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1.0 ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

Broadbent and Associates, Inc. performed a reconnaissance level survey of the Rafael Rivera Study Area, 
also known as the East Las Vegas Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) and referred to herein 
as the Study Area. The 512-acre Study Area contains 1,166 parcels in an area bounded by East Cedar 
Avenue at the north, Wengert Avenue at the south, Spencer Street at the west, and Atlantic Street at the 
east (Appendix A, Map 1). 

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

The City of Las Vegas is a Certified Local Government (CLG), and this project is part of an ongoing effort to 
survey and inventory the historic neighborhoods in the city. The results of such efforts are used as 
planning tools by the City of Las Vegas Historic Preservation Commission, Department of Neighborhood 
Services, and Department of Planning. This project is one component of a broader effort that is being 
undertaken by the City of Las Vegas Department of Neighborhood Services as the result of the Study 
!ǊŜŀΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA). As part of the 
NRSA efforts to create opportunities in the Eastside, this report was prepared for the Eastside community 
and the broader Las Vegas area. This report is intended to be used by all stakeholders as a guidance 
document for future placemaking and preservation work in and around the NRSA.  

This Historic Context and Reconnaissance Survey project is partially funded by the National Park Service 
(NPS) Underrepresented Community (URC) Grant Program, which is supported by the Historic 
Preservation Fund (HPF) and administered by the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). As a 
project funded by a NPS URC Grant, the purpose of the project is to survey, inventory, and designate 
historic properties that are associated with communities currently underrepresented in the National 
Register of Historic Places and among National Historic Landmarks, specifically the Latino community. The 
goals of the project are to prepare a detailed history of the Study Area between 1940 and 1969, including 
any connections to the Latino community, and to develop an architectural baseline for the Study Area 
that identifies the timeline of development, distribution of types/styles, and potentially eligible historic 
resources and/or historic districts. Furthermore, because the project is funded by the URC Grant Program, 
it must result in the submission of a new nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or 
National Historic Landmark (NHL) Program, or an amendment to an existing National Register or National 
Historic Landmark nomination to include underrepresented communities (i.e., the Latino community).  

1.2 STUDY AREA 

The Study Area for the Historic Context and Reconnaissance Survey is equivalent to the East Las Vegas 
NRSA (Figure 1.1). ¢ƘŜ {ǘǳŘȅ !ǊŜŀ ƛǎ ƛƴ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩ ²ŀǊŘ о ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊƭŀȅǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ 
East Las Vegas (the north half of the Study Area, defined at the south by Sunrise Avenue/Isabella Avenue), 
Downtown South (the southern portion of the Study Area, defined at the north by E. Charleston 
Boulevard), and Downtown Las Vegas (the portion of the Study Area centered around Fremont Street, 
between Sunrise Ave./Isabella Ave. and E. Charleston Blvd.). This area is broadly known in the community 
as the Eastside. Community understanding of the area that comprises the Eastside is variable and fluid, 
but it is generally understood as extending significantly north and east of Study Area. Formally, the Study 
Area encompasses only the portion of East Las Vegas that is within the City of Las Vegas. There is a block 
at the southeast portion of the Study Area which, while contiguous with the NRSA boundaries, is not 
included in the NRSA as it is in unincorporated Clark County (as opposed to the City of Las Vegas). 

Generally centered around the convergence of Eastern Avenue, East Charleston Boulevard, Fremont 
Street, and Eastern Avenue (knowns as Five Points), and Interstate 515, the Study Area is defined by the 
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commercial, residential, and municipal centers that are clustered along and in-between these major 
transportation corridors. The layout of the Study Area is somewhat irregular (i.e., not a uniform grid 
pattern), as subdivisions were laid out around the east/west East Charleston Boulevard corridor and the 
curved Fremont Street/Boulder Highway corridor. There are dense concentrations of mid-twentieth 
century single-family houses adjacent south of Interstate 515, south of East Charleston Boulevard, and 
southwest of the Interstate 515 and North Eastern Avenue intersection. In the southwest portion of the 
Study Area, historic- and modern-aged commercial properties and motels generally line Fremont Street 
and East Charleston Boulevard. The east portion of the Study Area (east of North Eastern Avenue) consists 
of a mix of modern and historic-aged schools, parks, community centers, apartment buildings, and a small 
pocket of single-family homes. 

 

Figure 1.1: The Study Area as depicted in the East Las Vegas NRSA PLAN (Giellis 2023:3). 

1.3 A NOTE ON TERMS 

The history of Latino communities in the Las Vegas Valley stretches back to the nineteenth century. 
Although immigration patterns have shifted over time, with immigration from Central and South America 
increasing since the 1980s, most Latinos in Las Vegas trace their ancestry to Mexico. In this report, the 
terms Mexican and Mexican American are used when referring specifically to people of Mexican descent. 
The terms Chicano and Chicana refers specifically to Mexican Americans who were members of the 
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Chicano Movement, which was a 1960s-1970s Mexican American civil rights movement. These terms are 
markers created by scholars to define different generations, and their use in the report is based on self-
identification in archival and contemporary data.  

The term Latino generally refers to anyone of Latin American origin. It emerged in the late twentieth 
century as immigration from Central and South America grew. Latino is differentiated from the term 
Hispanic, which generally refers to people from Spanish speaking countries, including Spain. Many of the 
primary sources that were consulted for this project use the term Hispanic, a term that was defined in the 
early 1970s as part of efforts by the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF) and 
other organizations to count their communities in the census (until that point, all Latinos had been 
counted as white on the census). Hispanic is used in this report when citing reference data that uses it.  

This report uses Latino as an all-encompassing term to reference the communities in Las Vegas that are 
Spanish-speaking or descended from Spanish-speaking ancestors. Use of this term is meant to emphasize 
the shared history of the people from the Americas rather than Europe while acknowledging the multi-
cultural and multi-national diversity of Latino communities in Las Vegas. 

2.0 REGULATORY CONTEXT 

One overarching goal of this project is to identify potential historic resources in the Study Area. A property 
can be designated a historic resource in the City of Las Vegas by meeting the evaluation criteria for listing 
in the NRHP, the Nevada State Register, or the City of Las Vegas Historic Property Register, or as an NHL, 
as outlined below. In many cases, the text below is taken from relevant statutes verbatim.  

2.1 NATIONAL PARKS SERVICE 

The National Parks Service (NPS) administers the NHL and the NRHP Programs. The NHL Program was 
established in 1935 as part of the Historic Sites Act and is the list of properties that are nationally 
significant. NHL nominations are often prepared under Theme Studies, which examine a national historic 
context for specific topics in American history or prehistory so that national significance may be evaluated 
for a number of related properties. The Secretary of the Interior (SOI) is responsible for designating 
National Historic Landmarks. All National Historic Landmarks are listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Park Service 2022).  

Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the NRHP is part of a national program 
to coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect historic and 
archeological resources. The National Register is administered by the NPS under the SOI and through State 
Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO). The Keeper of the National Register is responsible for listing 
properties on the National Register, but any person can nominate a property to the NRHP. Properties 
listed in the National Register include districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant 
in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture (National Park Staff 1997). 

To be considered eligible for listing in the NRHP, a property must meet the National Register Criteria for 
9ǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜΣ ŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅΦ According to the NPS, 
the quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture is 
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and:  

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or  

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
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C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, 
or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history (National Park Staff 1997:2). 

The NPS also defines categories of properties that the Register declines to list unless they meet special 
considerations; these listing factors are known as Criteria Considerations, presented below:  

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, graves of historical figures, properties owned by 
religious institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved 
from their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily 
commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance within the past 
50 years shall not be considered eligible for the National Register. However, such 
properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if 
they fall within the following categories:  

A. a religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic 
distinction or historical importance; or  

B. a building or structure removed from its original location, but which is primarily 
significant for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly 
associated with a historic person or event; or  

C. a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no 
appropriate site or building associated with his or her productive life; or  

D. a cemetery that derives its primary importance from graves of persons of transcendent 
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic 
events; or  

E. a reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and 
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other 
building or structure with the same association has survived; or  

F. a property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic 
value has invested it with its own exceptional significance; or  

G. a property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional 
importance (National Park Staff 1997:2).  

Listing properties in the National Register provides recognition that a property is of significance to the 
nation, the state, or the community and requires consideration in the planning for federal or federally 
assisted projects. National Register listing also provides opportunities for tax benefits, preservation 
grants, and building code alternatives. Furthermore, listing properties in the National Register often 
changes the way communities perceive their historic places and strengthens the credibility of efforts by 
private citizens and public officials to preserve these resources as vital parts of communities. National 
wŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŜǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŀƭǘŜǊΣ ƳŀƴŀƎŜΣ ƻǊ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ 
property (Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 2023a).  
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2.1.1 UNDERREPRESENTED COMMUNITIES GRANT PROGRAM 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ bt{Ωǎ ¦ƴŘŜǊǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ (URC) Grant Program, which is 
an initiative aimed at diversifying the nominations submitted to the NRHP by funding projects that survey, 
inventory, and designate historic properties associated with underrepresented groups of people. URC 
grants are funded by the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) and are administered by the NPS. Projects 
include surveys and inventories of historic properties associated with communities underrepresented in 
the National Register, as well as the development of nominations to the National Register for specific 
sites. All funded projects, including this one, must result in the submission of a new or amended 
nomination to the NRHP to include underrepresented communities (National Park Service 2023a). 

2.2 STATE OF NEVADA  

¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ bŜǾŀŘŀ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ bŜǾŀŘŀ {ǘŀǘŜ wŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ tƭŀŎŜǎ όb±{wItύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ bŜǾŀŘŀΩǎ 
official list of historical and archaeological resources worthy of preservation. The NVSRHP was authorized 
by an amendment (§383.085) to the Nevada Revised Statutes in 1979. The statute directs the Nevada 
SHPO to prepare and maintain the state register of historic places, establish procedures, qualifications, 
and standards for listing historic places in the state register; and prepare a list of eligible sites, structures, 
objects, and districts on public and private land (Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 2015:3).   

In order to be eligible for listing in the NVSRHP, a property must demonstrate historical or cultural 
significance under one or more of the following five criteria: 

A. Associated with events contributing to the broad patterns of the state's history and 
culture.  

B. Associated with historically important people.  

C. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master.  

D. Has the potential for yielding important information in Nevada's history or prehistory.  

E. Property reflects cultural traditions important to historic or pre-historic peoples of 
Nevada (Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 2015:4).  

The Nevada SHPO defines religious properties, reconstructed properties, and properties less than 50 years 
old as categorically ineligible for the NVSRHP unless certain conditions apply. A religious property must 
be primarily significant for its architectural distinction, the only remaining or best remaining resource from 
an historic community, or a contributing part of an historic district. Reconstructed properties must be an 
accurately executed reconstruction of the original property and located in an environment that replicates 
its historic setting. Reconstructed properties that are older than fifty years may be exempt from this 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
significance to preservation history in the period it was constructed. Properties that have achieved 
significance in the past fifty years are ineligible for the NVSRHP unless the property is rare or exceptional 
or is a contributing element in an historic district whose period of significance begins more than fifty years 
ago, and in which the majority of contributing elements achieved significance more than fifty years ago 
(Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 2015:5).  

Listing a property on the NVSRHP can help recognize, promote, and protect resources of architectural, 
historical, archaeological, and cultural significance. The NVSRHP can assist with the identification of 
historical resources for state and local planning purposes, and in the determination of eligibility for certain 
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grant programs. It can also facilitate the use of the International Existing Building Code in communities 
that have adopted it (Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 2015:3). Listing a property in the NVSRHP 
does not place any property restrictions on the owner, limit the use of the property, or require the owner 
to maintain or preserve the property (Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 2015:6). 

2.3 CITY OF LAS VEGAS 

The City of Las Vegas participates in the Certified Local Government (CLG) Program, which was established 
in 1980, through amendments to the NHPA. The 1980 amendments created a federally funded, federally 
overseen, but state-administered grant program for local governments that were willing to make a local 
commitment to historic preservation by meeting federal and state preservation standards. The program 
is overseen by the NPS through State Historic Preservation Offices. In order to become certified, a local 
government must establish an historic preservation program that includes, at minimum an ordinance 
included in their Planning & Zoning code that supports historic preservation; the creation of an historic 
ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΤ and provisions for 
ŎƻƳǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ bŜǾŀŘŀΩǎ hǇŜƴ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ [ŀǿ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
maintenance of the preservation program (National Park Service 2023b; Nevada State Historic 
Preservation Office 2023b:4). 

The City of Las Vegas Unified Development Code has a Historic Designation Overlay District that provides 
ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
heritage. The City of Las Vegas also has a Historic Preservation Commission (HPC), which acts in an 
advisory capacity to the Planning Commission and the City Council in matters concerning historic 
preservation. The Director of the HPC appoints an Historic Preservation Officer (HPO) who implements 
and manages preservation activities in the City. Finally, as a CLG, the City of Las Vegas, through the HPO, 
maintains the Las Vegas Historic Property Register (City of Las Vegas 2011:293ς295).  

An individual landmark, district, site, building, structure or object may be designated on the City of Las 
Vegas Historic Property Register if it meets the criteria for listing on the State or National Register of 
Historic Places; or it is determined to be of exceptional local significance and expresses a distinctive 
ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ пл ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ ƻǊ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΣ 
social, political or economic past; and is either associated with a person or event significant in local, state 
or national history; or it represents an established and familiar visual feature of an area of the City because 
of its location or singular physical appearance (City of Las Vegas 2011:295ς296). 

An area may be designated as an Historic District if the area includes a substantial concentration of 
contributing buildings, structures, objects or archaeological sites which individually meet the criteria 
outlined above, as well as other buildings, structures or archaeological sites which contribute generally to 
the overall distinctive character of the area and are united historically or visually by plan or physical 
development; is bounded by documented historic boundaries such as early roadways, canals, subdivision 
plats or property lines, or by boundaries which coincide with logical physical or man-made features and 
reflect recognized neighborhood or area boundaries; and includes non-contributing properties or vacant 
parcels only to the extent necessary to establish appropriate, logical or convenient boundaries (City of Las 
Vegas 2011:296). 

2.4 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT  

This project is one component of a broader effort that is being undertaken as the result of the {ǘǳŘȅ !ǊŜŀΩǎ 
designation as the East Las Vegas Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA). The NRSA program 
is a place-based program that was established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
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(HUD) in 1995 to create opportunity in distressed neighborhoods by stimulating investment that 
economically empowers low-income residents. NRSAs are intended to create partnerships among federal 
and local governments, the private sector, community organizations and neighborhood residents (Giellis 
2023:2). Historic preservation can be an important part of an ŀǊŜŀΩǎ economic development strategy, as 
preservation generally enhances real estate values, fosters local businesses, and provides impetus for 
heritage tourism. As a NRSA, the Study Area may qualify for funding for future projects that recognize the 
Latino experience in the Eastside with designations that might not qualify for the programs described 
above.   

The underrepresentation of communities of color on national, state, and local historic registers is caused, 
in part, by the incongruity between the procedural framework of historical designation and the nature of 
the resources that are significant to these communities. While such resources may lack integrity, may not 
meet minimum age requirements, or may otherwise not align with preservation standards and practices, 
they are, nonetheless, the places where the historic fabric of the city is created through the practice of 
everyday life. For example, the Westside (a NRSA that is associated with Black history in Las Vegas) has 
implemented a program known as the Historic Urban Neighborhood Design Redevelopment, or 
HUNDRED, Plan, which provides funds to identify physical locations for projects that spotlight the 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΦ While such a program does not yet exist for Latino identity and history, the East Las 
Vegas NRSA designation provides the framework for such an initiative. 

Furthermore, the East Las Vegas bw{! wŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ŀ tƭŀŎŜƳŀƪƛƴƎ tƭŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ άaddress critical 
needs and issues while also designing spaces and places that reflect the culture of the community and 
contribute to their health, happiness and wellbeingέ (Giellis 2023:23ς24). While it has not yet been 
developed, an Eastside Marker Program, similar to the one being implemented on the Westside, would 
be an important component of the NRSA Placemaking Plan. Broadbent considered such an initiative as 
part of the regulatory context for this project, and we included this potential in our management 
recommendations.  

Additionally, listing two buildings on the local register was identified as a measurement of success in the 
East Las Vegas NRSA Report (Giellis 2023:26). 

3.0 METHODS 

All cultural resources work for this project was completed by Broadbent staff members who qualify under 
ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΩǎ ό{hLύ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ vǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘŀǎƪǎΦ 
Background research, fieldwork, and reporting tasks were completed by Broadbent architectural historian 
Lauren King, M.A., RPA, with assistance from Broadbent archaeologist Kaitlyn Mansfield, M.A., RPA. Ms. 
King meets the Secretary of the Interior's (SOI) Professional Qualifications Standards in the fields of 
Architectural History and Archaeology. Ms. Mansfield meets the SOI Professional Qualifications Standards 
in the field of Archaeology. Spatial data for this project was managed by Mr. Jeramie Memmott, Project 
Scientist. Mr. Memmott has 18 years of professional experience in preparing maps, graphs, and spatial 
analysis for reports and publications. He generated the GIS data and project area maps used during the 
survey and presented in this report. Ms. Margo Memmott, M.A., RPA, who meets the SOI Professional 
Qualifications Standards in the fields of Architectural History, History, and Archaeology provided oversight 
and quality assurance review for all tasks. 

All work was carried out in accordance with the applicable guidelines and standards, including the State 
Office of Historic Preservation guidance on survey and historic resource identification and documentation, 
the {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΩǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ tǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ, and National Park 
Service Bulletin No. 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. 
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3.1 RESEARCH 

Research for this project drew on a broad range of available primary and secondary sources, including oral 
histories, historic photographs, maps, city directories, census data, historic newspapers, organizational 
pamphlets, and unpublished manuscripts. Research was conducted based on a two-pronged approach 
that addressed the material development of the Study Area alongside the Latino experience/influence in 
the Study AreaΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǊŜŀƭƳΣ ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀǘ ƳŀǇǎΣ /ƭŀǊƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ !ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ ŘŀǘŀΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ōǳƛlding 
ǎƪŜǘŎƘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ ǇƘƻǘƻƎǊŀǇƘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘȅ !ǊŜŀΩǎ 
physical development. These data were contextualized using a variety of secondary sources, including the 
following monographs, which outline the history of Las Vegas: 

¶ Resort City in the Sunbelt: Las Vegas 1930-1970, Eugene P. Moehring, 1989 

¶ Sun, Sin, & Suburbia: The History of Modern Las Vegas, Geoff Schumacher, 2015 

In addition to the primary sources described above, the Architecture and Community Planning and 
Development contexts also drew on the following studies, which were developed by local, state, and 
federal agencies to serve as guidance documents for evaluating the ubiquitous property types found in 
the Study Area: 

¶ Historic Residential Suburbs: Guidelines for Evaluation and Documentation for the National 
Register of Historic Places, David L. Ames and Linda Flint McClelland, National Park Service, 2002 

¶ NCHRP Report 723: A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Significance of Post-World War II 
Housing, Transportation Research Board, 2012 

¶ World War II Era Residential Housing in Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada (1940-1945), Greta Rayle 
and Helana Ruter, 2015 

¶ Public Housing in the United States, 1933-1949; A Historic Context Volume, Judith Robinson, Laura 
Bobeczko, Paul Lusignan, and Jeffrey Shrimpton, 2004 

There has been a recent, slow-moving push from within the fields of history and historic preservation to 
address the dearth of attention paid to communities of color, minority communities, and other 
communities that are underrepresented in mainstream preservation practices (e.g., this URC-funded 
project). These communities, however, are their own history keepers, and mŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ diverse 
Latino community have themselves created an archive of oral and written histories that document 
important events, places, and people. [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ ōǳǊƎŜƻƴƛƴƎ [ŀǘƛƴƻ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ 
of materials, including pamphlets, museum installations, and books during the 1970s and 1980s, many of 
which are gathered in the Tom Rodriquez Professional Papers at UNLV Special Collections. Several 
ƳƻƴƻƎǊŀǇƘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎƳΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ aΦ[Φ aƛǊŀƴŘŀΩǎ A History 
of Hispanics in Southern NevadaΣ ŀƴŘ wƻŘǊƛƎǳŜȊΩǎ Raising Hell and Making a Difference. More recently, 
Miranda published an edited volume, Immigration, Ethnicity, and the Rise of Las Vegas, which adds 
nuance to the heterogenous Latino community. Efforts by community members to keep their own history 
are ongoing. For example, there is an ambitious initiative known as the Latinx Voices of Southern Nevada, 
which collects oral histories of {ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ bŜǾŀŘŀΩǎ [ŀǘƛƴo residents and preserves them at the UNLV 
Libraries. Also sponsored by the UNLV Libraries is a series called We Need to Talk: The Eastside, which is 
ŀƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŀƴŜƭƛǎǘǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 9ŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ [ŀǘƛƴƻ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ The City of Las 
Vegas is also undertaking a community project called Celebrate Your Story, a campaign to collect stories 
of experiences, memories and places related to the history of the East Las Vegas NRSA. Local acts of 
history-keeping also include an exhibit at the East Las Vegas Library entitled 28th Street, which was a 
compilation of documentary photographs by photographer, UNLV instructor, and conservationist Checko 
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Salgado. All these sources informed the historic context for Latinos in the Eastside; however, the period 
of study (1940-1969) predates much of the history described in these sources, particularly with reference 
to the Study Area. As a result, much of this data is only briefly summarized in Section 4. If the City of Las 
Vegas undertakes a Latino context study with a broader period of study, these resources will be 
invaluable.   

Several studies conducted at the national level also inform the discussion of Ethnic Heritage: Latinos on 
the Eastside. These include: 

¶ American Latinos and the Making of the United States: A Theme Study, National Park Service, 2013 

¶ Hispanic Reflections on the American Landscape: Identifying and Interpreting Hispanic Heritage, 
Brian D. Joyner, 2009 

¶ ¢ƘŜ IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎ !ŎŎŜǎǎ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǿƘƛǘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ άAn Inclusive Approach to Protecting 
Latino Heritage Sites, Place, Story & Culture, Manuel G. Galaviz, Norma Hartell, and Ashleyann 
Perez-Rivera, 2021 

Finally, the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) is undertaking a project focused on solely on 
Latino history in Nevada. NDOT is in the process of preparing a Multiple Property Documentation Form 
(MPDF) for Historic Places Associated with Latinos in Nevada. The MPDF will present historic contexts and 
registration requirements and will provide guidance that is specific to properties associated with the 
Latino community.  ¢ƘŜ ǳƴǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƻŦ b5h¢Ωǎ at5C ǿŀǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ and was 
particularly helpful for outlining relevant themes and for identifying potential NRHP-eligible resources.  

3.2 RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY 

A two-person survey team conducted a reconnaissance survey of the Study Area from May 3-6, 2023 
(inclusive), with follow up visits in September, October, and November. The survey followed the 
methodology that is presented in the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 
723, A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Significance of Post-World War II Housing (Pettis et al. 
2012).  

Prior to the survey, Broadbent divided the 512-acre/1,163-parcel Study Area into Management Units 
based on historic subdivision boundaries. In the cases where modern subdivisions had overwritten historic 
subdivisions, and when subdivisions had multiple adjacent tracts or additions, these subdivisions were 
combined into one Management Unit. There are 88 parcels in the Study Area that are not associated with 
a planned subdivision; they are generally commercial properties located along major thoroughfares, 
schools, parks, and an occasional multi-family housing complex. These unassociated parcels were grouped 
into Management Units based on the associated transportation corridor (e.g., Fremont Street Corridor) 
or functional association (e.g., Municipal Properties). A total of 28 Management Units were surveyed. 
Based on the results of field efforts and background research all transportation corridors were combined 
into one Management Unit, and other unassociated parcels were rearranged when appropriate. This 
reorganization resulted in a final total of 21 Management Units. 

The survey was organized based on /ƭŀǊƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ !ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ data. The survey team walked through 
each Management Unit noting architectural styles, specific architectural details, and widespread 
modifications across Management Units for the purpose of making recommendations for places of 
interest, potential historic resources, and future surveys. The documentation for each Management Unit 
included a description of the overall characteristics of neighborhoods, overview photographs of 
streetscapes, descriptions and photographs of representative architectural forms and styles, and GIS data 
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for representative properties. This level of documentation was sufficient to establish the defining 
characteristics of each Management Unit as a whole.  

3.3 COMMUNITY OUTREACH ACTIVITES 

The City of Las Vegas organized a neighborhood meeting at the Rafael Rivera Community Center on May 
23, 2023. A flyer announcing the meeting was mailed to all residents in Ward 3 and was posted on City 
web platforms prior to the meeting. During the meeting Broadbent outlined the background and goals of 
the project and presented preliminary findings. Utilizing strategies from the National Trust for Historic 
tǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ This Place Matters initiative, Broadbent also engaged attendees in a mapping activity 
during which participants identified places of significance on one of two large mapsΦ .ǊƻŀŘōŜƴǘΩǎ 
presentation and the results of the participatory exercise are in Appendix B. 

The project team also engaged several stakeholders during the course of the project. Stakeholders 
included city employees that either had lived in or were familiar with the history of the Study Area, 
community members that expressed an interest in participating in the project during earlier NRSA phases, 
and individuals that were identified during background research as having some connection to and/or 
familiarity with the history of the Study Area. Interactions with these community members include 
informal conversations and a drive through of the Study Area in which one participant identified places of 
significance. Information gleaned from these conversations are incorporated into this report and the 
accompanying NRHP nomination.  

4.0 HISTORIC CONTEXTS 

A primary goal of this project is to develop a detailed history of the Study Area and its development during 
the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s, including any connections to the Latino community. The Study Area consists 
of 42 subdivisions that largely reflect [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ postwar suburban housing boom and the subdivision 
development trends that were common across the U.S. during the second half of the twentieth century. 
While the Eastside is presently associated with a rich and diverse Latino community, this community did 
not coalesce in the Eastside until the late-1970s, and connections to the Study Area were deepened 
beginning in the 1980s. The contexts presented herein are intended to frame the development of the 
Study Area during the period of study with specific reference to Latino history and are therefore threefold: 
the first two address the themes relevant to the overall material development of the Study Area (i.e., the 
trends in subdivision and neighborhood development and architecture) while the later addresses themes 
related to the Latino experience in the Eastside. In all cases, the contexts pertain to local history; their 
geographic boundaries are limited to the City of Las Vegas, focused specifically on the Study Area defined 
in Section 1. The periods of significance vary by context and are described below. The themes that relate 
to the properties in the Study Area are Architecture; Community Planning and Development; and Ethnic 
Heritage. 

The context for Architecture examines the types of residential architectural styles that, while manifested 
in Las Vegas, were developed at the national level as the result of broad thematic trends. The context 
covers trends in specific architectural styles and types (e.g., single family homes, public housing) as well 
as overall neighborhood development (e.g., subdivisions, barrios). It encompasses the period from 1934, 
when the National Housing Act was established through the 1990s, when barrios continued to be 
established throughout the American southwest. 

The context for Community Planning and Development of East Las Vegas examines the factors that led to 
the development of the study area during three periods between 1914 and 1969: the period leading up 
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to and including the construction of the Boulder Dam (1914-1939); the period encompassing World War 
II (1940-1945); and the postwar period (1945-1969).  

The context for Ethnic Heritage: Latinos on the Eastside examines the factors that led to the development 
of the Study Area into a Latino enclave. It discusses the factors that contributed to exponential growth in 
the Latino population during the 1980s and 1990s. While the National Register Criteria indicates a 
historical context study should concentrate on the development of the project area prior to 1975 (i.e., 
fifty years before project completion), the period of significance must consider not only general 
demographic trends (e.g., construction and population booms), but also the ongoing struggles for equality 
and the growth of political involvement that has shaped [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ Latino community into what it is 
today. The time period encompassed in following contexts, therefore, extends into the 1990s, when 
various trends, events, and organizations played a significant role in development of the Latino 
community of the Eastside. Because the period of significance for the Ethnic Heritage context extends 
beyond the period of study defined for this project, the context presented herein is necessarily broad. It 
provides an overview and framework to better understand the history of Latinos in the Study Area and 
focuses on themes that relate most to the property types in it. 

4.1 ARCHITECTURE OF THE EASTSIDE 

The following sections provide the architectural contexts that are relevant to the Architecture of the 
Eastside. The categories are derived from the National Park Service National Register Bulletin on Historic 
Residential Suburbs (Ames and McClelland 2002), ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀ ŀƴŘ [ŜŜ aŎ!ƭŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ A Field Guide to American 
Houses (2017), and the bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ όb/Iwtύ A Model for 
Identifying and Evaluating the Historic Significance of Post-World War II Housing (Pettis et al. 2012). The 
discussion of Latino Urbanism and Latino Vernacular architecture draws from ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊ WŀƳŜǎ wƻƧŀǎΩǎ 
seminal work in East Los Angeles and the work of David Diaz and others in exploring  the impact of Latinos 
on American cities (Diaz 2005; Rojas 1991). The brief discussion of Housing Projects is informed by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development context for public housing (Robinson et al. 2004). 

4.1.1 SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT 

Based on the scope and scale of the current project, research and field efforts were directed at the 
ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ όŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊŎŜƭ ƻǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭύΦ 5ŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άōŀǎƛŎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǳƴƛǘ ƻŦ 
ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊk Service, subdivisions generally begin with a 
parcel of undeveloped land that is subdivided into individual lots and improved with streets and utilities 
(i.e., water, sewer, electricity, gas, telephone lines). The Park Service describes the evolutionary phases of 
the subdivision process based on the practices of developers, categorizing these developers as The 
Subdivider, The Home Builder, The Community Builder, The Operative Builder, and the Merchant Builder. 
In each phase, the role of the developer became more complex (Ames and McClelland 2002:26ς29). 

During the early years of subdivision planning (prior to 1920s) The Subdivider platted streets and lots and 
made limited infrastructure improvements, but the task of developing the lots (i.e., building homes) was 
often left to individual buyers. Home Builders, on the other hand, sometimes constructed a few homes to 
convince potential buyers that their subdivision was on its way to becoming a neighborhood (although 
their primary focus was still on selling land, not houses). In these early subdivisions, it took years for 
neighborhoods to materialize. Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ǘƻƻƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ .ǳƛƭŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ 
subdivisions were developed as planned neighborhoods, with a broad range of design professionals 
working together and taking into consideration long-term planning issues like transportation and 
economic development. During the 1930s, Operative Builders took control of, standardized, and 
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streamlined the entire process of development by taking advantage of FHA-secured funding while 
applying the emergent principles of mass production and standardization in their projects. Finally, as 
federal incentives were introduced to address the increased housing demands during and after World 
War II (e.g., increased credit lines for builders, liberal FHA mortgage terms for buyers, and broadly 
applicable FHA standards), Merchant Builders initiated the final evolutionary phase of subdivision 
development, rapidly constructing entire neighborhoods throughout the country (Ames and McClelland 
2002:26ς29).   

This evolution was only possible because Americans were able to purchase the homes that were being 
constructed through a series of federal laws and programs that encouraged homeownership. Beginning 
in 1932, initiatives like the Federal Home Loan Bank Act and the Home Owners Loan Act (which introduced 
the idea of standardized mortgage practices) set the stage for the National Housing Act of 1934. The 
objective of the 1934 Act was to make funds available for home repair and construction while providing 
jobs and improving the economic conditions wrought by the Great Depression. The National Housing Act 
created the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), authorized the FHA to insure private mortgages for 
homes and subdivisions, and established national standards for the home building industry (Ames and 
McClelland 2002:30; Pettis et al. 2012:54ς55). The FHA restructured the home financing system in the 
hopes of stimulating private investment in housing. It guaranteed loans that allowed homebuyers to 
secure low-cost mortgages and developers to secure private financing. Between 1936 and 1940, the FHA 
also established a set of design principles that could be uniformly applied to neighborhoods throughout 
the U.S. These standards outlined general requirements for location, accessibility, utilities, zoning 
compliance, deed restrictions, and financing. They ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ άŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ 
that were expected to result in neighborhoods that were not only safe and livable, but would ensure a 
stable real estate market in which lending (and in turn, FHA mortgage insurance) was viable (Ames and 
McClelland 2002:48ς49).  

4.1.2 MINIMAL TRADITIONAL (C.1935-1950) 

The Minimal Traditional house form was developed as a small house that could be built quickly with FHA-
insured loans during the midst of the Great Depression, and during and after World War II. Because of its 
simplicity and affordability, the Minimal Traditional was a popular form for large tract developers, 
particularly during the postwar housing boom.  

¢ƘŜ aŎ!ƭŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘǿƻ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǎǳōǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛƳŀƭ ¢ǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƘƻǳǎŜΥ ǘƘŜ ƎŀōƭŜ-and-wing and 
side-gabled (Cape Cod), with hipped and front-gabled houses also found (hipped-roof versions being more 
widespread). The identifying features of Minimal Traditional houses are: 

¶ Rectangular or L-shape plan, 

¶ Small size (rarely larger than 1,000 square feet), 

¶ One story, 

¶ Low or moderate gable or hip roof, 

¶ Little or no roof overhang, 

¶ Asymmetrical fenestration, 

¶ Picture, double-hung, and casement windows, 

¶ Small inset entrance or exterior stoop, and 

¶ Little or no applied ornamentation or detailing. 
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4.1.3 TRANSITIONAL RANCH (C. 1935-1955) 

The Transitional Ranch is the intermediate house form between the Minimal Traditional house and the 
wŀƴŎƘ ƘƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мфрлǎΦ ¢ƘŜ aŎ!ƭŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǳōǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŀƴŎƘ ƘƻǳǎŜΣ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀ 
minimal Ranch or Ranchette (McAlester 2017:604). Because of the ubiquity of this form in the Study Area, 
it is given a separate category as defined by the Transportation Research Board of the National Academies 
(Pettis et al. 2012:102). Like the Minimal Traditional house, the Transitional Ranch had a compact floor 
plan and was inexpensive and constructed in large numbers throughout the country. It differs from the 
Minimal Traditional in the horizontal massing that foresees the Ranch form, with a shallow roof pitch and 
overhanging eaves. Similar to other forms of the period, clapboard, stone and brick veneer, and stucco 
were popular cladding materials. The identifying features of Transitional Ranch houses are (Pettis et al. 
2012:102): 

¶ Horizontal massing, 

¶ Compact size, 

¶ One story, 

¶ Low-pitched roof, 

¶ Moderate to wide roof overhang, 

¶ Asymmetrical fenestration, 

¶ Picture, double-hung, and casement windows, 

¶ Some corner windows, 

¶ Combination of siding materials, and 

¶ Carport or garage (attached or detached). 

4.1.4 RANCH (C.1935-1975) 

The Ranch house is loosely based on the low, rambling courtyards of Spanish Colonial Ranch houses and 
is modified by influences borrowed from the Craftsman and Prairie styles. The Ranch form is elongated 
and rambling, reflecting the interior separated living zones. The Ranch form quickly replaced previous 
forms and styles, and during the 1950s and 1960s, it was by far the most popular housing type built 
throughout the U.S. (McAlester 2017:602; Pettis et al. 2012:102)Φ ¢ƘŜ aŎ!ƭŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ 
subtypes of the Ranch house: the hipped roof, cross-hipped roof, side-gabled roof, cross-gabled roof, and 
split levels, with the cross-hipped and -gabled being the most popular (McAlester 2017:597ς598). The 
identifying features of Ranch houses are:  

¶ Horizontal massing, 

¶ Broad, one-story shape, 

¶ Built low to the ground, 

¶ Low-pitched roof, 

¶ Moderate to wide roof overhang, 

¶ Off-center front entry, 

¶ Asymmetrical façade, 

¶ Large expanses of windows, 

¶ Combination of siding materials, 

¶ Wide or prominent chimneys, 

¶ Colonnaded porches along façade,  

¶ Integrated wingwalls,  

¶ Attached garage, and 
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¶ Integration of indoor and outdoor space. 

A variety of architectural styles may be applied to the Ranch form, including Storybook, Colonial 

Revival, and Spanish Colonial Revival. The only variants that were identified in significant 

concentrations in the Study Area are the Storybook and Spanish Colonial Revival Styles.  

4.1.5 STORYBOOK RANCH 

The Storybook Style was popular for a brief period in the mid- to late-1950s. It maintains the horizontal 
massing and low profile of a typical Ranch house but has decorative embellishments. Architectural details 
of the Storybook Style are: 

¶ Fanciful architectural details, 

¶ Scalloped or shaped bargeboards, 

¶ Sweeping gables, 

¶ Diamond pane and decorative leaded and stained-glass windows, 

¶ Decorative window trim and shutters, and 

¶ Planter boxes or shelves below the windows. 

4.1.6 SPANISH COLONIAL REVIVAL 

The Spanish Colonial Revival Style was introduced before the post-war period but was also applied to post-
war forms. It was commonly used in the southwest and decorative elements draw on the traditions of 
Southwest frontier and Spanish Colonial architecture. Architectural details of the Spanish Colonial Revival 
Style are:  

¶ Adobe, adobe-type brick, or stucco exterior, 

¶ Red tile or built-up roofs, 

¶ Arched entrances and windows, and 

¶ Decorative wrought iron details. 

4.1.7 CONTEMPORARY (C.1945-1970) 

Subdivisions were rarely successfully built in the Contemporary style, however, there are some modest 
examples in the Study Area (McAlester 2017:632). Virginia and Lee McAlester define two subtypes of the 
Contemporary house, the front-gabled, side-gabled, gabled-roof variation (e.g., with extensions, wings), 
flat roof, and butterfly and slant roofs. The identifying features of the Contemporary style are: 

¶ Simple, geometric massing, 

¶ One or one-and-a-half story, 

¶ Low-pitched gabled or flat roof, 

¶ Widely overhanging eaves, 

¶ Exposed roof beams, 

¶ Windows in gable ends or just below roof lines, 

¶ Modern and/or natural materials (wood, stone, brick, concrete block) 

¶ Broad expanse of uninterrupted wall surface, 

¶ Recessed or obscured entry door, and 

¶ Asymmetrical. 
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4.1.8 PUBLIC HOUSING 

Public housing loosely describes dwellings that are funded by the federal government and administered 
by a local authority. Public housing units are subsidized by a form of public assistance, extended either to 
tenants or to developers or owners who provide discounted rent. The federal public housing program was 
introduced during the New Deal as a part of the Housing Act of 1937. The purpose of the act was to assist 
unemployed working- and middle-class families reeling from the effects of the Great Depression. The act 
was designed to provide a solution to urban poverty and stimulate the ailing construction industry. The 
act established the United States Housing Authority (USHA), which provided loans to local Public Housing 
Authorities (PHA) to develop low-rent housing (and for slum clearance). The USHA acted as a financial 
agent and, like the FHA, provided technical guidance, design assistance, and project review. Local housing 
authorities, however, were responsible for initiating, designing, constructing, and managing local housing 
projects. World War II provided a similar impetus as the Great Depression, with war production centers 
like Las Vegas requiring a significant increase in decent and inexpensive housing for defense industry 
workers and their families. Such projects were designed to easily convert to low-rent use after the war 
(Robinson et al. 2004). 

4.1.9 BARRIO URBANISM 

The term barrio has been used in historic and current public discourse to pathologize Latino communities 
in similar ways as the term ghetto. It is used here as a framework for understanding and connecting the 
histories and contemporary realities of Latinos in Las Vegas (Perez et al. 2010:2). Existing scholarship on 
barrios discuss the space in countless ways. They are neighborhoods that are created as a result of 
segregation, repression, failed urban renewal efforts, uneven development, economic inequality, and 
racial injustice. They are frequently characterized by high rent, low wages, and insufficient housing, yet 
they are also defensible, ethnically bounded, cultural sanctuaries where independence, resistance, 
cultural solidarity,  and political mobilization are practiced (Diaz 2005; Diaz and Torres 2012). 

Barrios were established during the late sixteenth century in present day-Mexico and in what would 
become the American Southwest in response to a lack of provisions from the Mexican government. 
Barrios were formed based on a mutualista social structure in which a community, through social 
networks, pooled their resources to provide collective forms of civic administration, construction, 
agriculture, social welfare, and defense. Similar to a welfare state, the barrio provided support in the form 
of medical and life insurance, loans, collective labor, and infrastructure. Such systems of mutual support 
continued to serve communities when their land was ceded to the U.S. following the Mexican American 
War (Diaz and Torres 2012:3). 

In cities throughout the American Southwest, discrimination and informal segregation around the turn of 
the twentieth century led to the formation of dual towns, where both Mexican and white sections 
retained distinct residential and commercial cores (Irazabal and Farhad 2008:210). Because they were 
formed as a result of segregation, marginalization, and exclusion based in race, class, ethnicity, and 
citizenship, they were (and are) often inferior places spatially and socially distanced from a dominant 
majority group (Perez et al. 2010:1). Since the early 1900s and as late as the 1990s, common 
characteristics of barrios are unpaved streets, a lack of infrastructure (e.g., sewer systems, water, gas), 
undermaintained amenities, a lack of parks, and lenient land use (e.g., industry, landfills). These conditions 
result in lower property appreciation rates among minority land owners, ongoing deterioration, weak 
commercial districts, and uneven development in barrios throughout the Southwest (Diaz 2005:4). Land 
clearance for freeways, land banking, targeted disinvestment, racism in public policy, and the use of 
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eminent domain all contributed to the destruction of poor and minority neighborhoods during the second 
half of the twentieth century (Diaz and Torres 2012:11) 

Despite these inequities, the barrio became an organizing platform for the Chicano and other movements 
of the twentieth century, as it provided a place where networks of solidarity, support, and self-
determination could be formed (Diaz and Torres 2012:4). Beginning during the 1960s, such movements 
addressed the inequities faced by residents of barrios, advocating for improvements like sewer and water 
systems, paved roads, recreational facilities, and overall planning reform. Continued underdevelopment 
of barrios in the Southwest is an indication that while such efforts may have resulted in individual 
improvements,  they did not result in sweeping, systemic changes (Diaz 2005:16; Diaz and Torres 2012:7). 

Although barrios are created through systems of marginalization, they are transformed by residents into 
places of great value (Perez et al. 2010:2)  This history is reflected in distinctive features of the barrio 
today ς the social use of semi-public space, the prevalence of vernacular architecture, a vibrant retail 
economy, and an abundance of venues for socialization (Irazabal and Farhad 2008:210). Other 
characteristics of the barrio include civic plazas, integrated business districts,  food production (gardens), 
and public art (Diaz 2005:11ς12; Diaz and Torres 2012:5). They have been and continue to be important 
settlement communities for immigrants, as community oriented spaces that reflect social networks (Diaz 
and Torres 2012:12). 

4.1.10 LATINO VERNACULAR 

Mid-twentieth century housing was designed and built to accommodate the values and needs of the 
American middle and working classes. Latino immigrants, like any other immigrant group, brought their 
own cultural values and attitudes toward housing and land use patterns already extant in Las Vegas, 
ŀŘŘƛƴƎ άŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǘƻ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊƳǎέ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊ WŀƳŜǎ wƻƧŀǎ Ƙŀǎ 
ŎƻƛƴŜŘ ά[ŀǘƛƴƻ ǾŜǊƴŀŎǳƭŀǊέ (Rojas 2014:1). 

This vernacular architecture is based on the traditional Mexican courtyard home, which is built to the 
street (i.e., there is no front yard) and has an interior courtyard; in the Mexican house, one is either inside 
or outside. This is in contrast to the American house, which has a linear arrangement, beginning at the 
front (public) part of the house and moving to the back (private); in the American house, one is either in 
the front or the back (as the household is not extended outside) (Rojas 2014:1). Like the traditional 
Mexican house and courtyard, the Latino household extends its presence to all four corners of the lot. The 
most visible implications of this notion are the enclosure of the front yard with a fence and personalization 
of the front yard (as a courtyard).  

Fences are ubiquitous in Latino neighborhoods and they stand out as almost a challenge to the green, 
park-like setting that symbolizes American suburbia (Rojas 2014:29). Rojas contends that in Latino 
neighborhoods, fences are not static objects but, as the threshold of the home, are places for social 
interaction. He further suggests that when all or most of the yards in an neighborhood are enclosed, they 
change the scale of a neighborhood and create an atmosphere that his simultaneously urban and intimate 
(Rojas 2014:29ς30). Front porches are also prominent spatial elements of the Latino home. While porches 
are not uncommon on mid-twentieth century houses, their use and importance has generally declined 
during the modern period. In many Latino neighborhoods, however, the porch, although outside, is a part 
of the home that provides a place for social, civic, and even economic activities (Rojas 2014:30). 

Homes in post-war suburban neighborhoods that experienced significant growth in the Latino population 
during the 1980s and 1990s may exhibit concentrations of Latino Vernacular Architecture. Alterations to 
the common mid-century architectural forms in these neighborhoods serve as character-defining features 
of such vernacular architecture and include (Matuk et al. 2000:E49; Rojas 1991:77ς88): 
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¶ Bright colored exterior, 

¶ Front yard enclosures, 

¶ Arched openings at front gate or between porch supports, 

¶ Front yard structures and objects such as religious shrines or fountains, 

¶ Expanded front porch (typically applied with stucco), and 

¶ French-style double-doors at the primary facade that open to the front yard. 

4.2 COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE EASTSIDE 

The first non-indigenous explorers began emigrating through  the Las Vegas Valley along what became 
the Old Spanish Trail during the 1820s. Members of a Mexican trading Caravan led by Antonio Armijo were 
the first non-native people to travel through present-day Las Vegas, establishing the Old Spanish Trail 
route between Abiquiu, New Mexico to Los Angeles in 1829 (Moehring 1989:1ς3; National Park Service 
2023c; Rodriguez 2012; Spanish Trails History Board n.d.). This route was popularized by mapmaker and 
άDǊŜŀǘ tŀǘƘŦƛƴŘŜǊέ John C. Fremont in 1844, and by 1855 Mormons built a mission in Las Vegas (then in 
northwestern New Mexico Territory) (Green 2015:70ς74). The Mormon mission was abandoned in 1858, 
and by 1865, entrepreneur and miner Octavious Gass acquired rights to the old Mormon Fort and 
established a ranch to serve the surrounding mining districts. DŀǎǎΩǎ ǊŀƴŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ !ǊŎƘƛōŀƭŘ 
Stewart in 1882, whose wife sold it to Montana Senator and railroad magnate William Clark in 1902 
(Moehring 1989:1ς3; Schumacher 2015:23ς24). 

Despite the oasis that the water supply and relatively fertile ground the Las Vegas Valley provided 
travelers along the Old Spanish Trail and early settlers, the area was relatively unsettled by the turn of the 
twentieth century. It would take a singular event ς the construction of a railroad ς to entice significant 
settlement in the Las Vegas Valley (Burbank 2009). Las Vegas was conceived in 1902 as a division point for 
the San Pedro, Los Angeles & Salt Lake Railroad (SPLA&SL). Speculators invested in large swaths of land 
and two townships were developed between 1904 and 1905, aŎ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳǎΩ hǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ ¢ƻǿƴǎƛǘŜ 
(later known as the Westside) and /ƭŀǊƪΩǎ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ ¢ƻǿƴǎƛǘŜ (Green 2015:169ς171). Developers platted 
additions east of these townsites nearly immediately, however, factors like a small population and scant 
water contributed to slow subdivision growth much beyond the center of town (the railroad hub at 
Fremont and Main) (Schumacher 2015:28). Thanks to the railroad, the town served as a supply point for 
all southern Nevada, but by 1920, there were still only 2,300 people in Las Vegas, and opportunities for 
substantial growth were limited until the Black Canyon was selected as the site for the Boulder Dam in 
the 1928 (Fitzgerald 1980:1; Moehring 2005:5). Because the earliest development efforts in the Study 
Area date to the irrigation efforts associated with this period, the context for Community Planning and 
Development begins there.  

4.2.1 BOULDER DAM/PREWAR PERIOD (1914-1939) 

By the first decade of the twentieth centuryΣ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊƻŜǎ ƻŦ άƛǊǊƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ 
Ƴŀƴƛŀέ ŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ƭŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƳǇǘŜŘ ŀ flurry of agricultural 
efforts (Weber 1995:33-34,114). Politicians and entrepreneurs set their sights on the Colorado River as a 
water source for the West as early as 1914, with the prospect of a dam on the Colorado River near Boulder 
Canyon raising the hopes of ranchers and farmers throughout the Las Vegas Valley. The U.S. Congress 
passed the Boulder Canyon Progress Act in 1928 and the following year, passed the Swing-Johnson Bill, 
which authorized the construction of a dam at Black Canyon on the Colorado River (Fitzgerald 1980:1). 
The Boulder Dam was constructed approximately 40 miles southeast of Las Vegas between 1931 and 
1936. The project not only brought significant employment opportunities (and thus, job-seekers) to the 
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area, but the cheap power it provided, coupled with inexpensive land, fueled large projects throughout 
the valley for decades (Paher 2014:140). 

Infrastructure Development 

Thanks to the Boulder Dam, southern Nevada flourished during the Depression while the rest of the 
country was in economic and social turmoil. The statewide legalization of gambling in 1931 energized the 
Las Vegas economy even more, as dam workers were a ready market for casinos. Las Vegas became an 
overnight boom town as people fled from areas devastated by the Wall Street Crash of 1929 to the 
unrivaled economic opportunity that the project provided. During 1930 alone, the population of Las Vegas 
ballooned from around 5,200 people to around 7,500, prompting a surge in the public and private 
development sectors. The local government undertook a variety of infrastructure improvements using 
New Deal funds (e.g., sewer systems, roads, recreational facilities, schools, energy), and local developers 
invested over $1.2 million in new construction (Moehring 1989:15ς30). By 1920, the eastern boundary of 
Las Vegas reached as far east as present-day Eastern Avenue and as far south as Charleston Boulevard. In 
1929, the City of Las Vegas proposed to expand the city limits by about two to three miles in all directions, 
however, this effort was unsuccessful, and the city did not grow to encompass any more of the Study Area 
until 1953 (Baker 1929; Campbell Realty Company 1953; McWilliams 1920).  

Commercial Development 

The architectural marvel of the dam itself and the Boulder Dam Recreation Area (including Lake Mead) 
that was created by the damΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ bŜǾŀŘŀΩǎ gaming and divorce industries, all ǎƘŀǇŜŘ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ 
ƴŀǎŎŜƴǘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴǘ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
(e.g., hotels, restaurants, casinos). To accommodate the Boulder Dam workforce and the throngs that 
flocked to Las Vegas to visit the dam and/or to gamble, a new highway to the dam was constructed and 
opened in 1931. The Boulder Highway extended [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ commercial district farther east along the 
existing Fremont Street. Scores of new commercial buildings (restaurants, bars, motels) catering to 
employees and tourists were constructed immediately, densely clustered in the city limits and becoming 
sparser as one travelled east along the 25-mile route to Boulder City. While these accommodations were 
scarce east of Maryland Parkway, there were several scattered clubs and motels along the route by 1931. 
Examples include the Meadows Club, which was constructed in 1931 east of the convergence of Fremont 
Street and Charleston Boulevard (outside of the city limits at the time) and the Green Shack, which was 
moved from its original location to Fremont Street in 1932 (just south of its convergence with Charleston 
Boulevard). The Green Shack was a popular restaurant known for its comfortable, rural atmosphere, while 
the Meadows Club was oƴŜ ƻŦ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ŏŀǎƛƴƻs and a forerunner to the modern casino resort 
complexes that followed in the 1940s. Both businesses served a clientele that ranged from dam workers 
to politicians (Burbank 2010; Moehring 1989:21; Wright 1993).  

Institutional Development 

Las Vegas endured a modest economic decline when dam workers and their families left in search of new 
employment after the project was completed in 1935. New Deal agencies, however, were active 
throughout the 1930s, funding federal buildings, schools, recreational facilities, and an airport. As these 
projects grew Las Vegas during the first decades of twentieth century, the resulting change of land use 
from residential to commercial-recreational forced many pioneer families into the nearby suburbs 
(Moehring 1989:22). The creation of the Federal Housing Administration in 1934 coincided with this trend, 
providing incentives for home construction and home ownership in undeveloped urban fringes. 
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Residential Development 

²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ /ƭŀǊƪΩǎ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ ¢ƻǿƴǎƛǘŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǾŜǊǘƻƻƪ aŎ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳǎΩ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƻǿƴǎƛǘŜ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ ǿŀǎ ƭŀƛŘ 
out in a grid pattern around the town center, subdivisions east of the city limits had to defer to the 
irregular Boulder Highway corridor and the commercial properties along it. Nine subdivisions were platted 
in the Study Area during the Boulder Dam period, but only two were laid out along the Boulder Highway 
(the Church Addition and the Fisher's Fremont Street - Boulder Dam Highway First Subdivision). 
Newspaper advertisements boasted the natural setting of the farther flung additions, suggesting that 
while the convenience of the road may have been a boon, developers anticipated (perhaps accurately) 
that people would not want to live too close to it. 

Throughout Las Vegas, the residential housing growth associated with the construction of Boulder Dam 
was manifested in small houses built by local businessmen in newer additions south and east of town. 
They were often developed irregularly over many years by a variety of small investors who simply 
partitioned houses into several small apartments that they then offered for rent. In parts of the city that 
already had municipal services, developers could simply and inexpensively connect to the public water 
system and other utilities. Throughout the first half of the twentieth century, however, developers east 
of Maryland Parkway would have to invest significant resources into all aspects of site improvement (i.e., 
roads, electricity, and above all, water), and this likely impacted the rate in which additions were 
developed.  

Nine subdivisions were platted in the Study Area during this period, but none were developed during this 
period (Table 4.1 and Appendix A, Maps 2a, 2b, 2c). In the Study Area, the residential development 
associated with construction of the Boulder Dam is generally reflected in a small flurry of land subdivision, 
road and infrastructure improvement during the 1930s but little actual home construction until the late 
1940s.  

Table 4.1: Subdivisions Platted during the Boulder Dam Period 

Subdivision Platted 

Artesian Acres 1921 

Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 2 1929 

Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 3 1929 

Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 2/3 1929 

Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 4 1929 

Gibson & Jones Addition 1929 

Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 Supplemental Map 1931 

Church Addition 1931 

Fisher's Fremont Street Boulder Dam Highway First Subdivision 1931 

Noblitt Addition Amended 1933 

 

Artesian Acres 

The earliest subdivision in the Study Area, Artesian Acres, was platted in 1921 when much of the American 
²Ŝǎǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊƻŜǎ ƻŦ άƛǊǊƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀƴƛŀέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜ-scale 
reclamation efforts (Weber 1995:33-34,114) (Figure 4.1 and Map 2a). A group of Tonopah men doing 
business as the Desert Securities Company claimed 6,000 acres in and around the Study Area, intending 
to sell large tracts of land for farms. Between 1920 and 1921, Luther Brentner purchased and subdivided 
a portion of these claims ƴƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘ ƻŦ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǘƻǿƴǎƛǘŜΣ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻƴŜ ƘŀƭŦ ƳƛƭŜ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
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SPLA&SL railroad line. He partitioned one quarter of the subdivision into five- and ten-acre homesites, 
which he advertised as places ǿƘŜǊŜ άȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƎǊƻǿ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƻǊŎƘŀǊŘ ƻŦ ŦƛƎ ǘǊŜŜǎΣ ŀƭƳƻƴŘǎΣ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ 
walnuts, peaches, apricots and other fruit trees, raise your own patch of alfalfa for the family cow and 
chickens, establish a nice country home within easy walking distance of towƴέ (Weber 1995:113ς114) 
(Figure 4.2).  

Initiated during the early irrigation mania that swept the west, this was the first known attempt at 
developing the Study Area. Based on aerial imagery, however, only around four small farms were ever 
established in Artesian Acres, and the subdivision was never developed as originally planned (Figure 4.3). 
Beginning in December 1932, BrentnerΩǎ ǿƛŦŜ ǳƴǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ǘhe entire 400 acres that 
comprised Artesian Acres, and five and 10 acre tracts of land were still being sold into the mid-1940s  (LVRJ 
1932:4, 1946) (Figure 4.4). The entire subdivision was largely undeveloped until the early 1960s, when it 
was re-subdivided into Shenandoah Square Units No. 1 and 2 (discussed in detail in Section 4.2.3) (Figure 
4.5). 
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Figure 4.1: 1921 Artesian Acres Plat Map 
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Figure 4.2: 1920 Las Vegas Age Article for Artesian Acres (December 4, 1920) 
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Figure 4.3: 1950 Aerial Image of Artesian Acres (North Eastern Avenue Left, East Bonanza Road Top, and East Cedar 

Avenue Center; Study Area is South of Red Boundary) 
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Figure 4.4: 1946 Las Vegas Review Journal Advertisement for Artesian Acres (April 10, 1946) 
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Figure 4.5: 1965 Aerial Image of Artesian Acres (North Eastern Avenue Left, North Mojave Road Right, East 

Bonanza Road Top, Stewart Avenue Bottom, and East Cedar Avenue Center; Study Area is South of Red Boundary; 
Shenandoah Square Units at Bottom) 

Boulder Dam Homesite Addition 

The Boulder Dam Homesite Addition was conceived in 1929 by John P. Mills Organization (Map 2b). In its 
entirety, the Boulder Dam Homesite consisted of six tracts, with Tracts 1, 2, 3, and 4 being platted in 1929 
and Tracts 5 and 6 being platted significantly later, in 1947 by Chauncey and Ann Van Patten and in 1953 
by the Madsen Construction Corporation, Inc., respectively (Figure 4.6, Figure 4.7, Figure 4.8, Figure 4.9, 
Figure 4.10, Figure 4.11). The addition was anchored at the south by Stewart Avenue, about one-half-mile 
north of the Boulder Highway and directly east of Artesian Acres. Only small southern portions of Tracts 
2, 3, and 4 (and several parcels north of present-day Interstate 515) are in the Study Area. 
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The 1929 additions boasted modern amenities like city water, electricity, and gravel roads, as well as views 
that had not yet been spoiled by development. Despite a fever of newspaper advertising in the Las Vegas 
Age and the Las Vegas Review-Journal throughout the 1930s and 1940s historic aerial images indicate that 
only around one third of the area comprising the Boulder Dam Homesite Addition was developed by 1950 
(LVRJ 1929a, 1929c, 1929d, 1929e) (Figure 4.12, Figure 4.13, Figure 4.14, Figure 4.15).  

 

Figure 4.6: 1929 Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 1 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.7: 1929 Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 2 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.8: 1929 Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 3 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.9: 1929 Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 4 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.10: 1947 Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 5 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.11: 1953 Boulder Dam Homesite Addition Tract No. 6 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.12: 1929 Las Vegas Review Journal Advertisement for Boulder Dam Homesite Addition (April 6, 1929) 
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Figure 4.13: 1929 Las Vegas Review Journal Article for Boulder Dam Homesite Addition (April 10, 1929) 
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Figure 4.14: 1950 Aerial Image of Boulder Dam Homesite Tracts 1-6 (North Bruce Street Left, North Eastern Avenue 
Right, East Bonanza Road Top, Stewart Avenue Bottom, and East Cedar Avenue Center; Study Area is South of Red 

Boundary) 
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Figure 4.15: 1965 Aerial Image of Boulder Dam Homesite Tracts 1-6 (North Bruce Street Left, North Eastern Avenue 
Right, East Bonanza Road Top, Stewart Avenue Bottom, and East Cedar Avenue Center; Study Area is South of Red 

Boundary) 

Gibson and Jones Addition 

The Gibson & Jones Addition was platted directly south of the Boulder Dam Homesite in February 1929 
by F.A. Gibson and A.S. Jones (Map 2b). Two blocks of 24 lots each were separated by Mesquite Street 
(present-day Ash Avenue) and were each split in half by an unnamed ally. The 48 lots that made up the 
subdivision were generally uniform (except for the larger corner lots), rectangular parcels, oriented 
north/south (Figure 4.16). Beginning in March of 1929, real estate firm Honrath & Wilson advertised the 
sale of 50-by-140-foot lots ranging in price from $275 to $350 each (LVRJ 1929b:2) (Figure 4.17). Earl 
IƻƴǊŀǘƘ ǿŀǎ ŀ άǇƛƻƴŜŜǊ ǊŜŀƭǘƻǊέ ƛƴ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ 
subdivision, Mayfair Homes, in 1942 (LVRJ 1968). Although the Gibson & Jones Addition was subdivided 
during the construction of the Boulder Dam, only one home was constructed during this period, and the 
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ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŀŦǘŜǊ ²ƻǊƭŘ ²ŀǊ LL; iǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ƛŦ IƻƴǊŀǘƘΩǎ ŦƛǊƳ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ 
it (Figure 4.18).   

 

Figure 4.16: 1929 Gibson & Jones Addition Plat Map 
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Figure 4.17: 1929 Las Vegas Review Journal Advertisement for Gibson and Jones Addition (March 30, 1929) 
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Figure 4.18: 1965 Aerial Image of the Gibson and Jones Addition (North 21st Street Left, North 23rd Street Right, 
Stewart Avenue Top, East Ogden Avenue Bottom, Ash Avenue Center) 

Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 
{ǳƴǊƛǎŜ tŀǊƪ ¢ǊŀŎǘ bƻΦ м ǿŀǎ ǇƭŀǘǘŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜŀƭǘƻǊ 9Φ!Φ /ƭŀǊƪ ƻƴ ƭŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŎŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ [Φ[Φ .ǊŜƴǘƴŜǊΩǎ Ǿŀǎǘ 
holdings. The 1931 plat map defined the boundaries of the subdivision as View Street (not extant) at the 
north, Charleston Boulevard at the south, First Avenue (present-day and North 25th Street) at the west, 
and Second Avenue (present-day North 25th Street/Eastern Avenue) at the east (Figure 4.21 and Map 2c). 
When it was platted, the newly defined First Avenue (which had to be developed by Clark himself) marked 
ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΦ  Based on aerial imagery, View Street and Lake Street were never constructed, 



Broadbent & Associates, Inc.                                                         Final ς Rafael Rivera Historic Context and Reconnaissance Survey Report  
August 2024   Las Vegas, Nevada 
Page 39  
 
but all other roads in the addition were extant by 1950 (Figure 4.22). Only the north half of the subdivision 
is in the Study Area. 

When Clark announced Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 in the Las Vegas Review Journal in May of 1931, he 
highlighted the proximity of the new development to the newly constructed Meadows Hotel, east of the 
addition, and even congratulated its owners (LVRJ 1931:3; Rathers 1931) (Figure 4.20). A subsequent 
advertisement in the Las Vegas Age claimed that 20 percent of all the lots in the Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 
were sold in the first week (LVA 1931a:6) (Figure 4.23). Unlike many of the other subdivisions in and 
around the Study Area prior to World War II, homes were constructed in Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 during 
this period. Adjacent to the Sunrise Park Tract is Sunrise Acres (plated in 1942 and developed during World 
War II), another early subdivision, which remains outside of the Las Vegas city limits until this day (it is still 
part of Clark County). Because the City of Las Vegas was never responsible for providing municipal services 
to this unincorporated area, Sunrise Acres established its own water district (Sunrise Acres Water 
Association) (Figure 4.19). There is at least one extant historic age water tank in Sunrise Acres. 

Sunrise Acres was an early community that retained a rural feeling even as the city developed around it; 
during the 1940s, the last paved road was Eastern (then 25th Street), and west and south of Eastern 
Avenue and Charleston Boulevard was desert. In the early 1940s, Sunrise Acres was an area that permitted 
Latinos (as opposed to downtown areas, where blacks and Mexicans were not allowed to live), and 
residents experienced it as ŀ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άƳƛǎƘƳŀǎƘ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ.έ By as late as 
1950, Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 and Sunrise Acres represented the eastern extent of residential 
development in Las Vegas (Figure 4.22) (Pacheco 2018).  

Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 was not developed as originally planned, as Sunrise Acres Elementary School was 
constructed in the north two blocks (which were platted as residential lots) around 1947 (LVRJ 1947). 
Nearby residential development was largely restricted to unincorporated Sunrise Manor (namely Sunrise 
Acres subdivision), which is not included in the Study Area.  
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Figure 4.19: Early Sunrise Acres resident (Marcelina Sandusky) with the community well and water tower in the 
background, circa 1980s. Photo Courtesy of UNLV Special Collections (ID PH-00442_015).  
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Figure 4.20: 1931 Las Vegas Review Journal Announcement for Sunrise Park Addition (May 1, 1931) 
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Figure 4.21: 1931 Sunrise Park Tract No. 1 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.22: 1950 Aerial Image depicting Study Area North and West of Red Boundary. Sunrise Park and Sunrise 
Acres are center.  
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Figure 4.23: 1931 Las Vegas Age Advertisement for Sunrise Park Addition (May 10, 1931) 
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Church Addition 

The Church Addition was subdivided by Walter H. Church in 1931 (Baker 1931; LVA 1931b, 1933). Its 
boundaries were Ash Street (present-day Stewart Avenue) and Fremont Street at the north and south, 
and Church Avenue (present-day North 18th Street) and Mills Avenue (present-day North 19th Street) at 
the west and east (Map 2c). The parcels in the Church Addition were oriented towards the cardinal 
directions and diagonally along Fremont Street (Figure 4.24). The Church Addition is one of only two 
Boulder Dam period subdivisions in the Study Area that were laid out along Fremont Street/Boulder 
Highway. 

The Church Addition was never developed as a cohesive subdivision, and Walter Church seems to have 
had a hard time selling his land, as newspaper advertisements indicate that by 1933 he was selling parcels 
for less than originally advertised in 1931 (Baker 1931; LVA 1931b, 1933). Only one parcel was developed 
during the 1930s, an early motor court along Fremont Street/Boulder Highway. Most of the addition was 
re-subdivided in 1949 into the Church Tract Amended. The small portion of the original Church Addition 
along East Fremont SǘǊŜŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜ-subdivided contained only the motor court until at least 1950 
(Figure 4.25). 
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Figure 4.24: 1931 Church Addition Plat Map 



Broadbent & Associates, Inc.                                                         Final ς Rafael Rivera Historic Context and Reconnaissance Survey Report  
August 2024   Las Vegas, Nevada 
Page 47  
 

 

Figure 4.25: 1950 Aerial Image of Church Addition (Stewart Avenue Top, East Fremont Street Bottom, and East 
Ogden Avenue Center) 

Fisher's Fremont Street - Boulder Dam Highway First Subdivision 

The CƛǎƘŜǊΩǎ CǊŜƳƻƴǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ - Boulder Dam Highway First Subdivision was subdivided in 1931 at the 
convergence of Fremont Street/Boulder Highway and Charleston Boulevard by J.C. Fisher from 626 acres 
he had purchased decades earlier in 1911 (Figure 4.26 and Figure 4.27). The 1931 plat map defines the 
boundaries of the subdivision as Charleston Boulevard at the north, Atlantic Street at the east, Clifford 
Street (present-day Clifford Avenue) at the south, and Euclid Avenue at the west. The subdivision was 
divided into six blocks with Block 1 divided from the other Blocks by Fremont Street/Boulder Dam 
HighwayΤ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ CƛǎƘŜǊΩǎ ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ CǊŜƳƻƴǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘκ.ƻǳƭŘŜǊ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘȅ 
Area.  
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Demonstrating the typical confidence of a land developer, J. C. Fisher & Co. likened Fremont Street to the 
Broadway of Las Vegas, declaring that άit requires no prophet to predict the rapid increase in the value of 
the property in this SǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴέ (Figure 4.27). By 1932, Fisher had drilled a well and connected electrical 
utilities, and  37 of the 163 lots in the addition had been purchased (LVA 1931c, 1931d, 1932; Thompson 
1931) (Figure 4.28). While Fisher insisted that home construction was imminent, only one commercial 
property, the Green Shack, appears to have been developed immediately. Russel Avenue and Olive Street 
were present by 1950, but there were only a handful of properties along them. Euclid Avenue and Clifford 
Street (present-day Clifford Avenue) were constructed sometime between 1950 and 1963, when one 
multi-unit apartment complex was constructed on the north side of Cliford Avenue (Figure 4.29 and Figure 
4.30).  
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Figure 4.26: 1931 Fisher's Fremont Street Plat Map 
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Figure 4.27: 1931 Las Vegas Age Article for CƛǎƘŜǊΩǎ CǊŜƳƻƴǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ .ƻǳƭŘŜǊ 5ŀƳ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ ς First Subdivision 
(October 11, 1931) 
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Figure 4.28: мфом [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ !ƎŜ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ ŦƻǊ CƛǎƘŜǊΩǎ CǊŜƳƻƴǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ .ƻǳƭŘŜǊ 5ŀƳ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ ς First Subdivision 
(October 31, 1931) 
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Figure 4.29: 1950 Aerial Image of CƛǎƘŜǊΩǎ CǊŜƳƻƴǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ (Fremont Street Diagonal, Charleston Boulevard 
Top, Russel Avenue and Olive Street Visible; Study Area is South and East of Red Boundary) 
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Figure 4.30: 1965 !ŜǊƛŀƭ LƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ CƛǎƘŜǊΩǎ CǊŜƳƻƴǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ Still Minimally Developed (Study Area is South 
and East of Red Boundary) 
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Noblitt Addition 

The Noblitt Addition was subdivided in March 1933 by Cora J. Noblitt, and originally consisted of two 
discontinuous areas (separated by the Gibson & Jones Addition) of five blocks at the southeast corner of 
Mills Avenue (present-day North 18th Street) and Ash Street (present-day Stewart Avenue) and three 
blocks at the southwest corner of Ash Street and Euclid Avenue  (present-day North Eastern Avenue) 
(Thompson 1933) (Map 2c)Φ ¢ƘŜ осф ƭƻǘǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴΩǎ Ǉƭŀǘ ƳŀǇ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŀǊǊƻǿΣ ǊŜŎǘŀƴƎǳƭŀǊ 
lots oriented east/west toward the north/south streets in the subdivision. The Noblitt Addition was 
developed cohesively between 1948 and 1950. Because the history of the subdivision is best understood 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ ǇƻǎǘǿŀǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ with the Church Tract Amended 
(Section 4.2.3). 

4.2.2 WORLD WAR II (1939-1945) 

With the onset of World War II in 1939 and the imminent American involvement by the following year, 
the Roosevelt Administration set its eyes on western cities as ideal locations for defense plants and 
military installations. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had already established a Gunnery School in Las 
Vegas in 1936, but between 1940 and 1941, the installation was greatly increased to incorporate over 
three million acres in what would become the largest training range in the country, the Las Vegas Bombing 
and Gunnery Range. In 1941, the Tonopah Army Airfield was constructed at the north end of the range 
and the Las Vegas Army Air Force Gunnery School (later Las Vegas Army Air Field and Nellis Air Force Base) 
was constructed at the south end of the range (Henderson-Elder and Myhrer 2010:3; Myhrer 2012:1; 
Warnock 2004:24). During the same year, the U.S. Reconstruction Finance Corporation selected a site for 
the Basic Magnesium, Incorporated (BMI) processing plant to be located halfway between Las Vegas and 
Boulder City, in what would become Henderson (Green 2015:256ς260).  

Opportunities in this growing sector brought an influx of workers who were eager patrons of the bustling 
tourism scene that had emerged along Fremont Street by the onset of the war. This scene only grew 
during the 1940s, with the expansion of existing casinos and the opening of several new ones like El Cortez, 
Pioneer Club, and Golden Nugget (Schumacher 2015:68ς69). Despite high construction costs associated 
with wartime restrictions, the Las Vegas Strip was essentially born during the war, with the El Rancho and 
the Last Frontier constructed in 1941 and 1942, and the Flamingo shortly after, breaking ground in 1944 
(Moehring 1989:45ς48; Schumacher 2015:68ς69). 

²ƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ōƻƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎΩǎ ǿŀǊǘƛƳŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƭǎƻ resulted in a critical 
housing shortage. The housing crisis was mitigated by several programs initiated by the FHA during World 
²ŀǊ LL ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎΩ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ In 1941, President 
Roosevelt amended the Federal Housing Act with the addition of Title VI, which provided mortgage 
ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŦŜƴǎŜ ŀǊŜŀέ όƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ 
had just been designated). Title VI also permitted the FHA to expand financing beyond owner-occupied 
homes and permit builders to secure financing for as many houses as the builder could construct. While 
this initiative prioritized housing that supported war industries, the subsequent {ŜǊǾƛŎŜƳŀƴΩǎ 
Readjustment Act of 1944 (commonly called the G.I. Bill) eased the burden on returning veterans by 
guaranteeing their mortgages and allowing them to use their G.I. benefits for down payments. While the 
VA administered this program separately from the FHA, it closely followed FHA practices (Ames and 
McClelland 2002:31; Pettis et al. 2012:56). Mass production techniques, standardized housing 
components, and standardized methods of construction also made homes more affordable during this 
period. The confluence of these national and local factors created an atmosphere that allowed Las Vegas 
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to continue to expand through the war despite restrictions that hampered development throughout most 
of the country (Moehring 1989:39).  

Wartime development east of downtown was generally centered around the newly constructed Maryland 
Parkway (e.g., Mayfair, Biltmore, and Huntridge Additions), about one-half-mile west of the Study Area 
boundary at Wengert Avenue. An exception to this trend was Sunrise Acres a housing tract that was 
developed one mile east of the city limits in 1942 (LVRJ 1942). Despite the boom that the Las Vegas Army 
Air Force Gunnery School and the BMI plant brought to Las Vegas, development was scant in the Study 
Area during World War II. No new subdivisions were developed in the Study Area during the U.S. 
involvement in the war and only 19 homes that date to this period are extant in the Study Area. 

4.2.3 POSTWAR PERIOD (1945-1969) 

When World War II ended, the United States was in a better economic position than any other country in 
the world. In the decades following the war, many Americans generally held a sense of optimism and 
confidence. Building on the economic base that the war had provided, Americans became more affluent; 
public policies provided money for veterans to attend college, to purchase homes, and to buy farms.  

Las Vegas participated in this postwar optimism thanks again, in large part, to the employment 
opportunities offered by ongoing military operations and the growing tourism industry, namely the 
massive development of the Strip during the 1950s. When the Flamingo opened in 1947 four miles south 
of downtown, on what would become Las Vegas Boulevard, it ushered in a new era in Las Vegas, 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊƛǇ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊΣ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎΣ ŀƴŘ 
setting the standard for subsequent resorts. While the early casino resorts like El Rancho and Last Frontier 
played up the image of the Old West, the Flamingo and the resorts that followed were designed to convey 
luxury and elegance to attract an upscale clientele. Roughly one dozen extravagantly themed resorts were 
constructed in rapid succession during the late 1940s and 1950s. While resort construction slowed during 
the 1960s, the construction of a convention center in 1959 ensured a broad enough tourist/visitor base 
that resorts were able to keep their rooms filled throughout the year (Schumacher 2015:69ς74). 

With continuing operations at the BMI complex, the ongoing growth of Henderson, and the popularity of 
the Boulder Dam Recreation Area, the roadside commercial development along Fremont Street/Boulder 
Highway also continued to grow during the postwar period.  While the new Strip offered a luxury 
experience, motels along Fremont Street offered a more affordable option. By the mid-1940s, Fremont 
Street/Boulder Highway was an automobile oriented commercial corridor that was flanked by residential 
suburban neighborhoods and associated schools and parks.  

Nuclear testing at the Las Vegas Bombing and Gunnery Range (renamed Nellis Air Force Base) and the 
classification of the Las Vegas Valley as a critical defense area again in 1952 had similar effects as the 
previous wartime defense initiatives. Thanks to this classification, the U.S. Home and Housing Finance 
Administration coordinated with the city and county to facilitate a watershed of projects through the 
1960s, including sanitary improvements for Paradise Valley, Pittman and Whitney; five miles of new 
streets; citywide flood control measures; a new fire station for the growing East Charleston area; and 
ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ ²ŀǘŜǊ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƛǇŜƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ 
[ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ IŜƴŘŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ [ŀƪŜ aŜŀŘΩǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ (Moehring 1989:99). Furthermore, as a critical 
defense area, the city again qualified for FHA mortgage loan money and funding for one new elementary 
school.  
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Infrastructure Development 

The private sector built the hotels, golf courses, tennis courts, swimming pools, and middle- and upper-
class housing for service employees that made Las Vegas a mecca for tourism. While the public sector 
funded the airport, highways, and roads, it is common for fast-growing cities to lag in infrastructural 
development, public works, and municipal services, and by 1951, developers were complaining that the 
city was still relying too heavily on them to improve the city (Moehring 1989:106). In a large newspaper 
advertisement, Howard & Hassett Developers complained that the city had not lived up to its agreement 
to improve streets if developers constructed homes. Incumbent mayor Ernie Cragin reportedly expected 
the developers to make these improvements (and Howard & Hassett insist they did, in fact, construct the 
curbs and improve the streets that lined their developments) (Howard & Hassett 1951). Perhaps in 
response to the developers demands the city undertook a giant street improvement project in 1952 that 
included everything unpaved east of 13th Street and north of Charleston, and west of 16th south of 
Charleston (LVRJ 1952b). The area from Charleston Boulevard as far south as East Sahara Avenue, 
between Spencer Street/the Nevada Power Company right-of-way and South Easten Avenue was 
transformed from vacant desert in 1950 to a gridiron of regular lots and homes before the end of the 
decade. By the postwar period, the major thoroughfares through the Study Area were 25th Street 
(present-day Eastern Avenue), Charleston Boulevard, Stewart Avenue, and Fremont Street/Boulder 
Highway. All of the Study Area was annexed by the City of Las Vegas by 1953 (Campbell Realty Company 
1953). 

Commercial Development 

Despite the massive residential development that occurred in the Study Area during the early postwar 
period, by 1950 commercial development was generally limited to Charleston Boulevard and Fremont 
Street, as Eastern Avenue was barely constructed, and Stewart Avenue did not extend past the boundaries 
of the Boulder Dam Homesite ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘƭȅ άŦǊƻǿƴŜŘ ƻƴέ ƘƻƳŜ-operated 
businesses,  (LVRJ 1954d). The Study Area (and Las Vegas writ large) achieved a major milestone when the 
ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ Ƴŀƭƭ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ /ƘŀǊƭŜǎǘƻƴ .ƻǳƭŜǾŀǊŘ ƛƴ мфрфΦ  

Institutional Development 

Although the population of Las Vegas had reached over 24,600 people by 1950, the city still struggled to 
finance the infrastructure needed to support its growing resident and tourist population. As apartment 
and hotel-motels were constructed in dense clusters along Fremont Street as far east as Five Points, Las 
Vegas grew beyond its 1911 sewer line and the New Deal networks of the 1930s. Under the management 
of long-time mayor Ernie Cragin, the city initiated a series of much-needed improvements to roads and 
sanitary systems immediately following the war, however, with a limited ability to annex more areas into 
[ŀǎ ±ŜƎŀǎ όǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǘŀȄ ōŀǎŜύ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ ƭƛōǊŀǊƛŜǎΣ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
medical care for the indigent remained meager into the late 1940s (Moehring 1989:57ς72).  

In order to accommodate the children in the dozens of dense residential tracts developed in the Study 
Area during the postwar period, four schools were constructed (Crestwood Acres Elementary School, 
Sunrise Acres Elementary School, Roy W. Martin High School, and Variety School). The first school in the 
Study Area was the Sunrise Acres School, which was constructed around 1948 at the northeast corner of 
Eastern Avenue and Sunrise Avenue. By 1951, the existing school building could not accommodate all of 
the students in the area, and the nearby Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) barracks were being converted 
into classrooms (also used by an initiative called the Youth-town project) (REG 1951). The barracks burned 
down, and it is likely that Roy W. Martin Middle School, constructed on the south side of Stewart Avenue 
sometime before 1965 relieved some of the overcrowding.  
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By 1965, a large block of land at the southeast corner of Eastern Avenue and Stewart Avenue was occupied 
by three schools, the Clark County School District bus yard, and a large park. There was at least one public 
housing complex in the area, Ernie Cragin Terrace, directly southeast of Sunrise Acres Elementary School. 
To the north, at Cedar Avenue and North 28th Street, another public housing complex was constructed 
around 1970. 

Residential Development 

The FHA and VA mortgage programs had significant influence on housing loans and construction during 
the postwar period. Additional amendments to the Housing Act, new housing acts, and other housing 
policies encouraged private housing development through 1970. Prioritizing the new construction of 
single-family homes outside of the urban cores, FHA and VA programs encouraged the development of 
entirely new suburbs by large-scale builders. The FHA played a significant role in post-war subdivisions in 
Las Vegas, as it continued to provide financing and design construction standards. Subdivisions that did 
not require FHA approval were often still laid out in the mode of the modern American housing tract that 
the FHA developed through its depression era policies (Jackson 1985; Rothwell Harmon et al. 2010:48).   

Because the goal of FHA financing was to fill a real housing shortage, FHA-backed projects were usually 
undertaken in areas where large areas of affordable land was available (as opposed to parts of the city 
that were already densely developed) (Pettis et al. 2012:63ς64). As a result, the post-war FHA boom had 
a significant impact on the Study Area, which was relatively undeveloped by 1950. Development in the 
Study Area followed a national pattern of low-density, high-income neighborhoods that were created as 
a result of FHA subsidies, freeways, inexpensive land, and rising incomes (Moehring 1989:109). 

By the end of World War II, dense residential development generally ended at the west boundary of the 
Study Area at Bruce Street. The subdivisions that reached this far east by 1950 (west of the Study Area) 
were the Mayfair Tracts (which stretched from Charleston Boulevard to present-day Stewart Avenue), the 
Boulder Dam Homesites, Sunrise Park, and Sunrise Acres. During the Postwar period, the Study Area grew 
as a result of large, master planned developments as well as unplanned neighborhoods that experienced 
slow development. Small development companies seized the opportunity presented by the post-war 
housing shortage, and 24 subdivisions were platted in the Study Area during the postwar period. A flurry 
of these occurred between 1948 and 1953, and again between 1957 and 1962 (Table 4.2, Appendix A, 
Maps 2d. 2e. 2f. 2g). The lull in land subdivision between 1953 and 1957 was offset by home construction. 
The Study Area was developed as a downtown-adjacent community, and the neighborhood reflects the 
automobile-oriented development patterns of the time, with a network of wide roads, and residential 
plats of uniform parcels laid out around major thoroughfares (e.g., Boulder Dam Highway/Fremont Street, 
Charleston Boulevard). 

Table 4.2: Subdivisions Platted during the Postwar Period 

Subdivision Platted 

Crestwood Homes Tract No. 1 1948 

Crestwood Homes Tract No. 2 1948 

Church Tract Amended 1949 

Crestwood Homes Tract No. 3 1949 

Crestwood Homes Tract No. 4 1950 

Crestwood Homes Tract No. 5 1950 

Lawrence Love Tract 1950 

Columbia Heights Addition No. 1 1951 

Sunnyside Addition Tract 1 1952 
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Subdivision Platted 

Moss Tract No 2 Parcel No. 1 1952 

Moss Tract No 2 Parcel No. 2 1952 

Moss Tract No 3 1952 

Charleston Village Tract 1 1952 

Eastwood Tract No. 1 Amended 1952 

Moss Tract No 4 1953 

Moss Tract No 5 1953 

Jubilee Tract 1953 

Sunrise Association Stocks Subdivision No. 1 1953 

Sunrise Association Stocks Subdivision No. 2 1953 

Bel Air Subdivision Tract 3 1957 

Bellevue Subdivision 1959 

Shenandoah Square Unit No 1 1960 

C.D.L. Subdivision 1961 

Shenandoah Square Unit No 2 1962 

 

Crestwood Homes (Tract Nos. 1 through 5) 

The earliest postwar neighborhood in the Study Area is Crestwood Homes, a series of five residential tracts 
(four single-family and one multi-family) that were subdivided and developed by Phil Shipley & Associates, 
Inc. between 1948 and 1950 (Figure 4.31, Figure 4.32, Figure 4.33, Figure 4.34, and Figure 4.35). The five 
tracts were laid out on the south side of Charleston Boulevard, between Burnham Avenue and Eastern 
Avenue (Map 2d). The southern extent of Crestwood Homes was defined by the south row of lots in Tract 
No. 4 (along Houston Drive). When the Crestwood Homes tracts were subdivided, this area was entirely 
undeveloped (except for the Charleston Boulevard alignment). Before constructing the subdivision, 
Shipley and Associates had to extend the Las Vegas Land and Water Company mains into the tracts (at a 
cost of around $6,000) and had to construct all of the internal roads (Folger 1948).  

Tract No. 1 was approved by the Planning Commission in August of 1948, building permits for the first 
nine homes were issued in September of that year, and Tract No. 2 was platted in December (LVRJ 
1948a:3; von Tobel 1948a, 1948b). These first two tracts were so successful that Shipley and Associates 
ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ά/ǊŜǎǘǿƻƻŘ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ expanded in February of 1949, and Tract No. 3 was surveyed 
and platted by July of that year (LVRJ 1949d:1ς2; von Tobel 1949a). In 1950, Shipley and Associates 
expanded the Crestwood Homes subdivision with another four blocks of single family homes (Tract No. 4) 
and two blocks of triplexes (13 triplexes in total) (Tract No. 5) (LVRJ 1950a:14; von Tobel 1950a, 1950b). 
Advertisements for Tract No. 4 suggest they were constructed for the same target consumer as the 
previous tracts, as they boasted all the same amenities (Figure 4.38). The triplexes were likely designed 
for families with a smaller budget, and renters were given the option of furnished and unfurnished units. 
The triplexes ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƛƴ άΧŀ Ψ¦Ω ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ-ŜƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ /ƘŀǊƭŜǎǘƻƴ IƛƎƘǿŀȅΧώŀƴŘϐ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψ¦Ω ŀ со Ȅ фл-foot landscaped court will be placed for the use of the families.έ They also had 
ŦƛǊŜǇƭŀŎŜǎΣ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƭŀǳƴŘǊȅ ǊƻƻƳΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀǊŜŀ (LVRJ 1950a:14).  

The single-family Crestwood Homes qualified for G.I. Bill loan provisions and FHA financing and were 
priced at around $12,000 (Figure 4.36). The subdivision boasted paved streets and sidewalks, grass 
parkways, street lighting, and ample yards, and it was reportedly the first development in southern 
Nevada with a mix of Colonial, Modern, and Ranch styles. The homes themselves were outfitted with all 
the modern amenities, including overhead garage doors, tabletop water heaters, copper tube plumbing, 
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sub-floors, heat, and air conditioning. Shipley & Associates offered five basic floor plans and an impressive 
choice of eighteen exterior variations (LVRJ 1949a:2, 1949b:13). Prospective buyers were given the 
opportunity to view two model homes, tƘŜ έCŀǊƳ IƻǳǎŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ϦaƻŘŜǊƴ IƻƳŜέ (LVRJ 1949c:2) (Figure 
4.37). Among the early homebuyers were a state assemblyman, a deputy sheriff, and other local officials; 
small business owners; and various professionals in the hotel and gaming industries. While it was reported 
that several lots in the original three tracts were set aside for school buildings, these never materialized , 
and Crestwood Elementary School was constructed directly west of the subdivision in 1952 (LVRJ 1949d).  

By 1954, a contractor and furniture retailer had teamed up to enclose and furnish existing carports into 
bedrooms or dens, and advertisements for such services were aimed at homeowners in Crestwood as well 
as other neighborhoods like Huntridge, Mayfair, and Hyde Park (LVRJ 1950b). A cursory review of building 
sketches indicates that many homeowners had converted their carports and/or constructed additions 
from as early as the early 1950s through the modern period.  



Broadbent & Associates, Inc.                                                         Final ς Rafael Rivera Historic Context and Reconnaissance Survey Report  
August 2024   Las Vegas, Nevada 
Page 60  
 

 

Figure 4.31: 1948 Crestwood Homes Tract No. 1 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.32: 1948 Crestwood Homes Tract No. 2 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.33:1949 Crestwood Homes Tract No. 3 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.34: 1950 Crestwood Homes Tract No. 4 Plat Map 
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Figure 4.35: 1950 Crestwood Homes Tract No. 5 Plat Map 




























































































































































































































































