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Side (east): 	 36' 
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LAS Vegas 

Existing Zoning R-D 

Total Parcel Esumated Size .61 Acres 
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Proposed C-1 

:Lot Coverage: 
1548' 	51 acres 
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PROPOSED SERVICE COMMERCIAL 

ZONE DIVISION LINE - 

Cr: 
< < 

< 
> 

< > < Z 
1 

GENERAL PLAN 
DdSTING RURAL 

(STRUCTURE TO REMAIN THE SAME, NO CHANGES) 

r'-: 
tin 

' 1- EXISTING 
CEMENTED PARKING 

usting Zoning - 
""" 	 •••••.• 

■. 

TING GATE .  

SUP-I8774 
04/12/07 PC 

. 	 - I 
•••••• 	• 	...•-••••••7' 

• 

ti 	lExit 
.741. 

6■81.•■• 

TE 
Single Family Home . Single Family Home 

Proposed C - 1 

\ GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION 
PROPOSED SERVICE COMMERCIA 

ECTITIE 
liii DEC 1 4 2006 ! 



r 

;•!1".  4, • 1 	. 	r4 

•414,", 

••••• 40. 

• 

• ..r,r 

N. 

"J ..; 	 '2••;:''itt"•1•774'3',.13."7, 34:'-'7‘..1'1':"1.fr.,411Ma'' 	• 

, • 	,. 

r 

• 

, 

• .. .. 

' 

t 	c 	C 
C 	r1/4- 	 k ; 



44kn: 	• 

41;-// 



..e. c &St  

0 f4-At 
XT 

lAtiiii42.1442e 
e" 	A2-1 	vpi,. • C 

j\ /c1  Z.: 

t• 	 , 	 - 	 (1) 
t V 



- 
Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

GPA-18776 ZON-18773 
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REVISED 04/12/07 PC 

liuelloc reec 
—Air  Conditioning & Heating, I 

JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

March 27, 2007 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

Att: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel # 138-24-801-027 
To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the owner of the property located at 
5200 Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. This letter is to identify the changes 
proposed in respects of the site development plan review done by the planning and 
Development Department. In accordance with the requirements for this property to 
become C-1 we are doing the following changes. We are blocking an existing gate that is 
in the back wall of the property to not have access from the back of the property 
(Marietta Street) to the inside of the property. We are planting 5 trees 8' from the back 
wall to satisfy the 8' buffer in the back of the property to meet the requirements from the 
site plan review. We also have two accessories structures that we use to stock all of our 
parts that we need to be able to operate our business properly. If there is any questions or 
concerns please do not hesitate to call me at the following number (702) 491-7076. 

Sincerely yours, 

MECEISE1111 
Jill MAR 2 8 2007 
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JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

December 12, 2006 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

AU: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel # 138-24-801-027 
To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the property owner located at 5200 
Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. Stephanie Demoleas (inspector 17) came by the 
mentioned property on 9/6/06 and noticed some problems complying with the codes for 
the zones assigned to this location which brought up to my attention that zone changes 
will need to be made. The situation is the following ,This property has one parcel yet it 
has two different zones, the front is Office ("0") and the back half is zoned as residential 
(R-D) , this is how the property was obtained when bought from the previous owner, who 
also like my self had an Air conditioning company in this location, before and after the 
annexation where the jurisdiction was changed from Clark County to City of Las Vegas, I 
have been in this property for two years now in which I have grown my Business, we are 
up to 6 company vehicles, where they need to be parked in the back of the office, since I 
have such a big lot (around 1/2 acre) in the back of the office with no building structure. I 
have talked to a planner reviewer from the city of Las Vegas and he has inform me about 
codes for this property under the current zones, which disables my business to operate 
properly, stating that after 9 p.m. there is no vehicles to be parked any where, neither in 
the residential or office area of my property (5200 Vegas Drive Las Vegas ,NV 89108) , 
also that after 9 p.m. there couldn't be any personal inside the building structure. I need a 
place to park some company vehicles during slow seasons, there is no space in the 
apartment complex where I live to park more than one vehicle, I was not aware of this 
situation since the previous owner of this property had no problems from Clark County or 
city of Las Vegas, when he had his Air Conditioning Company working out of this 
property. 

I need to have the existing zones changed ("R-D" and "o" to one zone C-1 to be 
able to comply with the city codes and requirements for being able to operate my Air 
Conditioning & Heating business at this mentioned location, to be able to dispatch, also 
park the company vehicles after 9:00pm , To change it to C-1 zoning I will also need to 
apply for changing the General Plans, from "Rural" to "Service commercial", applying 

SUP-18r74  
04112107 VC 



for a Special use permit for building maintenance, service and sales will also be required, 
to operate my HVAC business to its full capacity. I believe that this zone/general plan 
change will support existing city policies and regulations due to very near locations are 
already converted to C-1 (five lots east & four lots west are C-1 properties). There will 
be no changes made to this site as part of this application, any future changes will be 
done through a site development plan review. If there is any questions or concerns please 
do not hesitate to get a hold of me at either my e-mail address 
buenosairesacand0 I w'sprimpes.com  or directly to my cellular number (702) 491-7076 or 
via mail at 5200 Vegas Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108and thank you for taking this 
justification letter in consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

SUP-187 14  
04/12/07 VC 
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City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 

5 Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearingon MAY -8 A 10: bt4 

, .1 -1Y CLERK 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
of this card to (702) 382-4803 or call (702)229-6311 

COLDREN RONALD A & SALLY A 
5280 HAYES AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89108-2315 

SUP-18774 

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I OPPOSE 
this Request 

hhIPOMPIPIdikintilLthiPlAti" 



City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 Cr 

	
d.S. 	* 

' IT Y CLEHA 
- Lt-tivItu \YO4'07 0 0.3 9 

N 	
. 

M r"rrR 717 	* 

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

SUP-18774 

I OPPOSE 
this Request 

Official  Notice of Public Hearifig MAY -8 A 10: 55 

/-•01 

4,7114 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
'this card to (702) 382-4803 or call (702)229-6311 

I SUPPORT 	cg . OPPOSE 
this Request 	 this Request 

SUP-18774 

SMITH JOAN R 
5325 MARIETTA AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89108-2366 

City of Las Vegas  
City Clerk  
City Hall, First Floor _, , , ,.. 	, 	,, . 
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Official  Notice of Public Hari4ig-8 A 0: bs 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
of this card to (702) 382-4803 or call (702)229-6311 

FRALEY DAVID 
5325 MARIETTA AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89108-2366 
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Application Information 

SUP-18774 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT FOR AN EXISTING BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE 
AND SUPPLY ESTABLISHMENT AT 5200 VEGAS DRIVE (APN 138-24-801- 
027), 0 (OFFICE) AND R-D (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - 
RESTRICTED) ZONES [PROPOSED: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) ZONE], 
WARD 5 (WILLIAMS). NOTE: THIS APPLICATION IS FOR AN EXISTING 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE AND SALES ESTABLISHMENT. 

Application Location 

The proposed project might not pertain to the entire 
highlighted project site. 

Public Hearing Information 
Meeting: 	City Council 
Date: 	 May 16, 2007 
Time: 	 1:00 P.M. 
Location: 	City Council Chambers 

400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

Any and all interested persons may appear and be heard at said meeting, or may, prior thereto, file written objections thereto or approvals there of with the City Clerk, 1st Floor, 
City Hall, 400 Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. For further information, please call 702-229-6301 (TDD 702-386-9108), http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov . 

Application Information 

SUP-18774 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT FOR AN EXISTING BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE 
AND SUPPLY ESTABLISHMENT AT 5200 VEGAS DRIVE (APN 138-24-801- 
027), 0 (OFFICE) AND R-D (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - 
RESTRICTED) ZONES [PROPOSED: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) ZONE], 
WARD 5 (WILLIAMS). NOTE: THIS APPLICATION IS FOR AN EXISTING 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE AND SALES ESTABLISHMENT. 

Application Location 

The proposed project might not pertain to the entire 
highlighted project site. 

Public Hearing Information 
Meeting: 	City Council 
Date: 	 May 16, 2007 
Time: 	 1:00 P.M. 
Location: 	City Council Chambers 

400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

Any and all interested persons may appear and be heard at said meeting, or may, prior thereto, file written objections thereto or approvals there of with the City Clerk, 1st Floor, 
City Hall, 400 Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. For further information, please call 702-229-6301 (TDD 702-386-9108), http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov . 
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I SUPPORT 
this Request 

SUP-18774 

I OPPOSE 
this Request 

City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearing 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 

his card to (702) 382-4803 or call (702)229-6311 

EWING MARY K 
1750 LEONARD LN 
LAS VEGAS NV 89108-2321 

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

SUP-18774 

ELI OPPOSE 
this Request 
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City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 	 f.i -1. 11  CLERK 

Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearing MAY -8 A 10: b2 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with. 
postageto the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
of this card to (702) 382-4803 or call (702)229-6311 

PORTER MAREE 
1736 ANZIO ST 
LAS VEGAS NV 89108-2326 



Application Information Application Location 
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SUP-18774 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT FOR AN EXISTING BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE 
AND SUPPLY ESTABLISHMENT AT 5200 VEGAS DRIVE (APN 138-24-801-
027). 0 (OFFICE) AND R-D (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - 
RESTRICTED) ZONES [PROPOSED: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) ZONE], 
WARD 5 (WILLIAMS). NOTE: THIS APPLICATION IS FOR AN EXISTING 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE AND SALES ESTABLISHMENT. 

RTEPTEI 
The proposed project might not pertain to the entire 
highlighted project site. 

Public Hearing Information 
Meeting: 	City Council 
Date: 	 May 16, 2007 
Time: 	 1:00 P.M. 
Location: 	City Council Chambers 

400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

Any and all interested persons may appear and be heard at said meeting, or may, prior thereto, file written objections thereto or approvals there of with the City Clerk, 1st Floor, 
City Hall, 400 Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. For further information, please call 702-229-6301 (TDD 702-386-9108), http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov . 

Application Information 

SUP-18774 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT FOR AN EXISTING BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE 
AND SUPPLY ESTABLISHMENT AT 5200 VEGAS DRIVE (APN 138-24-80 1-  
027), 0 (OFFICE) AND R-D (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - 
RESTRICTED) ZONES [PROPOSED: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) ZONE], 
WARD 5 (WILLIAMS). NOTE: THIS APPLICATION IS FOR AN EXISTING 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE SERVICE AND SALES ESTABLISHMENT. 

Application Location 

The proposed project might not pertain to the entire 
highlighted project site. 

Public Hearing Information 
Meeting: 	City Council 
Date: 	 May 16, 2007 
Time: 	 1:00 P.M. 
Location: 	City Council Chambers 

400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

Any and all interested persons may appear and be heard at said meeting, or may, prior thereto, file written objections thereto or approvals there of with the City Clerk, 1st Floor, 
City Hall, 400 Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. For further information, please call 702-229-6301 (TDD 702-386-9108), http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov . 



0.5.FCTAGr. * 
it 

-4 17II <50 n n 7 a 
r ? 

Kr04117 	i 	'..,!-- .`a -  u u j 9 . • • . ..L.,...2..„h  , 	. 	* : * 
I., NirTrg 7171F0 * 

MRY-6-211d( rd:07P FROM: RUNS TILE 	 TUE 646 ees2 

City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearing 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this re-quest, cheek the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
of this card to (702) 382-4803 or call (702)229-6311 
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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 



CASE 
ADDRESS  
CURRENT 
ZONING 
PROPOSED 
ZONING 

Niciat,id}(0 	cc//eco-5 

00/ ,Tetz,A)6,- e  vc( 
PHONE / 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

DO YOU WANT VEGAS DRIVE TO BECOME COMMERCIAL? 

BY MARCH 7, PROTEST REZONING 5200 VEGAS 
DRIVE TO COMMERCIAL SUP-18774 

YOU CAN PHONE, FAX, OR MAIL YOUR PROTEST. 

CONTACT CURRENT PLANNING 
PHONE 229-6301 
FAX 474-0352 
MAIL 

CURRENT PLANNING 
731 SOUTH FOURTH STREET 
LAS VEGAS 89101 

RE CITY OF LAS VEGAS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MARCH 
8, 2007 6 PM CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
SUP-18774 
5200 VEGAS DRIVE 
0 OFFICE AND R-D SINGLE FAMILY 
RESTRICTED 
C-1 LIMITED COMMERCIAL 

I HEREBY PROTEST  PROPOSED REZONING SUP-18774 TO C-1 
COMMERCIAL. 

ITEM # 	  
CASE # 	\-(311H  
PC MTG 	S 



DATE: 11 April 2007 

FAX: 877-2438 

TO: DOUG RANKIN 

REGARDING: 12 April 2007—Agenda Items #21-24 

We attended the neighborhood meeting held by the applicant at. 52t)i. Vegas 
Drive. 

The answers to our questions and our checking of the zones of thL 
surrounding area provides us reasons to request APPROVAL of tht:sc 4 
Avemaria items. 

June INGRAM 
President of Charleston Neighborhood Preservation 

2CP\ - VS -1-1  3  vp - ■ ITEM # 	c. A  
CASE #  C., (1)"" - \ -C-Crike 
PC MTG  IAA—L-0-  7  



APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

1 

0 

0,4/ ei4 1.44 tie1/14,4, 	Agenda Item No. 117. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-18776, ZON-18773 AND SUP-
18774 

SDR-19330 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA - Request 
for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A 1,548 SQUARE-FOOT OFFICE DEVELOPMENT 
WITH WAIVERS TO ALLOW NO PERIMETER LANDSCAPE BUFFERS ALONG THE 
NORTH AND EAST PROPERTY LINES AND A PORTION OF THE WEST PROPERTY 
LINE WHERE EIGHT FEET IS REQUIRED AND A FOUR-FOOT WIDE PERIMETER 
LANDSCAPE BUFFER ALONG THE SOUTH PROPERTY LINE WHERE 15 FEET IS 
REQUIRED on 0.61 acres #5200 Vegas Drive (APN 138-24-801-027), 0 (Office) and R-D 
(Single Family Residential-Restticted) Zones [PROPOSED: C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone], 
Ward 5 (Williams). Staff recommends DENIAL ,1 The Planning Commission (5-1 vote) 
recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Corn 
subject to conditions. 

ision (54 vote recommends APPROVAL, 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 24 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Hold in Abeyance Items 64, 114-117, 122, 134-139, 157, 
162, 164 and 167-170 to 6/06/2007; Items 155, 156, 163, 165 and 166 to 6/20/2007; Strike Item 
106; Table Items 111-113; and Withdraw Without Prejudice Item 158 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: SDR-19330 - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-1/sd vote) recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. Conformance to the conditions for Rezoning (ZON-18923), and Special Use Permit (SUP-
18774) if approved. 

2. 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, date stamped 
03/28/07 and building elevations, date stamped 01/22/07. 

4. A Waiver from Title 19.12.040A Landscape, Wall and Buffer Standards is hereby 
approved to allow a zero-foot perimeter landscape buffer along the east and a portion of 
the west side yards where eight feet is required. 

5. A Waiver from Title 19.12.040A Landscape, Wall and Buffer Standards is hereby 
approved to allow a four foot perimeter landscape buffer along the front yard where 15 feet 
is required. 

6. A Waiver from Title 19.12.040B Landscape, Wall and Buffer Standards is hereby 
approved to allow 13 trees where 34 trees are required 

7. A Waiver from Title 19.10.010 J 11 Parking, Loading, and Traffic Standards is hereby 
approved, to allow zero parking lot finger where two parking lot fingers are required. 

8. A revised site plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning and Development 
Department, prior to the time application is made for a building permit, to reflect the 
following changes. The trash enclosure shall be located a minimum of 50 feet from any 
property line of a protected property in accordance with 19.08.060G. The two accessory 
structures located in the undeveloped rear yard shall be located eight feet from the side 
yard setback in accordance with Title 19.08 setback standards for accessory structures. 



SDR-19330 - Conditions Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

9. This applicant shall pave the rear yard to be in conformance with material acceptable to the 
Clark County Air Quality management office. 

10. The applicant shall remove the gate on the rear property line, replacing and enclosing it 
with material matching the existing block wall. 

11. 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. 

12. 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. 

13. 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). 

14. All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in views 
from the abutting streets. 

15. All utility boxes exceeding 27 cubic feet in size shall meet the standards of LVMC Title 
19.12.040. 

16. Parking lot lighting standards shall be no more than 30 feet in height and shall utilize 
downward-directed lights with full cut-off luminaires. 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. 

17. 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. 

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



SDR-19330 - Conditions Page Three 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Public Works 

19. 	Submit an application for a deviation from Standard Drawing #222a for the driveway 
accessing this site from Vegas Drive. 

70. 	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. 

21. Meet with the Flood Control Section of the Department of Public Works for assistance 
with 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. 

22. Site development to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for ZON-18773 and 
all other site-related actions. 



SDR-19330 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a request for a Site Development Plan Review for a 1,548 square-foot office development 
with a Waiver to allow no east property lines and a portion of the west property line where eight 
feet is required and a four-foot wide perimeter landscape buffer along the south property line 
where 15 feet is required on 0.61 acres. 

The northern half is undeveloped with two storage containers located approximately 130 feet 
from the north property line. A condition has been added to move the containers eight feet from 
the side setback to meet Title 19.08 setback standards for accessory structures. 

Although the proposed use would be compatible with others in the immediate area, the multiple 
deviations from standards indicate that the applicant is intending to overbuild the site. Therefore, 
denial is recommended. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

11-  
10/01/03 	The City Council approved the Annexation [A-0022-01(A)] of property 

described 	generally 	as 	located 	on 	the 	north 	side 	of 	Vegas 	Drive, 
a . Iroximatel 735 feet east of Michael Wa . 
Code Enforcement opened a case #37233 citing an inoperable motor home in 

12/28/05 	the backyard. The case was closed. 
Code Enforcement opened a case #45987 citing the property owner for illegal 
storing of trailers, dump trucks and inoperable vehicles in the back yard. 	In 
addition, the site is not zoned for a commercial business. 	The case is still 

09/01/06 	open. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items GPA-
18776; ZON-18773; SUP-18774 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-1/sd to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
04/12/07 	A .enda Item #24/* m). 

A Non-work Certificate of Occupancy approved for Nevada First DMV 
12/28/06 	services (Business license #P27-00266) under the Plan Check #L1464-06. 

Pre-A, , lication Meetin 
01/12/07 	A pre-application conference was held and elements of this development 

were discussed. It was noted that the proposed use is not permitted within the 
existing zone, that a General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, Site Development 
Review would be necessary, and that a Special Use Permit would be required. 
In addition, the applicant was informed that Waivers for perimeter 
landsca sin . would be re' uired if he was to kee • the site the same. 



Details of Application Request 
Site Area 
Net Acres 0.61 

SDR-19330 - Staff Report Page Two 
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01/02/07 A neighborhood meeting was held at 5:30 PM at Buenos Aires Air, 5200 
Vegas Drive. Seven members of the public attended. The business has been 
operating business for two years at the site. Questions mentioned at the 
meeting pertained to the following: 

• Wall 
• Access to Marietta 
• Chemical storage 
• The storage of heavy equipment would only be vans 
• Hours of operation are 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, 10 employees 
• Trailers to be removed and no on-site manufacturing.  

	

Ilhowindisigkpperty hathiggig Loidalliatimakd Lamirkse 	Agidiniaming  
Subject Property 	Commercial HVAC 	R (Rural Density 	0 (Office) & R-D 

Residential) 	(Single Family 
Residential Restricted) 

North 	
_  	

Single Family 	R (Rural Density 	R-1 (Low Density 
. 	Residential 	Residential) 	 Residential)  

South 	 Duplex 	M (Medium Density 	R-3 (Medium Density 
. 	 Residential) 	 Residential)  

East 	 Clark County 	R (Rural Density 	Clark County 
Residential)  

West 	 Group Home 	R (Rural Density 	R-E (Residence 
Facility 	Residential) 	 Estates) 

S 1 ecial Area Plan 	 X 	Y 
A-0 • • s ort Overla 	District (105 feet) 	 X 	 Y 

Trails 	 X 	N/A 
Rural Preservation Overla District 	 X 	N/A 
Develo 1 ment Im 8 act Notification Assessment 	 X 	N/A 
Pro 'ect of Rel'onal Si: ificance 	 X 	N/A 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to Title 19.08. the following standards apply: 

	

Provided 	Corn iliance 
MM. Lot Width 	 100 Feet 	100 Feet 	Y  

Min. Setbacks 
• Front 	 20 Feet 	37 Feet 
• Side 	 10 Feet 	10 Feet 
• Corner 	 NA 	 Y 
• Rear 	 20 Feet 	192 Feet  

Max. Lot Coverage 	 50% 	5.8% 	Y  
Max. Building Height 	 NA 	13 Feet 	Y  
Trash Enclosure 	 Yes 	25 Feet 	N*  
Mech. Equipment 	 Yes, screened 	Yes 	Y 

*A condition has been added to bring this standard to code. 

to Title 19.12. the following standards apply: , 
e Standards  

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance 
, R 	* 	 Trees 	ji, 

1...- 	 - 

Parking Area 	1 Tree/ 6 Spaces 	2 Trees 	Zero Trees 	N*  
Buffer: 

Min. Trees 	1 Trees/20 Linear Feet 	34 Trees 	13 Trees 	N*  
TOTAL 	 36 Trees 	13 Trees 	N*  
Min. Zone Width 
(Right-of-way) 
Front Yard 	 15 Feet 	 4 Feet 	N*  
Min. Zone Width 
(Right-of-way) 
Rear Yard 	 15 Feet 	 15 Feet 	Y  
Min. Zone Width 
(Interior) 	 8 Feet 	 Zero Feet 	N*  
Wall Height 	 8 Feet 	 8 Feet 	Y 

*Waivers have been requested. 



SDR-19330 - Staff Report Page Four 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Pursuant to Title 19.10, the following parking standards apply: 

Gross Floor 	- Required 	 Provided 	Compliance  
Area or 	 Parking 	Parking  
Number of 	Parking 	 Handi- 	Handi- 

Use a 	Units 	Ratio 	Regular 	capped 	Regular 	capped  
Building 
Maintenance 
Service and 
Sales 	 1/300 
Establishment 	1,548 SF 	GFA 	5 	1 	13 	I 	Y  
TOTAL 	 6 	 14 	 Y 

(For Landscaping or Special Use Permits) 

Requirement 	Staff Recommendation 
Waiver 	to 	allow 	no 	perimeter 	15 Fcci 	 Dc:11,11 
landscape 	buffers 	along 	the 	east 
property lines and a portion of the 
west property line where eight feet is 
required 	and 	a 	four-foot 	wide 
perimeter landscape buffer along the 
south property line.  
Zero Parking Lot Landscape Fingers 	1 per 6 parking spaces 	 Denial 

ANALYSIS 

• Zoning 

The applicant has requested a Rezoning (ZON-18733) to a C-1 (Limited Commercial) 
District. The C-1 District is intended to provide most retail shopping and personal 
services, and may be appropriate for mixed use developments. This district should be 
located on the periphery of residential neighborhoods and should be confined to the 
intersections of primary and secondary thoroughfares along major retail corridors. The 
C-1 District is consistent with the Service Commercial and the Neighborhood Center 
categories of the General Plan. In addition, the applicant has requested a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA-18776) to SC (Service Commercial). 

The site does accommodate the development standards of the Limited Commercial 
District. Additionally, the proposed Building Maintenance Service and Sales use in a 
C-1 (Limited Commercial District) requires a Special Use Permit (SUP-18774). 
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The property gains access from Vegas Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector, which is 
an adequate thoroughfare for the commercial zone requested. 

• Site Plan 

The site plan shows an existing 1,548 square-foot office building. The building is 
situated in the south end of the 0.61 acre parcel. Of the 0.61 acre parcel approximately 
half of the parcel is paved and developed. 

The northern half is undeveloped with two storage containers located approximately 
130 feet from the north property line. The larger container is 29 feet long and nine feet 
wide, while the smaller container is 20 feet long and eight feet wide. The height of the 
containers was not submitted as part of the elevations plans; however, pictures 
submitted and a site visit by staff confirm that the containers height does not exceed 
the main structure per Title 19.08. A condition has been added to move the containers 
eight feet from the side setback to meet Title 19.08 setback standards for accessory 
structures. 

The parking is located on the southern half of the parcel gaining access from Vegas 
Drive, an 80-foot Secondary Collector. A gate partitions the south side of the 
development from the north side. A condition has been added to eliminate this gate 
denying access from the south property onto the north. 

• Waivers 

The applicant has requested a Waiver of perimeter landscaping requirements. The 
applicant provides no perimeter landscaping on the east property line and a portion of 
the west property line where eight feet is required and a four-foot wide perimeter 
landscape buffer along the south property line where 15 feet is required Additionally 
the applicant is providing less than the required number of trees along the perimeter of 
the site. Staff recommends denial of this waiver as the provision of trees would buffer 
the commercial development from the adjacent residential uses and contribute 
aesthetically to the area. 

• Landscape Plan 

The landscape plan shows a fair amount of landscaping in the front and rear yard area; 
however, the applicant provides a portion of landscaping on the west property line and 
no landscaping on the east property line. The applicant has requested a Waiver of 
perimeter landscaping requirements. There are trees along the west side, spaced 
between 20 to 30 feet on center. 
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• Elevation 

Elevations depict a structure that is 13 feet tall. The building is very basic with little 
architectural embellishment. 

• Floor Plan 

The layout is a typical office establishment with five rooms designated for offices. 

FINDINGS 

The following findings must be made for an SDR: 

1. The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and 
development in the area; 

Although the proposed use would be compatible with others in the immediate area, the 
multiple deviations from standards indicate that the applicant is intending to overbuild the 
site. Therefore, denial is recommended. 

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; 

The proposed development does not meet many of the requirements of Title 19. Deviations 
include issues related to lack of a trash enclosure and perimeter landscaping requirements. 
The large number of deviations is an indication that the development is too intense for this 
location; therefore, denial of this request is recommended. 

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

The site gains access to Vegas Drive, an 80-foot secondary collector. For the northern half 
of the site, a condition has been added that states that the applicant shall pave the rear yard 
to be in conformance with material acceptable to the Clark County Air Quality management 
office. 

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for the City; 

Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and the City of Las Vegas. 
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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; 

Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and the City of Las Vegas. 

6. Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare. 

Elevations and design characteristics are not unsightly and are harmonious and compatible 
with development in the vicinity. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	7 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  6 

SENATE DISTRICT 	4 

NOTICES MAILED 	370 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	0 

PROTESTS 	 0 



PLANNING 6 
DEVELOMENT 

DEVIL Of MEN1 
ItIVICIS CINIII 

Name of Property Owner: I A. 

?  Name of Applicant: 

/IL - 	-IA 

JACQUELINE POMBA 
Notary Public. Stab Otani, 

'Appointment No. 9440301 

1..../siVarpjipipqmegeo IL X06 

TANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEP RTM ENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: SDR-19330 APN: 7, 1 	 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 	 1„vv--   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: 	  

7. * 
Print Name: 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This  j /  day of 	  

Notary Pubtic in and for said County and State 

Revised 12-03-04 	 fAdepot\Application Padcet\Statement of Financial lnterest.doe 
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&PA-18776, ZON-18773, SUP-18774 AND 5DR-19330 - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA 
5200 VEGAS DRIVE 
APRIL 12, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

01/31/07 
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5200 VEGAS DRIVE 
APRIL 12, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

01/31/07  
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01/31/07 
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01/31/07 



AIR CONDITION! 
& HEATING, INC. 

GPA-18776, ZON-18773, SUP-18774 AND SDR-19330 - APPLICANT/OWNER: CARLOS AVEMARIA 
5200 VEGAS DRIVE 
APRIL 12, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

12/26/06 
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12/26/06 
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JUSTIFICATION LETTER 

March 27, 2007 

Planning & Development 
731 South Forth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Tel: (702) 229-4714 
Fax: (702) 385-7268 

Aft: Steve Swanton 
Re: Property at 5200 Vegas Drive 
Parcel N 138-24-801-027 
To: whom it may concern 

My name is Carlos Avemaria, I am the owner of the property located at 
5200 Vegas drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89108. This letter is to identify the changes 
proposed in respects of the site development plan review done by the planning and 
Development Department. In accordance with the requirements for this property to 
become C-1 we are doing the following changes. We are blocking an existing gate that is 
in the back wall of the property to not have access from the back of the property 
(Marietta Street) to the inside of the property. We are planting 5 trees 8' from the back 
wall to satisfy the 8' buffer in the back of the property to meet the requirements from the 
site plan review. We also have two accessories structures that we use to stock all of our 
parts that we need to be able to operate our business properly. If there is any questions or 
concerns please do not hesitate to call me at the following number (702) 491-7076. 

Sincerely yours, 

_ 
Carlos Avemaria 
President 
Buenos Aires A/C & Heating, Inc. 

GPA-18776 ZON-18773 
SUP-18774 SDR-19330 

_ 	04112/07 PC 

1D1' 
MAR 2 8 NV hi 



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 



DATE: 11 April 2007 

FAX: 877-2438 

TO: DOUG RANKIN 

REGARDING: 12 April 2007—Agenda Items #21-24 

We attended the neighborhood meeting held by the applicant at 52.o1. Vegas 
Drive. 

The answers to our questions and our checking of the zones of thL 
surrounding area provides us reasons to request APPROVAL of these 4 
Avemaria items. 

June INGRAM 
President of Charleston Neighborhood Preservation 

20,1  ve;--11 
,6vp- k 431.71e.  

5°9- 

ITEM # 	  
CASE # 	-Cris, 
PC MTG 	0 -  7  
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007  

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

SUBJECT:  
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

GPA-20150 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - OWNER: 
FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH - Request to Amend a portion of the Southeast Sector 
Plan of the Master Plan FROM: PF (PUBLIC FACILITIES) TO: 0 (OFFICE) on 0.69 acres on 
the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue (APN-162-03-801-135), Ward 3 
(Reese). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) recommends 
APPROVAL 

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:' 
Staff recommends DENIAL. The'Planii3r 
subject to conditions. 

41) 
0 

0 

ission (5-0-1 vote) reco ends APPROVAL, 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location and Aerial Maps 
2. Conditions (Not Applicable) and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 
5. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Co ,ion Meeting Item 44 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

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

Minutes: 
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open on Items 118-121. 

DOUG LEAN, 5520 South Fort Apache Road, Las Vegas, appeared on behalf of Desert Springs 
and First Southern Baptist Church. MR. LEAN gave an overview and stated the major point is 
staff suggested C-1 (commercial) development and the applicant concurred, yet the neighbors 



ezll 4 144 vese44 Agenda Item No.: 118. 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

preferred 0 (office) zoning. In addition, there is sufficient landscaping, very little viewing 
from the back wall and no parking variances. 

Responding to COUNCILMAN REESE'S query regarding staffs recommendation for denial, 
MARGO WHEELER, Director of Planning and Development, stated the only reason is due to 
the variance necessitated by the type of development. The Councilman noted the building was 
beautiful and would compliment the area. 

BEATRICE TURNER, West Las Vegas, questioned if the applicant will be renting the office 
spaces. MR. LEAN responded that the developer is purchasing land from the church. 

MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed on Items 118-121. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 	MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: GPA-20150 - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - OWNER: 
FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-0-1/Id vote) recommends APPROVAL. 
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GPA-20150 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is a request to amend a portion of the Southeast Sector Plan of the Master Plan 
from the PF (Public Facilities) Master Plan Designation to the 0 (Office) Master Plan Designation 
on 0.69 acres of property located on the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue. 

Companion requests for a Rezoning (ZON-20151), Variance (VAR-20152), and Site Development 
Plan Review (SDR-20149) have been filed with this application. The applicant is seeking to 
ultimately develop an 11,100 square-foot professional office building for this location. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

03/05/58 

08/29/75 

06/23/92 

04/12/07 

The Board of Commissioners for the City of Las Vegas approved a Use Permit 
(U-0001-58) to construct, maintain, and use a church on property located at the 
southeast corner of 6 th  Street and St. Louis Avenue. 
The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Use Permit (U-0056-75) to allow 
the operation of a child care nursery, a pre-school, and to conduct educational 
programs on property located at 700 E. St. Louis Avenue. 
The City Council approved the reclassification of property (Z-0024-92) located 
at 700 East St. Louis Avenue from R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning to C-
V (Civic) zoning for the remodel and expansion of an existing church. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items ZON-
20151; VAR-20152 and SDR-20149 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-0-1/1d to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
Agenda Item #44/mh). 

02/09/07 

A meeting was held with staff regarding the requirements to develop a vacant 
parcel associated with an existing church into an 11,100 SF professional office 
building. The applicant was informed of the requirements of a General Plan 
Amendment from the "PF' land use to "0", a Rezoning, a Variance from 
residential adjacency setbacks, and Site Development Plan Review. 

Neiehborhood Meetin 
A neighborhood meeting was scheduled in the First Southern Church, 
Fellowship Hall, 700 E. St. Louis at 5:30pm. 03/14/07 



GPA-20150 - Staff Report Page Two 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Details o Ai i lication -7Z3.11111111.11111111WIRRWIMIXIMINW ir 	AIM 

Net Acres 	0.69 acres 
Mr119nRirrer. 11111Mi 1 . ,llilrfir ,..P9IMP 

Sub'ect Pro sert 	Undevelo 	d 	PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone 
North 	 Church 	 PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone 

SC (Service 	R-1 (Single Family 
South 	 Undevelo ed 	Commercial) 	Residential) Zone 

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
East 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
West 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 

Special Districts/Zones 	 V 	IMF 	Yes 	No 	Compliance  
Special Area Plan 	 X 	NA  
Special Districts/Zones 	 Yes 	No 	Compliance  

_Special Purpose and Overlay Districts  
A-0 Airport Overlay District 	 X 	Y  

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

DEFINITIONS 

PF (Public Facilities) The Public Facilities category allows for large governmental building sites 
and complexes, police and fire facilities, hospitals and rehabilitation sites, sewage treatment and 
storm water control facilities, and other uses considered public or semi-public such as libraries and 
public utility facilities. 

0 (Office) The Office category provides for small lot office conversions as a transition along 
primary and secondary streets from residential and commercial uses, and for large planned office 
areas. Permitted uses include business, professional and financial offices as well as offices for 
individuals, civic, social, fraternal and other non-profit organizations. 

ANALYSIS 

The 0.69 acre parcel is currently undeveloped and is situated between a church to the north, 
undeveloped parcels to the south, and single family homes to the east and west. From a land use 
perspective, this property is most suitable for low-intensity commercial uses that serve as a buffer 
between more intense commercial uses to the south and the civic uses to the north, and the 
residential uses to the east and west. The proposed General Plan Amendment from PF (Public 



GPA-20150 - Staff Report Page Three 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Facilities) to 0 (Office), along with the requests for Rezoning (ZON-20151), Variance (VAR-
20152), and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-20149) seek to ultimately allow the development 
of an 11,100 square-foot professional office building. 

Because the neighboring properties to the south are under the SC (Service Commercial) General 
Plan category with the C-1 (Service Commercial) Zoning District being best suited for this type of 
project, staff recommends denial on the 0 (Office) General Plan Amendment and the Rezoning to 
the "0" (Office) zoning district as approval of this request would constitute Spot Zoning. 

The site is located within the Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area of the 2020 Master Plan, 
which has policies encouraging infill development. Specifically, Policy 2.1.2 of that Strategy Area 
reads "That development on vacant or underutilized lots within existing residential neighborhoods 
be sensitive in use and design to surrounding development". Although the proposed professional 
office use is within the parameters of the policy intentions of the Neighborhood Revitalization 
Strategy Area, a low-intensity commercial use designed in respect to adjacent residential uses can 
be accomplished with the SC (Service Commercial) land use designation without resulting in a 
parcel that maintains an isolated land use code such as the request at-hand. 

FINDINGS 

Section 19.18.030.1 of the Las Vegas Zoning Code requires that the following conditions be met 
in order to justify a General Plan Amendment: 

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

An approved General Plan Amendment to the 0 (Office) category would allow the 
development of a professional office on the subject site. However, although this use will 
be compatible with the existing commercial uses to the south, staff recommends that the 
SC (Service Commercial) General Plan category is better more appropriate because it is 
consistent with the parcels to the south. 

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

The proposed 0 (Office) land use is not compatible with the existing adjacent C-V (Civic) 
zoned property to the north as the recommended General Plan category of SC (Service 
Commercial) does not support the "0" (Office) zoning district. 

The request for a Rezoning (ZON-20151) to the 0 (Office) zoning district for this single 
parcel constitutes "Spot Zoning", defined by Title 19.20 as: 



GPA-20150 - Staff Report Page Four 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

"Spot Zoning: Rezoning of a lot or parcel or parcel of land to benefit 
an owner for a use incompatible with surrounding land uses and that 
does not further the General Plan." 

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

Access to the site is provided by 6th Street, a 60-foot wide local street which will not be 
adversely impacted by this request. 

4. 	The proposed amendment conforms to other applicable adopted plans and policies 
that include approved neighborhood plans. 

The subject area is located within the Neighborhood Revitalization Area of the Las Vegas 
2020 Master Plan. One of the listed objectives for this area is: "To improve the amount 
and quality of infill development on vacant and underutilized lands within established 
areas of the City (Objective 2.6)." The reclassification of the subject property to SC 
(Service Commercial) would be better suited to enable this property to develop a use that 
is compatible to existing adjacent development and further this objective of the Las Vegas 
2020 Master Plan without creating a condition of Spot Zoning to the "0" (Office) Zoning 
district. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	12 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	10 

NOTICES MAILED 	310 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	0 

PROTESTS 	 1 



Subscribed and sworn before me 

This  çM  day of  e.,0  

int 

, 202_1 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
e.0  STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clerk 
.•1 :, 'ir"" 	MARIE MURPHY 

pcirNeni Expires Sept. 27. 201Q 

Notary Public in 

Revised 11-14-06 

Ii 

k 	IN(; 	1)EVE()PNIENT 1)E1' 11Z FNRINT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: GPA-20150 APN: t42 03 - c50 I- 13r7 

Name of Property Owner:  F A bt 5itL M.14 	 6(iLsact-, 
Name of Applicant:  D1an16Yri SprIVIV  

Name of Representative: AMS ATCV I 1e.r+UZ 

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: fs-y-E,r,ree  

Print Name. 
' 	  /t  

kEGaTi.":D 
fAdepo0Application Packe6Statement of Financial Interest.pdf 



Site Zoning & Data 

SCILL1611i 

o...60nOom. 
roomeG110.04.. 

OMMilamr. 
maa.M. 

WO. 

41• 

Mt" ..f64 web 

*LOX OOLin 
151.0 (MINOS 

VMS. 
.VICSUCAIS 

soros, 

6- OM 

t.gtg 

ftgetes 1400.90,  Gemal Ran Arnerdrel 

PKOOSOONado 

Lae Up* $ di OAK 

SIM2 COIMPON 

Gem. Coonno• 

EZZ 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT , 

.04111~141111 
asiriM 
OPW110.11/70. 

E 

.1111alfie 5,=■■ 

MONEMIDIM 
.11•• ■•• 
0•1101111.01,1•1. 

wimIOMMINIS 
aw.1.0 
C..•■••11%. 
141.41• ■••■•■••• 

pc'y 
/ „.• 	 Axes:Ar- 

ArY4f/ / 	 • 

000.7 
   . egVe 	/ ..,,Z.F/Prz#Zalaig 

„„,  

AY I IA Architecture 
• 

..11111,101 

] D 11771011 
FEU 2 a Z001 , 

leral Plan 
endment 

G PA 
6th Street/ St. Louis Avenue 
Site Development Review 

usveZna20150 ZON-20151 
VAR-20152 SDR-20149 

04/12/07 PC 



Kristen G. Neuman, AIA 
APTUS Architecture 

APTUS 

February 12, 2007 

City of Las Vegas 
Planning and Development Department 
731 s. 4th Street. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

RE: 	APN: 162-03-801-135 
Subject: A. General Plan Amendment 

B. Zoning Change 
C. Site Development Review 
D. Landscape Finger Island Waivers 
E. Residential Adjacency 

Dear Sirs: 

The intended use for the property on 6th Street south of St. Louis is Professional Office Space. 

This property currently has a General Plan designation of "Public Facility" and a zoning designation of "CV". We are 
requesting a general plan amendment to "Service Commercial" and a zone change to "0" for this parcel. This project 
consists of a vacant lot that will be converted to an office. We feel this general plan amendment and zone change 
would be of similar use to that which is currently in the area. North of our property is an existing church, east are 
existing one-story residences and to the west are existing one-story residences. South of our property is a vacant lot 
that is zoned R-1 but has a general plan of "Service Commercial". 

The new structure is 11,100 sf and is two stories high. Thirty-eight parking spaces will be provided which include a van 
accessible space and a standard handicap space. All setbacks and landscape buffers are provided per Title 19. We 
are requesting a waiver for three required landscape finger islands in the parking lot. We have provided enhanced 
landscaping on the north side of the site. An 8'-0" high masonry screen wall will be added to the east side of the site to 
buffer the residences from our project. Due to site constraints and the narrowness of the lot, we must request a 
variance for the residential adjacency. We attempted to design the site with the building on the east in order to 
decrease the residential adjacency setback variance. However, once the throat depth, the driveway width the required 
parking dimensions and the vehicle access were taken into account the remaining lot with was not sufficient for a 
building to function as a professional office. Therefore, in order to make the entire site functional, we have placed the 
building at the east end of the property and must request a variance for the residential adjacency requirement of 15'-0" 
where 105-0" would be required. 

The building is contemporary in design and will be made of framed walls with stucco and stone veneer and all 
mechanical units will be fully screened. 

Please consider this General Plan Amendment, rezoning, site development review and variance request as a positive 
impact on the City of Las Vegas and the surrounding neighborhood. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

GPA-20150 ZON-20151 
VAR•20152 SDR-20149 

04/12107 PC 

1200 South 4th Street, Suite 206, Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 	702 839.1200 	702.839 1213 	info@aptusarchitecture.com  
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Subj: 	SDR 20149, GPA 20150, 
Date: 	4/11/2007 11:00:06 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time 
From: 	south  ridgena@g mail. com  
To: 	douglasleindaol.corrt  
CC: 	larrinqton@lasvegasnevada.g, qregorvstep  h en brown @g ma  

With respect to items #44 - #47 on the Planning Commission agenda for April 12, please include the following letter as a public 
comment submitted by Gregory Brown, 606 Bonita Avenue, on behalf of the Southridge Neighborhood Association: 

Based on the plans presented at the neighborhood meeting held last month and a follow-up meeting with Mr. Lein, this project has the 
support of the Neighbdrhood Association. The response of those who attended the neighborhood meeting and viewed the plans 
presented that day was that this project is well-suited to the site and compatible with existing use of nearby properties, which are 
single family homes on the west side of 6th street and civic uses on the southeast and southwest corners of 6th & St Louis. The 
consensus of the neighbors was that this project would be well-suited to the site and compatible with nearby properties, because of 
the limited scale of the-building, the design which limits direct views onto adjacent houses, the placement of the structure on the 
property away from the street, the landscaping buffer, the adequate on-site parking, and the intended use for low-traffic offices. 

We share the applicant's view that "Office" is an appropriate land-use designation for this plot - which again is adjacent to a church 
and directly across the street from single-family homes. We would be concerned about a more permissive designation such as 
— rvice Commercial."Jf such a designation were to be granted, the site would then be entitled for retail and other commercial uses 

would be inconsistent with the Southridge and Beverly Green Neighborhood plan, as approved by the Planning Commission and 
Council in 2001. We stated in that plan and continue to express as our primary concern to prevent commercial encroachment on 

St. Louis east of Paradise and on properties adjacent to St. Louis. 

For these reasons, we support this application including the application for a designation of "Office" and we oppose a designation for 
"Service Commercial." 

Gregory Brown 
President, Southridge Neighborhood Association 

Submitted at Planning Commission 

Date tjAye, 2  Item 	11414—ce 

Thursday, April 12, 2007 America Online: DouglasLein 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ElConsent IZI Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
REZONING RELATED TO GPA-20150 

ZON-20151 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - OWNER: 
FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH - Request for a Rezoning FROM: C-V (Civic) TO: 0 
(OFFICE) on 0.69 acres on the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue (APN-
162-03-801-135), Ward 3 (Reese). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5- 
0-1 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 (5-0-1 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 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 45 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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 118 for related discussion. 
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CASE: ZON-20151 
RADIUS: 1000 FT 

ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: C-V (CIVIC) 

PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 0 (OFFICE) 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: ZON-20151 - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - 
OWNER: FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

The Planning Commission (5-0-1/1d vote) recommends 

1. A General Plan Amendment (GPA-20150) to an Office land use designation approved by 
the City Council. 

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

3. A Variance (VAR-20152) and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-20149) 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, if approved. 

Public Works 

4. Remove all substandard public street improvements, if any, adjacent to this site and 
replace with new improvements meeting current City Standards concurrent with on-site 
development activities. 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. 

5. This site shall connect to the City of Las Vegas public sewer system at a location 
acceptable to the City Engineer. 

6. 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, the issuance of any building or grading permits, or the submittal of a 
map for this site, whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all drainage ways as 
recommended. 



ZON-20151 - Staff Report Page One 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is a request to for a Rezoning (ZON-20151) to the "0" (Office) Zoning District 
on 0.69 acres on the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue. 

The applicant is seeking to develop an 11,100 square-foot professional office building for this 
location. Companion requests for a General Plan Amendment (GPA-20150), a Variance (VAR-
20152), and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-20149) have been filed with this application. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Related Re 
The Board of Commissioners for the City of Las Vegas approved a Use 
Permit (U-0001-58) to construct, maintain, and use a church on property 

3/05/58 	located at the southeast corner of 6 th  Street and St. Louis Avenue. 
The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Use Permit (U-0056-75) to 
allow the operation of a child care nursery, a pre-school, and to conduct 

8/29/75 	educational Bro . ams on Br° . ert located at 700 E. St. Louis Avenue. 
The City Council approved the reclassification of property (Z-0024-92) 
located at 700 East St. Louis Avenue from R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
zoning to C-V (Civic) zoning for the remodel and expansion of an existing 

6/23/92 	church. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items GPA-
20150; VAR-20152 and SDR-20149 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-0-1/1d to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
04/12/07 	A . enda Item #45/mh). 

A Pre-application meeting was held with staff concerning the requirements to 
develop a vacant parcel associated with an existing church into an 11,100 SF 
professional office building. The applicant was informed of the requirements 
of a General Plan Amendment, a Rezoning, a Variance, and Site Development 

02/09/07 	Plan Review. 

A neighborhood meeting was scheduled in the First Southern Church, 
3/14/07 	Fellowshi B Hall, 700 E. St. Louis at 5:30pm. 

Dtails of Application Request 
Site Area 
Net Acres 0.69 acres 
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S  • ecial  Area Plan 	X 	NA  

S 1 ecial Pu 1 ose and Overla Districts 
A-0 Ai e ort Overlay District 	 X 	 Y 

Trails 	 X 	NA 
Rural Preservation Overla District 	 X 	NA 
Develo I ment Im s act Notification Assessment 	 X 	NA 
Project of Re . 'onal Significance 	 X 	NA 

Surrounding Property 	Existing Land Use 	Planned Land Use 	Existing Zoning  
Subject Property 	Undeveloped 	PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone  
North 	 Church 	 PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone  

SC (Service 	R-1 (Single Family 
South 	 Undeveloped 	Commercial) 	Residential) Zone  

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
East 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 	_ 

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
West 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to Title 19.08, the ollowin standards a, , l : 

Min. Lot Size 	 NA 	 _ 29,620 SF 	NA  
Min. Lot Width 	 60 feet 	 _ 100 feet 	Y  
Min. Setbacks 

• Front 	 25 feet 	 207 feet 	Y 
• Side 	 10 feet 	 10 	feet 	Y 
• Corner 	 15 feet 	 NA 	NA 
• Rear 	 15 feet 	 15 feet 	Y  

Max. Lot Coverage 	 30% 	 19% 	Y  
2 stories of 35 feet, 

Max. Building Height 	 whichever is less 	35 feet 	N*  
Screened & 	Screened 

Trash Enclosure 	 covered 	 & covered 	Y  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	screened 	Y 

*Although this proposal meets most of the Design Standards as listed by Title 19.08, the 
proposal does not meet the Residential Adjacency Standards. A Variance (VAR-20152) has been 
requested a companion item. 



3:1 proximity slope 114 feet 15 feet 
Adjacent development matching setback 15 feet 15 feet 

50 feet from 
residential Trash Enclosure 

ZON-20151 - Staff Report Page Three 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Pursuant to Title 19.08.060, the following standards apply 

Pursuant to Title 19.12. the following standards apply: _ 
Landscaping and Open Space Standards  

Standards 	 Required 	.. 	Provided 	Compliance 
Ra 	 Tees .  

Parking Area 	 1 Tree/ 6 Spaces 	4 Trees 	1 	 N  
1 Tree/ 20 Linear Feet 
along north perimeter; 	10 Trees; 
1 Tree/ 30 Linear Feet 

Buffer: 	 along south, east, & 
Min. Trees 	west perimeters 	 18 Trees 	26 	 Y  

TOTAL 	 32 Trees 	 55 	 Y  
Min. Zone Width 	 8 Feet 	 12 Feet 	Y  
Wall Height 	 6 Feet 	 8 Feet 	Y 

Pursuant to Title 19.10. the following parking standards apply: 
Parking Requirement ier 	,  

Gross Floor 	' 	. 	qire ._ 	Reu 	 Wi•-vided 	Compliance  
Area or 	 Par ing 	Parking  
Number of 	Parking 	 Handi- 	Handi- 

frii  	Units 	* Ratio 	Regular 	qiimiliafigigak 	capped  
Office, Other 
Than Listed 	11,100 SF 	1:300 	37 	2 	38 	2 	Y  

TOTAL 	 37 	2 	38 	2 	Y 

ANALYSIS 

The applicant is requesting a Rezoning from the existing C-V (Civic) Zoning District to the 0 
(Office) Zoning District. A General Plan Amendment has been requested to accommodate a 
change in land use from a portion of an existing lot that was used as a parking lot to an existing 
church. Although the applicant is requesting a Zoning District that is in compliance with the 
requested General Plan Amendment, the two requests in total would constitute "Spot Zoning" as 
defined in Title 19.20. as such: 

"Rezoning of a lot or parcel or parcel of land to benefit an owner for a use incompatible 
with surrounding land uses and that does not further the General Plan." 
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Because the applicant's proposal for an office use in a residential context can be accomplished 
with the SC (Service Commercial) land use designation and C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning 
without resulting in a parcel zoned in isolation from the adjacent properties that are under the SC 
(Service Commercial) land use designation, staff recommends denial. 

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." 

As the associated request for the General Plan Amendment to the "0" (Office) land use 
category has been recommended for denial by staff and the request for a Rezoning to the 
associated Office zoning district would constitute spot-zoning in nature. Therefore, staff 
recommends denial. 

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

The proposed use of professional office is compatible with the surrounding land uses and 
zoning districts. However, the requested General Plan Amendment and Rezoning to the 0 
(Office) land use category and "0" (Office) zoning District would constitute Spot Zoning. 
Staff recommends that the SC (Service Commercial) land use and C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) zoning District would facilitate the proposed use without creating the Spot 
Zoning condition. 

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

Per the stated policies listed in the Las Vegas Master Plan, this property, along with the 
adjoining southern properties maintaining the SC (Service Commercial) land use 
designation, have remained undeveloped for some time. With a General Plan Amendment 
to a more suitable SC (Service Commercial) land use category and C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) zoning District, the proposed, low-intensity commercial use such as this 
professional office would be beneficial to the immediate 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." 

6th  Street, classified as a Local street, would be suitable for only low-intensity commercial 
uses such as this professional office. Staff believes that the impact from increased traffic 
would be minimal if restricted to this type of use. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	12 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	10 

NOTICES MAILED 	310 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clark F fAdepodApplication PackeStatem 	 t ent of Financial Interest 

MARIE MURPHY  

7ir11143n: Expires Sept. 27.  2010 

PI ,.‘N \ 	& DEVElAWMENT DEPARTMENT 

i 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number ZON-201 51 APN: V92 —  0 5 - 660 	3r-.2 

Name of Property Owner: F cz,t- 	 (,/ 	 u   kct, 

Name of Applicant:  Diarrioy4  

Name of Representative: AIMS Al(Citi I leot-um 
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? 

CI 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. 	 .  

Print Name:  N  

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This„96-"at day of 	rct 	, 20  6'  

Witte init.idilf 	
-
'L ,Veveiej_4_, 

Notary Public in and Yor said County and State 

Revised 11-14-06 
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6th Street/ St. Louis Avenue 
APTUS Architecture 	 Site Development Review 

66 Street 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89109 

GPA-20150 ZON-20151 
JAR-20152 SDR-20149 

04/12/07 PC 



Respectfully Submitted, 

APTUSI 

February 12, 2007 

City of Las Vegas 
Planning and Development Department 
731 S. 4th Street. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

RE: 	APN: 162-03-801-135 
Subject: A. General Plan Amendment 

B. Zoning Change 
C. Site Development Review 
D. Landscape Finger Island Waivers 
E. Residential Adjacency 

Dear Sirs: 

The intended use for the property on 6 ,h Street south of St. Louis is Professional Office Space. 

This property currently has a General Plan designation of "Public Facility" and a zoning designation of "CV". We are 
requesting a general plan amendment to "Service Commercial" and a zone change to "0" for this parcel. This project 
consists of a vacant lot that will be converted to an office. We feel this general plan amendment and zone change 
would be of similar use to that which is currently in the area. North of our property is an existing church, east are 
existing one-story residences and to the west are existing one-story residences. South of our property is a vacant lot 
that is zoned R-1 but has a general plan of "Service Commercial". 

The new structure is 11,100 sf and is two stories high. Thirty-eight parking spaces will be provided which include a van 
accessible space and a standard handicap space. All setbacks and landscape buffers are provided per Title 19. We 
are requesting a waiver for three required landscape finger islands in the parking lot. We have provided enhanced 
landscaping on the north side of the site. An 8'-0" high masonry screen wall will be added to the east side of the site to 
buffer the residences from our project. Due to site constraints and the narrowness of the lot, we must request a 
variance for the residential adjacency. We attempted to design the site with the building on the east in order to 
decrease the residential adjacency setback variance. However, once the throat depth, the driveway width the required 
parking dimensions and the vehicle access were taken into account the remaining lot with was not sufficient for a 
building to function as a professional office. Therefore, in order to make the entire site functional, we have placed the 
building at the east end of the property and must request a variance for the residential adjacency requirement of 15'-0" 
where 105 .-0" would be required. 

The building is contemporary in design and will be made of framed walls with stucco and stone veneer and all 
mechanical units will be fully screened. 

Please consider this General Plan Amendment, rezoning, site development review and variance request as a positive 
impact on the City of Las Vegas and the surrounding neighborhood. 

Kristen G. Neuman, AIA 
APTUS Architecture 

GPA-20150 ZON-20151 
VAR-20152 SDR-20149 

04112/07 PC 

1200 South 4th Street, Suite 206. Las Vegas. Nevada 89104 	702 839.1200 	702.839.1213 	inlo@aptusarchitecture.com  



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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Subj: 	SDR 20149, GPA 20150, 
Date: 	4/11/2007 11:00:06 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time 
From: 	southridgena©gmail.com  
To: 	douglaslein_@aol.com  
CC: 	larrinoton@lasvegasnevadgov, gregOrystep_henbrown@gmail.com  

With respect to items #44 - #47 on the Planning Commission agenda for April 12, please include the following letter as a public 
comment submitted by Gregory Brown, 606 Bonita Avenue, on behalf of the Southridge Neighborhood Association: 

Based on the plans presented at the neighborhood meeting held last month and a follow-up meeting with Mr. Lein, this project has the 
support of the Neighborhood Association. The response of those who attended the neighborhood meeting and viewed the plans 
presented that day was that this project is well-suited to the site and compatible with existing use of nearby properties, which are 
single family homes on the west side of 6th street and civic uses on the southeast and southwest corners of 6th & St Louis. The 
consensus of the neighbors was that this project would be well—suited to the site and compatible with nearby properties, because of 
the limited scale of the_building, the design which limits direct views onto adjacent houses, the placement of the structure on the 
property away from the street, the landscaping buffer, the adequate on-site parking, and the intended use for low-traffic offices. 

We share the applicant's view that "Office" is an appropriate land-use designation for this plot — which again is adjacent to a church 
and directly across the street from single-family homes. We would be concerned about a more permissive designation such as 
"cervice Commerciarif such a designation were to be granted, the site would then be entitled for retail and other commercial uses 

'would be inconsistent with the Southridge and Beverly Green Neighborhood plan, as approved by the Planning Commission and 
.y Council in 2001. We stated in that plan and continue to express as our primary concern to prevent commercial encroachment on 

St. Louis east of Paradise and on properties adjacent to St. Louis. 

For these reasons, we support this application including the application for a designation of "Office" and we oppose a designation for 
"Service Commercial." 

Gregory Brown 
President, Southridge Neighborhood Association 

Submitted at Planning Commission 

Date le//d/p2 Item 	4i.(le4e7 

Thursday, April 12, 2007 America Online: DouglasLein 
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

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

SUBJECT:  
VARIANCE RELATED TO GPA-20150 AND ZON-20151 

VAR-20152 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - OWNER: 
FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH - Request for a Variance TO ALLOW A TWO-
STORY 35 FOOT HIGH OFFICE BUILDING 15 FEET FROM RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY 
WHERE RESIDENTIAL ADJACENCY STANDARDS REQUIRE 105 FEET on 0.69 acres on 
the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue (APN-162-03-801-135), C-V so 

	

	(Civic) Zone [PROPOSED: 0 (OFFICE) Zone], Ward 3 (Reese). Staff recommends DENIAL. 
The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFOREL,<,---1 APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 	I 1 	3 Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 	 3 	City Council Meeting 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5;0-1 vote) recommends APPROVAL, 
subject to conditions. 

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:  
1. Location Map 
2. Conditions and Staff Report 
3. Supporting Documentation 
4. Justification Letter 

6. Submitted after final agenda — Returned postcard protest and support 
7. Submitted after meeting — Returned postcard support 
8. Backup referenced from the 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 46 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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 118 for related discussion. 

5. Returned postcard protests 5. Returned postcard protests 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: VAR-20152 - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - 
OWNER: FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Pknnink and Development 

The Planning Commission (5-0-1/1d vote) recommends 

1. Conformance to the conditions for Rezoning (ZON-20151) and Site Development Plan 
Review (SDR-20149) 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 ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is a request for a Variance to allow a 35 foot high office building to be 15 feet 
from residential property where Residential Adjacency Setback standards require 105 feet on 
property located on the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue. The additional 
setback distance stems from an approximate 3-foot difference in grade from the affected 
residential property. 

This application is accompanied with requests for a General Plan Amendment (GPA-20150), 
Rezoning (ZON-20151), and Site Plan Development Review (SDR-20149) and will be heard 
concurrently. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The Board of Commissioners for the City of Las Vegas approved a Use 
Permit (U-0001-58) to construct, maintain, and use a church on property 

03/05/58 located at the southeast corner of 6 th  Street and St. Louis Avenue.  
The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Use Permit (U-0056-75) to 
allow the operation of a child care nursery, a pre-school, and to conduct 

08/29/75 educational programs on property located at 700 E. St. Louis Avenue.  
The City Council approved the reclassification of property (Z-0024-92) 
located at 700 East St. Louis Avenue from R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
zoning to C-V (Civic) zoning for the remodel and expansion of an existing 

06/23/92 church.  
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items GPA-
20150; ZON-20151 and SDR-20149 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-0-1/1d to recommend APPROVAL (PC 
04/12/07 Agenda Item #46/mh).  
Related Building Permits/Business Licenses  
Month/date/year 	Description  
NA 	 NA  

' Pre-Application Meeting di  
A Pre-application meeting was held with staff concerning the requirements to 
develop a vacant parcel associated with an existing church into an 11,100 SF 
professional office building. The applicant was informed of the requirements 
of a General Plan Amendment from the "PF' land use to "0", a Rezoning, a 
Variance from residential adjacency setbacks, and Site Development Plan 

02/09/07 	Review. 

A neighborhood meeting was scheduled in the First Southern Church, 
03/14/07 	Fellowship Hall, 700 E. St. Louis at 5:30pm. 
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Surrounding Property 	Existing Land Use 	Planned Land Use 	Existing Zoning  
Subject Property 	Undeveloped 	PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone  
North 	 Church 	 PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone  

SC (Service 	R-1 (Single Family 
South 	 Undeveloped 	Commercial) 	Residential) Zone  

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
East 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone  

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
West 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 

S 1 ecial Area Plan 	 X 	NA 

Special Purpose and Overlay Districts  
A-0 Airport Overlay District 	 X 	 Y  

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

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to Title 19.08. the followin2 standards apply: 

Min. Lot Size 	 NA 	 29,620 SF 	NA  
Min. Lot Width 	 60 feet 	 100 feet 	Y  
Min. Setbacks 

• Front 	 25 feet 	 207 feet 	Y 
• Side 	 10 feet 	 10 	feet 	Y 
• Corner 	 15 feet 	 NA 	NA 
• Rear 	 15 feet 	 15 feet 	Y  

Max. Lot Coverage 	 30% 	 19% 	Y  
2 stories of 35 feet, 

Max. Building Height 	 whichever is less 	35 feet 	N*  
Screened & 	Screened 

Trash Enclosure 	 covered 	 & covered 	Y  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	screened 	Y 



3:1 proximity slope 105 feet* 15 feet 
Adjacent development matching setback 15 feet 15 feet 
Trash Enclosure 50 feet 91 feet 

VAR-20152 - Staff Report Page Three 
May 16, 2007 - City Council Meeting 

Pursuant to Title 19.08.060 the followine standards apply: g 

ANALYSIS 

This request for a Variance from the residential setback distance stems from the proposed 35 foot 
high office building being placed 15 feet from protected property where residential adjacency 
standards require 105 feet. The 0.69 acre subject parcel is located on the east side of 6th Street, 
approximately 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue. The building façade is slightly offset from the 
rear property line and has two different elevation heights — one 35-foot high northern parapet 
with an approximate 22-foot rear setback and one 32-foot high southern parapet with a 15-foot 
rear setback. The greatest affecting plane that intersects the 3:1 residential adjacency setback 
slope is the 32-foot high parapet. The 32-foot height has an additional 3-foot maximum height 
added due the change in grade from the western neighboring residential property. This additional 
height results in a 35-foot building height being located 15 feet from the affected residential 
property where a 3:1 slope requirement would require a 105-foot setback. 

Regarding the layout of the second floor office suites, it is important to note that efforts have 
been made to protect the visual privacy of the adjacent residential property. The provided floor 
plans and elevations show office windows placed at six-feet above the second floor level 
allowing southern light to enter the building while making it difficult to have visual access to the 
neighboring property. In addition to the high windows, the applicant has also provided ample 24- 
inch box trees that, when mature, should provide additional screening of the building. 

Because this proposal stems from the overbuilding of a narrow lot —thus requiring the applicant 
to place the building behind the required parking and closer to the residential property- staff 
recommends denial as different design would potentially avoid the necessity of approving this 
Variance. 

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 by placing a two-story structure too close to residentially 
zoned property. An alternative design reducing the overall building size and arranging the 
building more towards the west 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 	12 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	10 

NOTICES MAILED 	312 by City Clerk 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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teganicialig4SUar•fg aitiVas 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

, 	

STATE OF NEVADA ocrf)s. 1".. 
County of Clark 

'LA ,  MARIE MURPHY 

girriVent Ex ipm_VaLigi210, 

'I, 1NNINI; 	DEVE1.01)111.:\ I .  DEP klUNIEN 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number: VAR-20152 APN: 1472 -  05- so I- i3c7 

Name of Property  Owner:  Fire st— c-4,N 4palisl Ck urtc  
Name of Applicant:  DICAVYMYri  
Name of Representative: AM) s Prici(tilieu—um 

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 an y  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 Cit y  Council or Planning  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: 

Signature of Property  Owner: Ill 	 /) I 7  

Print Name: 	 , 

Subscribed and sworn before me 

This owr  44-  day  of  kvi 	 , 20  6 ?  

tfilet 	 e:4 ie. 	-e  
Notary  Public in and/for said County  and State 

of;' 777 ;  

EkleponApplication PackeAStatetnent of Financial Interest.pdf 
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APT liS 

February 12, 2007 

City of Las Vegas 
Planning and Development Department 
731 s. 40,  Street. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

RE: 	APN: 162-03-801-135 
Subject: A. General Plan Amendment 

B. Zoning Change 
C. Site Development Review 
D. Landscape Finger Island Waivers 
E. Residential Adjacency 

Dear Sirs: 

The intended use for the property on 6m Street south of St. Louis is Professional Office Space. 

This property currently has a General Plan designation of "Public Facility" and a zoning designation of `CV". We are 
requesting a general plan amendment to "Service Commercial" and a zone change to "0" for this parcel. This project 
consists of a vacant lot that will be converted to an office. We feel this general plan amendment and zone change 
would be of similar use to that which is currently in the area. North of our property is an existing church, east are 
existing one-story residences and to the west are existing one-story residences. South of our properly is a vacant lot 
that is zoned R-1 but has a general plan of "Service Commercial". 

The new structure is 11,100 sf and is two stories high. Thirty-eight parking spaces will be provided which include a van 
accessible space and a standard handicap space. All setbacks and landscape buffers are provided per Title 19. We 
are requesting a waiver for three required landscape finger islands in the parking lot. We have provided enhanced 
landscaping on the north side of the site. An 8'-0" high masonry screen wall will be added to the east side of the site to 
buffer the residences from our project. Due to site constraints and the narrowness of the lot, we must request a 
variance for the residential adjacency. We attempted to design the site with the building on the east in order to 
decrease the residential adjacency setback variance. However, once the throat depth, the driveway width the required 
parking dimensions and the vehicle access were taken into account the remaining lot with was not sufficient for a 
building to function as a professional office. Therefore, in order to make the entire site functional, we have placed the 
building at the east end of the property and must request a variance for the residential adjacency requirement of 15'-0" 
where 105'-0" would be required. 

The building is contemporary in design and will be made of framed walls with stucco and stone veneer and all 
mechanical units will be fully screened. 

Please consider this General Plan Amendment, rezoning, site development review and variance request as a positive 
impact on the City of Las Vegas and the surrounding neighborhood. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kristen G. Neuman, AIA 
APTUS Architecture 

GPA-20150 ZON-20151 
VAR-20152 SDR-20149 

04112107 PC 

1200 South 4th Street, Suite 206, Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 	702.839.1200 	702.819.1213 info@aptusarchitetture.com  
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CityofLasVegas 
City Clerk 
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400 Stewart Avenue 
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Official Notice of Public Hearing 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 

tage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
this card to (702)382-4803. 
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I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I OPPOSE 
this Request 

City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearing 

PAYNE MARION R TRUST 
PAYNE MARION R TRS 
2304 BEVERLY WY 
LAS VEGAS NV 89104-2760 

CT' 
HALL 

LOCATION 
MAP 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
of this card to (702) 382-4803. 
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City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearing 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
nf this card to (702) 382-4803. 

BOOTH RICHARD 

2208 BEVERLY WY 

LAS VEGAS NV 89104-2759 
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P•35-i-Act-: City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Official Notice of Public Hearing 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
-c this card to (702) 382-4803. 

SKONIECZNY HENRY J 
O'NEILL RACHEL C 
705 E ST LOUIS AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89104-2822 

M.."'  I SUPPORT 
this Request 

VAR-20152 

I OPPOSE 
this Request 
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City of Las Vegas 
City Clerk 
City Hall, First Floor 	

riEcou, 
1::1Ty 	vL 

400 Stewart Avenue 	 CL EE/ 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

101  HAY Official Notice of Public Hearmi A 10: 

If you wish to file your protest or support on this request, check the 
appropriate box below and return this card in an envelope with 
postage to the City Clerk at the address listed above or fax this side 
of this card to (702) 382-4803. 

TIRSO REYNANTE M 
701 CANOSA AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV 89104-2816 

VAR-20152 

I SUPPORT 
this Request 

I OPPOSE 
this Request 

Submitted after City Coma 
Date  —5 431 071tem,  i /Zt)  
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Subj: 	SDR 20149, GPA 20150, 
Date: 	4/1112007 11:00:06 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time 
From: 	south  ridgena ft,g mail.com  
To: 	douglaslein@aol.com  
DC: 	larrington@lasvegasnevaduov, greggjvstephenbrowji©gmail. cQm  

With respect to items #44 - #47 on the Planning Commission agenda for April 12, please include the following letter as a public 
comment submitted by Gregory Brown, 606 Bonita Avenue, on behalf of the Southridge Neighborhood Association: 

Based on the plans presented at the neighborhood meeting held last month and a follow-up meeting with Mr. Lein, this project has the 
support of the Neighb9rhood Association. The response of those who attended the neighborhood meeting and viewed the plans 
presented that day was that this project is well-suited to the site and compatible with existing use of nearby properties, which are 
single family homes on the west side of 6th street and civic uses on the southeast and southwest corners of 6th & St Louis. The 
consensus of the neighbors was that this project would be well—suited to the site and compatible with nearby properties, because of 
the limited scale of the.building, the design which limits direct views onto adjacent houses, the placement of the structure on the 
property away from the street, the landscaping buffer, the adequate on-site parking, and the intended use for low-traffic offices. 

We share the applicant's view that "Office" is an appropriate land-use designation for this plot — which again is adjacent to a church 
and directly across the street from single-family homes. We would be concerned about a more permissive designation such as 
"Service Commercial."Jf such a designation were to be granted, the site would then be entitled for retail and other commercial uses 

'would be inconsistent with the Southridge and Beverly Green Neighborhood plan, as approved by the Planning Commission and 
I Council in 2001. We stated in that plan and continue to express as our primary concern to prevent commercial encroachment on 

St. Louis east of Paradise and on properties adjacent to St. Louis. 

For these reasons, we support this application including the application for a designation of "Office" and we oppose a designation for 
"Service Commercial." 

Gregory Brown 
President, Southridge Neighborhood Association 

Submitted at Planning Commission 

Date OG1/4)2 hern 	4154-547 

Thursday, April 12, 2007 America Online: DouglasLein 
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Agenda Item No.: 121. 

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: MAY 16, 2007 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR: M. MARGO WHEELER 	 ['Consent 11] Discussion 

SUBJECT:  
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-20150, ZON-20151 AND VAR-
20152 

SDR-20149 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - OWNER: 
FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH - Request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR 
A PROPOSED 11,110 SQUARE FOOT OFFICE BUILDING on 0.69 acres on the east side of 
6th Street, 335 feet south of St. Louis Avenue (APN-162-03-801-135), C-V (Civic) Zone 
[PROPOSED: 0 (Office) Zone], Ward 3 (Reese). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning 
Commission (5-0-1 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting  

APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:  

Planning Commission Mtg. 

City Council Meeting 0 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-0-1 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 04-12-07 Planning Commission Meeting Item 47 

Motion made by GARY REESE to Approve Subject to Conditions 

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
BRENDA J. WILLIAMS, LOIS TARKANIAN, 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 118 for related discussion. 
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AGENDA MEMO 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: MAY 16, 2007 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: SDR-20149 - APPLICANT: DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - 
OWNER: FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH 

** CONDITIONS ** 

Staff recommends DENIAL. 	The Planning Commission (5-0-1/1d vote) recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to: 

Planning and Development 

1. 	Conformance to the conditions for Rezoning (ZON-20151) if approved. 

2. 	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 2/23/07, except as amended by conditions herein. 

4. 	A Waiver from Title 19.10 is hereby approved, to allow one parking lot tree where four are 
required. 

5. 	A revised site plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning and Development 
Department, prior to the time application is made for a building permit for signage, to 
reflect the changes herein: 

A. One Monument Sign per street frontage with a maximum size of 75 square feet 
and maximum height of 8 feet is allowed in the "0" (Office) zoning District Title 
19.14.060. 
B. A monument sign must show a setback of five feet from all property lines. 

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. 
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7. 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. 

8. 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). 

9. All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in views 
from the abutting streets. 

10. All utility boxes exceeding 27 cubic feet in size shall meet the standards of LVMC Title 
19.12.040. 

11. Parking lot lighting standards shall be no more than 30 feet in height and shall utilize 
downward-directed lights with full cut-off luminaires. 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. 

12. 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. 

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

Public Works  

14. Submit an application for a deviation from Standard Drawing #222a for the driveway 
accessing this site from Sixth Street. 

15. Unless otherwise allowed by the City Engineer, construct sidewalk on at least one side of 
all access drives connecting this site to the adjacent public streets concurrent with 
development of this site. The connecting sidewalk shall extend from the sidewalk on the 
public street to the first intersection of the on-site roadway network and shall be terminated 
on-site with a handicap ramp. 
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16. All landscaping and private improvements 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. 

17. Site development to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for Zoning 
Reclassification ZON-20151 and all other applicable subsequent site-related actions. 
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** STAFF REPORT ** 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is a request for a Site Development Plan Review for a proposed 11,110 square 
foot office building on 0.69 acres of property located on the east side of 6th Street, 335 feet south 
of St. Louis Avenue. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The Board of Commissioners for the City of Las Vegas approved a Use 
Permit (U-0001-58) to construct, maintain, and use a church on property 

03/05/58 located at the southeast corner of 661  Street and St. Louis Avenue.  
The Board of Zoning Adjustment approved a Use Permit (U-0056-75) to 
allow the operation of a child care nursery, a pre-school, and to conduct 

08/29/75 educational programs on property located at 700 E. St. Louis Avenue.  
The City Council approved the reclassification of property (Z-0024-92) 
located at 700 East St. Louis Avenue from R-1 (Single Family Residential) 
zoning to C-V (Civic) zoning for the remodel and expansion of an existing 

06/23/92 church.  
The Planning Commission recommended approval of companion items GPA-
20150; ZON-20151 and VAR-20152 concurrently with this application. 

The Planning Commission voted 5-0-1/1d to recommend APPROVAL (PC 

	

04/12/07 	Agenda Item #47/mh).  
Pre-Application Meeting  

A Pre-application meeting was held with staff concerning the requirements to 
develop a vacant parcel associated with an existing church into an 11,100 SF 
professional office building. The applicant was informed of the requirements 
of a General Plan Amendment, a Rezoning, a Variance, and Site Development 

	

02/09/07 	Plan Review. 

	

' ili or 	i i 'i  
A neighborhood meeting was scheduled in the First Southern Church, 

	

03/14/07 	Fellowship Hall, 700 E. St. Louis at 5:30pm. 

Detapplication Request 
Site Area 
Net Acres 0,69 acres 



Pursuant to Title 19.08.060, the following standards apply: 

3:1 proximity slope 114 feet 	I 15 feet 
Adjacent development matching  setback 

Trash Enclosure 
50 feet from 
residential 98 feet 

15 feet 15 feet 

SDR-20149 - Staff Report Page Two 
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Sub'ect Property 	Undevelo ed 	PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone 
North 	 Church 	 PF (Public Facilities) 	C-V (Civic) Zone 

SC (Service 	R-1 (Single Family 
South 	 Undevelo • ed 	Commercial) 	Residential) Zone 

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
East 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 

Single Family 	L (Low Density 	R-1 (Single Family 
West 	 Homes 	 Residential) 	Residential) Zone 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to Title 19.08, the ollowin standards a 	1 : 

Min. Lot Size 	 NA 	 29,620 SF 	NA  
Min. Lot Width 	 60 feet 	 100 feet  
Min. Setbacks 

• Front 	 25 feet 	 207 feet 	Y 
• Side 	 10 feet 	 10 	feet 	Y 
• Corner 	 15 feet 	 NA 	NA 
• Rear 	 15 feet 	 15 feet 	. Y 

Max. Lot  Coverage 	 30% 	 19% 	. Y  
2 stories of 35 feet, 

Max. Building Height 	 whichever is less 	35 feet  
Screened & 	Screened 

Trash Enclosure 	 covered 	 & covered  
Mech. Equipment 	 Screened 	screened 	Y 

*Although this proposal meets most of the Design Standards as listed by Title 19.08, the 
proposal does not meet the Residential Adjacency Standards. A Variance (VAR-20152) has been 
requested a companion item. 
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Pursuant to Title 19.12, the following standards apply: .. 	., 
Landscaping and Open Space Standards  

Standards 	 Required 	Provided 	Compliance 
tio 	 jirees  

Parking Area 	1 Tree/ 6 Spaces 	4 Trees 	1 	 N  
1 Tree/ 20 Linear Feet 
along north perimeter; 	10 Trees; 
1 Tree/ 30 Linear Feet 

Buffer: 	 along south, east, & 
MM. Trees 	west perimeters 	 18 Trees 	26 	 Y  

TOTAL 	 32 Trees 	 55 	 Y  
MM. Zone Width 	 8 Feet 	 12 Feet 	Y  
Wall Height 	 6 Feet 	 8 Feet 	Y 

Pursuant to Title 19.10, the following parking standards apply: _ 
Parking Requirement 	 Iler  

Gross Floor 	Required 	 Provided 	Compliance  
Area or 	 Parking 	Parking  
Number of 	Parking 	 Handi- 	Handi- 

Use 	Units 	Ratio 	Regular 	capped 	Regular 	capped  
Office, Other 
Than Listed 	11,100 SF 	1:300 	37 	2 	38 	-, 	Y  

TOTAL 	 37 	2 	38 	2 	Y 

Monument Signs-Mir-4.060  
Allowed 	 Provided  

Maximum Number 	 1 sign per 	2 Street frontage signs* 
Street frontage  

Maximum Area 	 75 SF /sign 	 2 X 48 SF: 96 SF total*  
Maximum Height 	 8 Feet 	 4 feet  
Minimum Setback 	 5 Feet 	 3 feet*  
Illumination 	 Direct/Internal 	 Not shown* 

Waivers  
Request 	 Requirements.. 	Staff Recommendation  
To allow 1 parking lot tree 	 Four trees 	 A pproN al 
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ANALYSIS 

• Zoning/Use 

The proposed office use is an appropriate for the area. However, as the requested General 
Plan Amendment to the 0 (Office) land use category and "0" (Office) Rezoning would 
constitute Spot Zoning, staff has recommended denial. A General Plan Amendment to SC 
(Service Commercial) with an affiliated C-1 (Limited Commercial) zoning District would 
allow the same use as proposed but remain in context with the existing adjoining land use 
to the south. 

• Site Plan 

The site plan shows a two-story building with an approximate 5,800 square foot building 
footprint (11,110 gross floor area) nestled at the far eastern end of the property providing 
a total lot coverage of 19% where 30% is allowed. Parking spaces for 38 cars —with two 
meeting ADA accessibility standards- are located at the front —or western end- of the 
property and are accessed from a non-standard 32 foot, 4 inch driveway off of 6 th  Street. 

The applicant states that due to the narrowness of the lot -100 feet- and the requirements 
for drive access the building must be set back towards the rear of the building. Because of 
this arrangement, a Variance for Residential Adjacency Setbacks has been requested. 

• Residential Adjacency 

Although the office proposal meets the maximum allowable height for the "0" (Office) 
zoning District, the project does not meet the required Residential Adjacency Setback 
Standards. The eastern edge of the building located to the rear of the property show a 
split elevation with 35 foot and 32 foot parapets. The 32-foot parapet is located 15 feet 
from a single-family home that sits an additional 3 feet lower than the office grade. This 
requires that the office be setback 105 feet from the east in order to meet the 3:1 
Residential Adjacency slope requirements. 

Concerning the risk of privacy, it is important to note that the applicant has provided 
floorplans and elevations showing windows placed at 6-feet above the second floor. This 
arrangement should allow light to access the office buildings while making it difficult to 
have visual access to the neighboring property from the second floor. 

A Variance (VAR-20152) has been requested as companion item to this Site 
Development Review. Because alternative design scenarios would allow possible 
compliance, staff has recommended denial on both the Site Development Review and the 
requested Variance. 
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• Landscape Plan 

The provided landscape plan shows an inadequate amount of parking lot tree coverage. 
However, in an effort to provide screening to the residential properties to the east and to 
compensate for the shortage of parking lot trees, the applicant has provided enhanced 
landscaping along the northern perimeter. In addition to the abundant landscaping, the 
proposal shows a small pedestrian plaza located next to the southeast corner of the 
building that is adequately shaded and provides an inviting space for both office users 
and customers. 

• Elevations 

The selected materials shown on the elevations are appropriate for the proposed office 
use and provide some visual interest typical of professional-class office buildings. Stone 
veneer is shown along the north, south, and west elevations and a variation in red desert 
tones provide a visual breakup of the façade while remaining respective of the 
surrounding residential character of the neighborhood. 

A Variance to the Residential Adjacency Setback Standards has been requested as the 
rear elevations encroach the 3:1 setback slope. 

• Floor Plan 

The four office spaces, split between two floors, are shown on the provided floor plans. 
Each level contains two office bays arranged on an east-west axis that are divided by a 
continuous corridor running from the front entrance to an exit located at the rear of the 
building. Vertical circulation is provided by both an internal and external stairway and a 
single elevator. The external stairway is located at the rear of the building adjacent to the 
single-family home to the east. 

• Signage 

The provided site plans and landscape plans show two four-foot high by 12-feet wide 
monument signs located at the northwest and southwest corners of the property. Each 
sign is angled toward 6th  Street and placed approximately three feet from the northern and 
southern property lines, respectively. Per Title 19.14.060, one monument sign at a 
maximum height of 8 feet placed 5 feet from property lines is allowed per street front. 
Additionally, monument signs have a maximum allowable area of 75 square feet and may 
not be internally or externally illuminated as there is residential property present within 
200 feet. 

A condition has been added for revised site plans to be submitted at the time building 
permits are pulled for signage to show adequate compliance with Title 19.14.060. 
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FINDINGS 

The following findings must be made for an SDR: 

1. The proposed development is compatible with adjacent development and 
development in the area; 

The proposed office building use and layout are compatible with the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods to the east and west. However, due to the building's designed height, a 
Variance to the Title 19.08 Residential Adjacency Setback Standards has been requested. 
Therefore, the proposed development is not compatible with the adjacent development in 
its entirety. 

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; 

The proposed development is inconsistent with the General Plan and Title 19 as proven 
by the requested Waiver to Title 19.10.010 and Variance from the Title 19.08 Residential 
Adjacency Setback Requirement. 

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

Site access is from a single 32-foot curb cut off of 6 th  Street, classified as a Local street in 
the Master Plan of Streets and Highways. Staff believes that the impact from increased 
traffic would be minimal if restricted to low-intensity commercial uses such as this 
professional office. 

4. Building and landscape materials are appropriate for the area and for the City; 

The applicant has provided a very attractive building with primarily smooth-stucco walls 
painted different red desert tones complemented with offset facades clad in stone veneer. 
The street-front windows and main entrance are accented with contemporary metal 
trellises, painted an iron-red, which provides visual modern contrast to the earth-toned 
colors of the building. 

Abundant landscaping has been provided on the site with a significant assortment of 
desert-appropriate trees and shrubs placed along the northern perimeter. A small 
pedestrian plaza has been provided just south of the main entrance and is adequately 
landscaped so as to provide a shaded area. 
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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; 

The proposed 35-foot high (32-foot parapet plus three-foot change in grade) building 
elevation does not meet the required 105 -foot Residential Adjacency Setback as 
established by the 3:1 slope requirement listed in Title 19.08. Although the applicant has 
made efforts to mitigate this setback encroachment by providing additional landscape 
screening, matching residential setback, and six-foot high windows, staff has 
recommended denial for the Variance (VAR-20152) as it stems from a personally-created 
hardship. A reduction in the overall building size and alternative design would be able to 
meet the required setback. 

6. Appropriate measures are taken to secure and protect the public health, safety and 
general welfare. 

By conformance to conditions, appropriate measures will be taken to secure and protect 
the public health, safety and general welfare. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 	12 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT  9 

SENATE DISTRICT 	10 

NOTICES MAILED 	310 by Planning Department 

APPROVALS 	 0 

PROTESTS 	 1 
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NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF NEVADA 

County of Clark 
• 	MARIE MURPHY 

AltilrMirltdient 
 

Ex' Sept.27 201 0 1  . 

atlyw". ,  

; • 	. 

'1,ANNIM; IWN ELOVNIENT DEVARFNIENT 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 

Case Number:  SDR-201 49  APN:  i477- 	- 27 3  I - 
Name of Property Owner: r - 	tr.-6( "a_ApiNv:t 	R c. k • 

Name of Applicant:  01CAVYL6 Yid Sprtill tIC  

Name of Representative: AvVrOf., Pcyr V I ieckure, 
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 	 (RN° 

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 

Notary Public in - and idr said County and State 



Aft 111.1.1.13.1 

0111.011111MS••• 
Kara. 

••• 4,43-11111-0112 

1.••• ■■••• ■ ••.a. I
i 

AND 	LOCATION MA 

Site Zonina & Data 

AO X 
OM, 

MVOIS KM{ 
• 1•141. 

am.1,  

mentIED 
P. V' 

.11411•■ •••■ 

(7■Ye. gale ION 

Ls( NOW, 
104401 COW.. 

APTUS Architecture 
.A.VIng 
%me 1.■ 

• .0.44e 
1111.... 

RECE:VED 
• 7 

SITE PLAN  

AS 100 
Oter: 

RILDIM 
PROM MAP 

06111.730111,1•11 
MOWN IN 

W.6 X..< 

1.1.040 

504.00.4.40 

-MOW 
fel MP 

WO144. 
SM. +WO 

0.400 WWI 
0010.4.004.01 

1111121815818 
MAW., 

010. 

$044.00441 

MUMMA 
IMIN4041 

91....60111/13 
COM,011.10.9....17.frarrn 1 mu •1 ■ 0011. 
OPLICAMIlhaS.O.G 
10.1.101. 

.04 

6th Street/ St. Louis Avenue 
Site Development Review 

6th Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 GPA-20150 ZON-20151 ' -- 

VAR-20152 SDR-20149 
04112107 PC 



_ %.66 • I.P.• _ 

60010Effifial- 

Ui 

cr 
fn 
X 

113 

gnididic a,troa- 
1.35 • a.. 

"TEd—geFi452 
- r 

LANDSCAPE PLAN 
I .  • If 

• 

APTUSArditecture 
3a• 

• 

▪  

MO. Ira 
• $61/1.1,1. I 

LANDSCAPE SCHEDULE  
MO 	_  
W.. 	 .0...... 	Fram. maw 	Ws 	0••  

0 	..-3.19.3 	 ...3....• 	 a-  P. 

0 	L33.5•31.....33 0........ 	 .. 	,I. 

,I., :l 	 10•11.3.06 A.. 	ao..P.P. 	 pl• a. 	 a 

0 	P.O.*. 	 ........ 	 31.-. 	 • 

0 	....3 ada 	 .•i• 1. 	 3 

40 	........ 0. 	 .... 	 3 

.330116  

alio 	 33.3 .aera 
*4. 	

............ 	 • gp 	 S 
Slew.. 

• p. 	 P 

0 	5.... 	 S. 	1 

0 	Ma mama 	 • 	 ,, P. 	 • 

(EP 	at ..3.1 	 ...... 	 • . 	 a 
0.3.040R•  

Mita Ca.• 	 .........• 	 S. 	 XI 

0 — 	 1.11,1 	 • P. 	 P 

0 	fiat r31 30.4.8 	.......30.3 	 5 0 	a 
0.. 	 al... 

M. awe. 	UP 	 OPAP 	 C.a.  
30,1.4.13 ...I 	ta. a Mseina IN 	 an refl.. 

VA.",  WP MOM VII 
PP PM 

1680KMALEELEIS 
not 

saw 
-rot-  
103..1 

iP,R% iTia rr,irr 7 r:- i - --- • 	v.I 6th Street/ St.  Louis Avenue  
Site Development_Uview 	

U ---7.72 641007 
6th street WA-20150 ZON-20101 , I, r t. 

Las Vegas. Nevada 

VAR-20152 SDR-20149 
04/12/07 PC 

NG PLAN 

I00 
1111,1111 	 Loos 



otr -- 7.7a__L,u WET 

'a jiU U L 'LJ  
• 

••• 

•■ ••.1.4•••••vaet 
, 	 06151.4. 

SOUTH ELEVATION 
IV • I V 

WEST ELEVATION 
UV • 

1./1 ,•••• 

Mr. 

VVIN 	 /ICAO Slums 
■ ••• 5/2/4. rav 

• 

ea 4.■••• 

VsNel..• 
:11.1.1•0 1•1001. 

Cam.ftev 
NV SEW,. 

II 

.2 

APTUS Architecture 

„...„., 

TC4  (6:1 57'.  
r  

FE.6-2 6 200? 
1044. 

NS 

EAST ELEVATION  NORTH ELEVATION 

6th Street/ St. LouisAvenue  
Site Development Review 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89 IOU 
6th Street " 

PA-20150 ZON-20151 
VAR-20152 SDR-20149 

04112/07 PC 



• 

K. 
ert mar \ no. 

avo 	
141.1 

.01• le••• •■■••■ 

SOUTH ELEVATION 

ouso -taLohu pop LILJLI _ 
iJ 

WEST  ELEVATION 
. vb.  

— - • 

!,1  AVMS:Architecture 
We 104 
L•••••••••••... 
• 41..1 
,101117.7 ■ 1 

I 11 

n  6th Street/ St. Louis Avenue 	 LJ ATIONS•temp 

Site Development Review 
u  6th Street APA-20150 ZON-20151 LU FEU 26 2007 ,u201 

a Vegas, Nevada 89 I 

VAR-20152 SDR-20149 
04112107 PC 



o il 

• 
II II 

to.' • 1 7 
SECOND FLOOR  FIRST FLOOR 

APTUS Architecture 
me..11.41* 

I00 

011 f 
VW( 

6th  Street/ St. Louis Avenue 101 1Y-is; - _A ;if  
Site Development Review 

6th Street  2 — 
Las Vegas, Nevada GRA-20150 ZON 	 6 2007 -20151   -t.13  

VAR-20152 SDR-20149 
04/12/07 PC 



GPA-20150, ZON-20151, 	VAR-20152 AND SDR-20149 - APPLICANT: 	DIAMOND SPRINGS LLC - 
OWNER: FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH 
THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF ST. LOUIS AVENUE AND SOUTH 6TH STREET 
APRIL 12, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

03/12/07  



APTUS 

February 12, 2007 

City of Las Vegas 
Planning and Development Department 
731 s. 4 1h Street. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

RE: 	APN: 162-03-801-135 
Subject: A. General Plan Amendment 

B. Zoning Change 
C. Site Development Review 
D. Landscape Finger Island Waivers 
E. Residential Adjacency 

Dear Sirs: 

The intended use for the property on 6th Street south of St. Louis is Professional Office Space. 

This property currently has a General Plan designation of "Public Facility" and a zoning designation of "CV'. We are 
requesting a general plan amendment to "Service Commercial" and a zone change to "0' for this parcel. This project 
consists of a vacant lot that will be converted to an office. We feel this general plan amendment and zone change 
would be of similar use to that which is currently in the area. North of our property is an existing church, east are 
existing one-story residences and to the west are existing one-story residences. South of our property is a vacant lot 
that is zoned R-1 but has a general plan of "Service Commercial". 

The new structure is 11,100 sf and is two stories high. Thirty-eight parking spaces will be provided which include a van 
accessible space and a standard handicap space. All setbacks and landscape buffers are provided per Title 19. We 
are requesting a waiver for three required landscape finger islands in the parking lot. We have provided enhanced 
landscaping on the north side of the site. An 8'-0" high masonry screen wall will be added to the east side of the site to 
buffer the residences from our project. Due to site constraints and the narrowness of the lot, we must request a 
variance for the residential adjacency. We attempted to design the site with the building on the east in order to 
decrease the residential adjacency setback variance. However, once the throat depth, the driveway width the required 
parking dimensions and the vehicle access were taken into account the remaining lot with was not sufficient for a 
building to function as a professional office. Therefore, in order to make the entire site functional, we have placed The 
building at the east end of the property and must request a variance for the residential adjacency requirement of 15'-0" 
where 105'-0" would be required. 

The building is contemporary in design and will be made of framed walls with stucco and stone veneer and all 
mechanical units will be fully screened. 

Please consider this General Plan Amendment, rezoning, site development review and variance request as a positive 
impact on the City of Las Vegas and the surrounding neighborhood. 

Respectfully Submitted, hrie......  
Kristen G. Neuman, AIA 
APTUS Architecture 

GPA-20150 ZON-20151 
VAR-20152 SDR-20149 

04/12/07 PC 

1200 South 4th Street, Suite 206. Las Vegas. Nevada 89104 	102.839.1200 	102.839.1213 infogiaptusarchitecture.com  
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Subj: 	SDR 20149, GPA 20150, 
Date: 	4/11/2007 11:00:06 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time 
From: 	southridgena@gmail.com  
To: 	douglaslein@aol.com  
CC: 	larrington©lasvegasnevadaAov, gregoryst_e_phenbrown@gmail.cpm 

With respect to items #44 - #47 on the Planning Commission agenda for April 12, please include the following letter as a public 
comment submitted by Gregory Brown, 606 Bonita Avenue, on behalf of the Southridge Neighborhood Association: 

Based on the plans presented at the neighborhood meeting held last month and a follow-up meeting with Mr. Lein, this project has the 
support of the Neighbprhood Association. The response of those who attended the neighborhood meeting and viewed the plans 
presented that day was that this project is well-suited to the site and compatible with existing use of nearby properties, which are 
single family homes on the west side of 6th street and civic uses on the southeast and southwest corners of 6th & St Louis. The 
consensus of the neighbors was that this project would be well—suited to the site and compatible with nearby properties, because of 
the limited scale of the_building, the design which limits direct views onto adjacent houses, the placement of the structure on the 
property away from the street, the landscaping buffer, the adequate on-site parking, and the intended use for low-traffic offices. 

We share the applicant's view that "Office" is an appropriate land-use designation for this plot — which again is adjacent to a church 
and directly across the street from single-family homes. We would be concerned about a more permissive designation such as 
"Service Commercial."Jf such a designation were to be granted, the site would then be entitled for retail and other commercial uses 

t would be inconsistent with the Southridge and Beverly Green Neighborhood plan, as approved by the Planning Commission and 
.y Council in 2001. We stated in that_plan and continue to express as our primary concern to prevent commercial encroachment on 

St. Louis east of ParaPise and on properties adjacent to St. Louis. 

For these reasons, we support this application including the application for a designation of "Office" and we oppose a designation for 
"Service Commercial." 

Gregory Brown 
President, Southridge Neighborhood Association 

Submitted at Planning Commission 
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