June 18, 1956

William. Bush
2303 Pardee FPlace
Las Vegas, HNevada

Dear Mr. Bush:

Thank you for your letter of June 5 regarding the street
design in the Scotch Eighty Tract. C

I have discussed this matter with englneers in the Public
Works Departnent who agree generally with the desirability of such a
street design bul make the following comments:

1. The traffic lanes would have to be widened
from 17 feet to 18 feet to allow for the
ninimim requirements for an 8 foot parking strip.

2. Construction of this type will cost substantlally
more than for a normal gtreet of this width.

3. The planting strip in the center will cut down on
gight distance for motorists.

. Who would be responsible for the¢ maintenance of
the center strip?

Is it your opinion that there could be 100% agreement on
thls matter among the property ouners in the tract and if 50, would ‘
they agree to accept tho responsibility for the cost of construction
of this type of street?

I think these are some of the questions which must be answered

before we can proceed any further on this matter. Thank you for your
coeperation. ' 1

Very truly yours,

FRANKLIN J. BILLS
Director of Planning
FJB/wh -
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OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER
INTER = OFFICE COMMUNICAT IONW
Date: JUne‘ll, 1956

File: 504.a - KH

TO : Director of FPlanning
FROM : Direchbor of Public Works
SUBJECT : street design -~ Scobch Eighty

~

With reference to lebter from Mrs William Bush dated
Jume 5, 1956, it is generally considered that the streel de-
sign proposed by him would have the following disadvanbages :

1. Planter area in the center of the street will

cut down on sight distance of éutomotive traffic,
2, Sidewalks will be located contiguous. with the curb.
3. Traffic lane should be 18 feet wide to allow for

one lane of traffic and one lane of parallel parking.

4. Who would be responsible for the maintenance of this

parkway.

4. ConStrﬁction of fhis type street will run consider-

ably higher than a standard street section.

With the above questions sabtlsfactorily eanswered, this
type of street section in the subdivision would bé accepbable

to this department.

= G. ¥, Wade
e Director of Publiec Works
. 865,01 - = §5
A\ PLANNING §§'
md. AFe 2, DEPARTMENT ’f?lr\/
s <5
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! 2303 Pardee Place
Las Vegas, Nevada
June 5, 1956

Mr. Franklin Bills
City Planning
City Hall

Las Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mr. Bills:

As a property owner in the Scotch Eighty Addition, I advocate the
reservation of 12 feet wide strips in the middle of all of the interior
€0 feet streets for planting areas. The proposed cross section of these
streets is as follows:

Gco'-o" : .
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Planting strips seem to be desirable in this particular residential € walk
ares because:

l. of affording shade to the streets, thus making our city more
attractive to its citizens and visitors,

2. the expected light sutomobile traffic requires only two driving
lanes,

3+ of the adaptability of these strips to horseback riding lanes,
thus reducing the hazard to our children,

he of the relative ease of obtaining unanimous approval of the
property owners, and finally

5. 1little or no street finishing has been performed by the City
as yeb.

%%1[“]/( urely it would be a shame to remove the incorrectly located row of
. ’\ em_stl‘ﬁg shade trees on Bennie Lane, and then not provide a space for
FAR < c;@ees J.nc'ﬁ e middle of the new street.

(,.r
i ‘)Q\\ Q\&"](I’f Igan be of assistance to this or any other similar idea, plesse
! Tet e at DU 2-2€687 during the day.
&5 g ay
RS

N T $ Very truly yours,

R AL (LUM .

WILLIAM BUSH
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. ¢ CITY OF IAS VEGAS. Date

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM ' _NOVEMBER 1 ," 1963
TO: | [ FROM:
PLANNING DEPARTMENT _ SERVICES DIVISION
SUBJECT: | COPIES TO:
TOT L, BLOCK 2, SCOTCH 80 ADDITION R/W DIVISION
_//,u—- 5~)6C/ff/f__§/fw s ——&'0/04 5”74/}/ ﬂg’,t’“-b'vé-(_)
. v I

Attached you will find correspondence from Mr. Campbell, a memo from
engineering, and a sketch showing the location of desired dedication,
Enginesring states net amount of the area after 10' dedication on
Bannie and the "strip" Mr. Campbell mentions in his letter is 21,330
square feet. DMr, Campbell would like conformation that the remaining
portion of his lot is a conforming R.E. lot.

A deed for the dedication is being prepared.

A copy of your letter for R/W files please.

l R. P. Sauer
Director of Public Works

| Ny A

R. A. Re S
Services Division Engineer

RPS:RAR:sT

ATTACHED

CL 1 .
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October |18, 1943

Mr. R, P. Sauer Proposed Speciol Assessment District
Director of Public Works Block #2, Scotch Eighty Addition
City Hall '
Las Vegas, Nevado Reduction of Lot #4

CRC File #000-F
Aftention: Mrs. McDonald

Dear Mr. Sauver:

Here is a print of the recorded survey of Block #2 of the Scotch Eighty Addition referred to
in my recent telephone conversations concerning the proposed speciai assessment djstrict.

On this print | have marked in red the boundaries of Lot #4 after deducting the proposed
taking of a ten faot strip off the north side of Bannie Lane, which is colored green.,

On exomining the accompanying record of survey map, you will note that the net area of Lot
#4 before deducting the 10-foot strip from Bannie Lane .|s shown as 22,905.4 square feet,

According to our rough calculations, the Bannie Lane 10-foot strip toking will reduce this
to a net area of approximately 21,675 square feet.

[t will atso be noted that the strip along the northerly edge of Lot #4 that was appropriated as

a driveway to supplement Lot #3 is actually only 8,44 feet and not 10 feet, as mentioned in

my telephone talks, However, this 8. 44-foot strip has been severed from Lot #4 and must be
faken into consideration in computing the final net area after the proposed Bannie Lane 10-foot
taking.

In today's telephone conversation, you stated that your Engineering Department had calculoted
the net area after the proposed Bannie Lane 10-foot strip taking, but before giving consideration
to the 8,44 —foot strip colored in red, to be 21,676 squdre feet.

Based on the accompanying record of survey, the frontage on Crescent Drive after the Bannie
Lane T0-foot strip taking will be reduced ‘o around 68 feet.
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Mi. R, P, Saver -2- October 18, 1943

From the above calculations, it now appears that after the proposed 10-foot strip taking
on Bannie Lane, the lot would still have sufficient net area and Crescent Drive frontage
to comply with existing zoning ordinance in that area. If this is the case, then we are
entirely agreeable to conveying the desired 10 feet along Bannie Lane for street
purposes.

However, before making such a conveyance, we would want to fermalize our understanding
with respect to the zoning situation with a written instrument or document from the City
assuring us of the eligibility of the remaining lot, as reduced, for a permit to erect
residence in the subject zone,

As soon as you and your Engineering Department have an opportunity fo go over the accompany-
ing data, and compare it with the findings you have made, | shall appreciate hearing from

you,
//‘/ | - / .
(/’//?homas A. Campbell //,
TAC/sh ,
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CITY OF LAS VEGAS Date
COTOBER 30, 1963

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Ty FRON:
R/W 33CTLOW ¥.J. CPAWFORD
SUBJECT: COPIES TO:
G1Z% OF LOT OWNED BY THGMAS A. R. 4. REYNOIDS
CAMPBELL

The area of lot L, bloeck 2, Scotch 80 Addition after dedicaticn
of 10" for bannie and excluding '"the strip" along the northerly

lot line is 21,330 3g., Ft.

4

L2 ' - P
7[//( R LT Ea

Ky J. Crawford
0ffice Enginser

XJO rsr

CL 1
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Planning Department
400 Btewart Avenue

November 4, 1963

3

Mr., Thomas A, Campbell
135 South hth Street

. Lag Vegas, Nevadg

.Re:. Lot 4, Block 2, Scotch Eighty Additilon

Dear Mr, Campbell: _ _
The Englnéering Department of the City has advised me that the above
lot will comprise more than 20,000 square feet after the dedication

for Bannie ILene is made. - This lot is zoned R-E and will contﬂnue to -
constitute a legal R-E lot after the dedication is made.

"Very itruly yours,

Don J. Saylor
Director of Planning

DIS:bb
ce: Right-of—Way‘Department



Cctober 18, 1963

Mr. R. P, Saver Proposed Special Assessment District
Dlrector of Public Works Block #2, Scotch Elghiy Addition
City Hall

Las Vegos, Nevada Reduction of Lot #4

CRC Flte #000-F
Attention: Mrs. McDonald

Dear Mr. Saver:

Here is a print of the recorded survey of Block #2 of the Scotch Eighty Addition referred to
tn my recent telephone conversations concerning the proposed special assessment district,

On thls print | have marked In red the boundaries of Lot # 4 after deducting the proposed
taking of a ten foot strip off the north side of Bannie Lane, which 15 colored green.

On examining the accomponylng record of survey map, you will note that the net area of Lot
#4 before deducting the 10-foot strip from Bannie Lane s shown as 22,905.4 square feet.

According to our rough calculations, the Bannie Lane 10-foot strip taking will reduce this

Ao a net area of approximately 21,675 square feet.
;\}?;‘ Y

élt wiil also be noted that the strlp along the northerly edge of Lot 24 thar was appropricted as
a driveway to suppleient Lot #3 is actually only 8.44 feet and not 19 feet, us nentioned in
my telephone tallts. However, this 8.44~foot strip has been severeo fram Lot #4 and must be
token into consideration in com puting the final net ares after the provosed Rannie Lane 10-foot
taking.

In today's telephone conversatiun, you stated that your Engineering Depariment hod culculated
the net area after the proposed Bannie Lane 10-foat strip faking, but before giving consideration

Jo the 8.44-foot sirlp colored in red, to oe 21,676 square feet.

Based on the accospanyling recerd of survey, the frontage on Crescent Lrive ofter the Bannle
Lane 10~foot strip taking will be reduced to around 64 feet.
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Mr. R, P, Sauver -2~ Cetober 18, 1763

From the above calculations, It now appears that after the propased 10-foof strip faking

" on Bannle Lane, the lot would still have sufficlent net area ond Crescent Crive frontage

to comply with existing zonlng ordinance In that area.  If this is the case, then we are
entirely agreecbls to conveyling the desired 10 feat along Bannie Lane for street

However, before moking sucha conveyanca, we wauld want fo formalixe our understanding
with regpect to the zoning situation with a written instrument or document from the Clty
asuring us of the eligibility of the remaining lot, os reduced, for a permit to eroct o
resldence In the subject zone. :

As soon as you and your Engineering Lepariment have an opportunity to go over the accompany-
ing dato, ond compare it with the findings you have made, | shall appreciate hearing from
you,

TAC/sh
cc/Mrs. MeConald
Herb Jones, Esq.










