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Agenda Item No.: 101.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 
DIRECTOR: TOM PERRIGO Consent   Discussion

SUBJECT: 
NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - MOD-63600 - MAJOR MODIFICATION - 
PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: 180 LAND CO, LLC - OWNER: SEVENTY ACRES, 
LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Major Modification of the 1990 Peccole 
Ranch Master Plan TO AMEND THE NUMBER OF ALLOWABLE UNITS, TO CHANGE 
THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF PARCELS COMPRISING THE CURRENT 
BADLANDS GOLF COURSE, TO PROVIDE STANDARDS FOR REDEVELOPMENT OF 
SUCH PARCELS AND TO REFLECT THE AS-BUILT CONDITION OF THE REMAINING 
PROPERTIES on 1,569.60 acres generally located east of Hualapai Way, between Alta Drive 
and Sahara Avenue (APNs Multiple), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491]. The Planning Commission 
(4-3 vote) recommends DENIAL.  Staff recommends APPROVAL. 

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:
Planning Commission Mtg. 412 Planning Commission Mtg. 60

City Council Meeting 191 City Council Meeting 33

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

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1. Request to Withdraw Without Prejudice - Submitted by 180 Land Co, LLC Acres, LLC and
Fore Stars, Ltd. - MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
2. Location and Aerial Maps
3. Staff Report- MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
4. Supporting Documentation- MOD-63600, DIR-63602, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-
63491]
5. Photo(s) - MOD-63600, DIR-63602, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
6. Justification Letter
7. 2016 Major Modification of the 1990 Amendment to the Peccole Ranch Overall Conceptual
Master Plan - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]
8. Economical and Fiscal Benefits Study - 2016 Major Modification to Peccole Ranch Master
Plan - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]
9. Zoning Verification Letter - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-
63491]
10. Analysis/Statement from Peccole & Peccole, Ltd., Attorneys at Law - MOD-63600, GPA-
63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]
11. Revisions Tracking Charts by George Garcia Submitted at the July 12, 2016 Planning
Commission Meeting - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]
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Agenda Item No.: 101.

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

12. Traffic Study Submitted by Greg Borgel at the October 18, 2016 Special Planning
Commission Meeting
13. Verbatim Transcript from the October 18, 2016 Special Planning Commission Meeting
14. Protest/Support Postcards – MOD-63600 and GPA-63599
15. Submitted after Final Agenda – Presentation Binders Volume I and II and CD by George
Garcia for GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 [PRJ-62226]
16. Submitted after Final Agenda – Protest/Support Postcards for MOD-63600 and GPA-63599
[PRJ-63491], Letters of Concern and Protest/Support Emails for MOD-63600, GPA-63599,
ZON-63601, DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491], GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 [PRJ-62226]
and Request Letter from Shauna Hughes for MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-
63602 [PRJ-63491]
17. Submitted at Meeting - Protest Postcards by Robert Peccole and History of Abeyance
Requests and Findings of Good Cause by Shauna Hughes for MOD-63600 and GPA-63599
[PRJ-63491]
18. Combined Verbatim Transcript for MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601, DIR-63602
[PRJ-63491], GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 [PRJ-62226]
19. Backup Submitted at the October 18, 2016 Special Planning Commission Meeting

Motion made by BOB BEERS to Withdraw without prejudice 

Passed For:  4; Against: 3; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0 
RICKI Y. BARLOW, CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, STEVEN D. ROSS, BOB BEERS; 
(Against-BOB COFFIN, LOIS TARKANIAN, STAVROS S. ANTHONY); (Abstain-None); 
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None) 

NOTE:  A Combined Verbatim Transcript of Items 101-107 is made a part of the Final Minutes. 

Minutes: 
Appearance List: 

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, Mayor 
BRAD JERBIC, City Attorney 
TOM PERRIGO, Planning Director 
SHAUNA HUGHES, Representing Queensridge Homeowners Association 
CHRIS KAEMPFER, Legal Counsel for the Applicant 
STAVROS ANTHONY, Councilman 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER 
TODD BICE, Legal Counsel for Homeowners 
BOB COFFIN, Councilman 
RICKI Y. BARLOW, Councilman 
BOB BEERS, Councilman 
LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman 
JIM JIMMERSON, Appearing on behalf of the Applicant 
CLYDE TURNER, Queensridge Resident 
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Agenda Item No.: 101.

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

FRANK PANKRATZ 
AUDIENCE 
SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER 
STEVEN D. ROSS, Councilman 
BART ANDERSON, Engineering Project Manager, Public Works, City of Las Vegas 
STEPHANIE ALLEN, Legal Counsel for the Applicant 
LUANN D. HOLMES, City Clerk 
GREG BORGEL, 300 South 4th Street 
PATRICE TEW, Clark County School District Trustee, District E 
STEPHEN COLLINS, Queensridge Resident 
MICHAEL BUCKLEY, Representative for the Frank and Jill Fertitta Family Trust 
ELAINE WENGER-ROESNER, President of the Queensridge Homeowners Association Board 
GEORGE GARCIA, 1055 Whitney Ranch Drive, Henderson 
FRANK SCHRECK, Queensridge Resident 
YOHAN LOWIE, Applicant 
NELSON STONE, Civil Engineer, T.Y. Lin International 
BRAD NELSON, Land Developer 
BRIAN GORDON, Consultant, Applied Analysis 
RICHARD SCOTT DUGAN, Certified General Appraiser 
PETER LOWENSTEIN, Planning Section Manager 
BOB PECCOLE, Queensridge Resident 
STEVE CARRION, Queensridge Resident 
DAVID MASON, Developer 
TOM LOVE, Queensridge Resident 
HERMAL AHLERS, Queensridge Resident 
ANTHONY CASABIANCA, Citizen 
LEONARD SCHWIMMER, Queensridge Resident 
ANNE SMITH, Queensridge Resident 
CLYDE SPITZE, Citizen 
ELISE CANONICO, Queensridge Resident 
SUMMER DAVIES, Queensridge Resident 
JUSTIN DAVIES, Queensridge Resident 
TRESSA STEPHENS-HADDOCK, Queensridge Resident 
KRIS ENGELSTAD, Queensridge Resident 
PAULA QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident 
DR. JOSEPH QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident 
DINO REYNOSA, Representing Steven Maksin, CEO of Moonbeam Capital Investments 
KIMBERLY TOBERGTE, Silvestone Ranch Resident 
DARRYL ROESNER, Queensridge Resident 
TOM BLINKINSOP, Henderson Resident 
DUNCAN LEE, Queensridge Resident 
MICHELLE KOMO, Queensridge Resident 
LUCILLE MONGELLI, Queensridge Resident 
FRANK PONTO, Queensridge Resident 
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Agenda Item No.: 101.

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

CAROL JIMMERSON, Queensridge Resident 
SIGAL CHATTAH, Sigal Chattah Law Group 
SHAWN KING, The Equity Group 
KEVIN BLAIR, Owner of Sr. Williams Court 
TERRY HOLDEN, Queensridge Resident 
ROBERT MARSHALL, Queensridge Resident 
NOEL GAGE, Queensridge Resident 
RICK KOSS, Queensridge Resident 
ELIZABETH FRETWELL, City Manager 
 See Item 45 for related discussion. 
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

AGENDA MEMO - PLANNING
CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE:  NOVEMBER 16, 2016 
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING 
ITEM DESCRIPTION:  APPLICANT/OWNER: 180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL 

** STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) **

CASE 
NUMBER RECOMMENDATION REQUIRED FOR 

APPROVAL
MOD-63600 Staff recommends APPROVAL.
GPA-63599 Staff recommends APPROVAL. MOD-63600

ZON-63601 Staff recommends APPROVAL. MOD-63600
GPA-63599

** NOTIFICATION **

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 44

NOTICES MAILED 6966 - MOD-63600 and DIR-63602 (By City Clerk) 
   6966 - GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 (By City Clerk) 

APPROVALS   60 - MOD-63600 and DIR-63602 
   314 - GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 

PROTESTS 412 - MOD-63600 and DIR-63602 
     48 - GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 

CONCERNS 7 - MOD-63600 and DIR-63602
   6 - GPA-63599 and ZON-63601
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

Staff Report Page One 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

** STAFF REPORT **

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant is proposing to redevelop the 250.92 acres (referred to in the applicant’s 
documents as “the Property”) that make up the Badlands Golf Course at the southwest corner of 
Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard.  This area is subject to the Peccole Ranch Master Plan 
(hereafter, “the Plan”), which was adopted under this name in 1989 and amended in 1990.  Since 
that time, numerous developmental changes have occurred in the Plan area without a 
corresponding update to the Plan.  With an aim to add residential units to the Property, the 
applicant is requesting a Major Modification to the Peccole Ranch Master Plan.  If approved, the 
Modification would change the land use designation in the Plan of the 251 acres from Golf 
Course/Drainage to Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family Residential.   

The number of allowable residential units is proposed to increase by up to 844 units.  An 
associated development agreement proposes standards for development of the golf course 
property in two categories: R-E (Residence Estates) for single-family residential uses and R-4
(High Density Residential) for multi-family uses.  The Major Modification, if approved, would 
provide for additional drainage infrastructure that would remove some existing properties from
federal flood plain designation.  The applicant has submitted traffic and drainage studies to 
support the proposed changes. With the exception of ancillary commercial uses in Development 
Areas 2 and 3, no new commercial is proposed in the Plan area.  

ISSUES 

A Major Modification of the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan is requested. It affects only 
the acreage that includes the Badlands Golf Course. 
The Badlands Golf Course was enlarged from the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan and built 
in a different location than was shown on the 1990 plan. 
A General Plan Amendment (GPA-63599) is requested to change the General Plan land use 
designation of the Property from PR-OS (Parks/Recreation/Open Space) to H (High Density 
Residential) on the east 67.22 acres of the Property and to DR (Desert Rural Density 
Residential) on the remaining 183.70 acres of the Property. 
A Rezoning (ZON-63601) is requested to change the zoning designation of the Property from 
R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre) to R-4 (High Density 
Residential) on the east 67.22 acres of the Property and to R-E (Residence Estates) on the 
remaining 183.70 acres of the Property. 
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

Staff Report Page Two 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

If the Major Modification and this General Plan Amendment (GPA-63599) and Rezoning 
(ZON-63601) are approved, the concurrent General Plan Amendment (GPA-62387) and 
Rezoning (ZON-62392) requests would be stricken, as they would no longer be necessary. 
A related Development Agreement is to contain a unique set of development standards for 
the development of property in the proposed R-4 and R-E zoning districts.  The analysis and 
report for the Development Agreement are under a separate Director’s Business item (DIR-
63602). 
The proposed amendment would allow for up to 2,400 multi-family residential units and 200 
assisted living apartments to be built on the eastern 67.22 acres of the Property. 
The proposed amendment would allow for up to 75 single family residential estates 
(minimum 0.5 acre) to be constructed on the western 183.70 acres of the Property. 
No new commercial is proposed, except for ancillary uses associated with the multi-family 
residential complex proposed in Development Areas 2 and 3 (as shown in Exhibit J-2). 
No new schools are proposed within the Plan area.  

ANALYSIS 

The applicant has determined that the best use of the Property is not as a golf course, for various 
reasons that are explained in the modification narrative. In order to redevelop the Property as 
anything other than a golf course or open space, the applicant has proposed a Major Modification of 
the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan.  Since the original approval of the reclassification of property 
(Z-0017-90) that created Phase Two of the Peccole Ranch Master Plan, numerous land use 
entitlements have been processed within the overall Master Plan area.  Entitlements have ranged 
from Site Development Plan Reviews to establish Residential Planned Development (R-PD) zoning 
district development standards, to the amending of the City of Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan and City 
of Las Vegas Zoning Atlas.  Past land use entitlement practices have varied in respect to proposed 
developments within the Peccole Ranch Master Plan Phase Two area, specifically in regards to the 
means by which previous developers have been able to propose development with or without an 
associated modification of the Peccole Ranch Master Plan.   

Since adoption of the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan, the property has been developed with 
deference to the Plan.  As the original Plan was intended to be implemented over a long time 
horizon, it was purposely conceptually conceived to allow specific planning at the time of 
development.  There has been much discussion regarding the conceptual plan and its role in guiding 
development.  In order to address all previous entitlements on this property, to clarify intended 
future development relative to existing development, and because of the acreage proposed for 
development, staff has required a modification to the conceptual plan adopted in 1989 and revised 
in 1990. 
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

Staff Report Page Three 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

What the Proposed Major Modification Does 

As proposed by the applicant, approval of the Major Modification to the 1990 Peccole Ranch 
Master Plan would accomplish the following: 

Amend the land use designation of the 250.92 acres that make up the current boundary of 
the Badlands Golf Course from Golf Course/Drainage to Multi-Family Residential on the 
eastern 67.22 acres and from Golf Course/Drainage to Single-Family Residential on the 
western 183.71 acres.   
Allow for the City of Las Vegas General Plan land use designation of parcels that make 
up the Property to be changed through an associated General Plan Amendment (GPA-
63599) action. 
Allow for the zoning of parcels that make up the Property to be changed through an 
associated Rezoning (ZON-63601) action. 
Allow for redevelopment of the Property for multi-family and single-family residential 
development.  The Modification provides a general framework for a Master Development 
Plan in conjunction with a Development Agreement between the Property’s owners and 
the City of Las Vegas.   
Allow for installation of drainage infrastructure that will remove the FEMA floodplain 
designation from some of the existing adjacent properties outside of the Property. 

The proposed Major Modification does not dictate the redevelopment and maintenance of the 
Property or provide standards and review criteria for new development; those functions are under 
the auspices of a related Development Agreement (DIR-63602).  The merits of the Major 
Modification proposal are therefore tied to its appropriateness relative to the existing land uses.  
The 1990 Plan did not state its own goals and objectives to be implemented; rather, the authors 
of that plan sought to conform to a number of City of Las Vegas General Plan goals through the 
orderly placement of various uses, provision of a diverse open space system, comprehensive 
planning of large parcels and expansion of the level of services through provision of various 
activity centers throughout the Plan area.  The proposed 2016 Peccole Ranch Master Plan builds 
on these goals in a number of ways: 

The proposed Multi-Family designated area will largely be located in lower elevations of 
the Property, where single-family dwellings are less desirable and where existing 
viewsheds can be retained.  This area provides density near a Major Arterial (Rampart 
Boulevard), which provides access to nearby retail services and office space.  Open space 
and recreational amenities will be provided for this segment of the development, which 
are established through the related Development Agreement.  
The proposed Single-Family Residential area, which is entirely located adjacent to 
existing low and medium density single-family residential dwellings, would cover
approximately 73 percent of the Property.  The proposed DR (Desert Rural Density 
Residential) General Plan designation and R-E (Residence Estates) zoning designation 
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

Staff Report Page Four 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

would severely limit the number of new units that could be constructed in this area, 
allowing for large areas of open space and reduced impact to existing developed lots 
outside of the Property. 
Traffic, sewer and drainage studies were completed prior to the requested entitlements to 
determine the impact of proposed redevelopment of the golf course on the existing 
property and on adjacent properties.  The studies determine the locations where 
infrastructure improvements would be necessary and appropriate. 
Development standards established through the related Development Agreement will 
ensure that single and multi-family development does not exceed maximum densities 
determined to be compatible with the existing adjacent development.  Densities decrease 
as the multi-family development approaches existing and proposed single-family 
development.  

FINDINGS (MOD-63600)

The proposed Modification is sensitive to existing single-family and multi-family development 
on adjacent parcels.  By itself, a change in designation from Golf Course/Drainage to Multi-
Family Residential does not provide adequate buffering from the existing uses. However, the 
associated Development Agreement provides standards for development that ensure protection of 
existing single-family and multi-family development on the adjacent lots outside of the Property.  
Approximately 20 percent of Development Areas 1, 2 and 3 and 60 percent of Development 
Area 4 will consist of open space, providing amenities for future residents while preserving a key 
characteristic of the existing land use.  Staff therefore recommends approval of the proposed 
Major Modification.    

FINDINGS (GPA-63599)

Section 19.16.030(I) of the Las Vegas Zoning Code requires that the following conditions be met 
in order to justify a General Plan Amendment: 

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

  The Peccole Ranch Master Plan must be modified to change the land use designation from 
Golf Course/Drainage to Multi-Family Residential and Single-Family Residential prior to 
approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment to H (High Density Residential) and 
DR (Desert Rural Density Residential).  If approved, the associated densities would be in 
conformance with the Peccole Ranch Master Plan as amended.  The proposed H (High 
Density Residential) portion is located adjacent to a General Tourist Commercial 
classification, which also allows densities greater than 25.5 dwelling units per acre. The 
existing ML (Medium Low Density Residential) designation on the existing lots outside 
the Property allows up to 8.49 dwelling units per acre; this area would be buffered from  
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SS

Staff Report Page Five 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

intense development by no-build and transition zones as proposed through the associated 
Development Agreement.  The existing lots are smaller in size and of comparable intensity 
than those proposed in the DR portion of the Property.  

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

  The proposed General Plan Amendment to DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) and H 
(High Density Residential) would allow for R-E (Residence Estates) and R-4 (High 
Density Residential) zoning districts, which will be compatible with the existing R-PD7 
and R-PD10 zoning districts given the restrictions established by the associated 
Development Agreement. 

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

  The subject site is in an area where transportation, recreation and leisure opportunities and 
utilities are already established.  A traffic study has been submitted indicating that Alta 
Drive, Rampart Boulevard, Charleston Boulevard and Hualapai Way will have sufficient 
capacity to meet the needs of potential uses in the DR and H designations, provided the 
requirements of the studies are implemented.  

4. The proposed amendment conforms to other applicable adopted plans and policies 
that include approved neighborhood plans. 

  The proposed General Plan Amendment does not conform to the 1990 Peccole Ranch 
Master Plan, which designates the site for Golf Course/Drainage land uses.  With 
approval of a proposed Major Modification to the Peccole Ranch Master Plan, the 
proposed General Plan Amendment would conform to this plan. 

FINDINGS (ZON-63601) 

In order to approve a Rezoning application, pursuant to Title 19.16.090(L), the Planning 
Commission or City Council must affirm the following:

1. The proposal conforms to the General Plan. 

  With approval of the companion General Plan Amendment to H (High Density 
Residential), the proposed reclassification of property to an R-4 (High Density Residential)  
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SS

Staff Report Page Six 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

zoning district would conform to the General Plan.  Likewise, with approval of a General 
Plan Amendment to DR (Desert Rural Density Residential), the proposed Rezoning to R-E
(Residence Estates) would conform to the General Plan. 

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

  The proposed R-E zoning district would allow for low-density single-family dwellings and 
related uses; however, the applicant proposes even lower densities than Title 19 through 
the associated Development Agreement to maintain compatibility with the adjacent single-
family uses.   The proposed R-4 zoning district would allow for a range of multi-family 
dwelling units with potentially unlimited density; through the associated Development 
Agreement, the applicant will limit densities to be compatible with the existing multi-
family development to the north. In addition, the Development Agreement provides for 
additional commercial uses in the R-4 zoning district that are not normally permitted by 
Title 19 except through a Special Use Permit.  Alcohol-related uses will require a Special 
Use Permit.  These uses would be ancillary to the proposed residential development and 
would not be a primary use of property. 

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

  The current R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre) zoning does not 
allow for high density multi-family residential development.  Rezoning to an R-PD district 
of any density is no longer available under the Unified Development Code.  Higher 
residential densities are appropriately located adjacent to Major Arterial roadways and 
commercial activities.  The proposed R-E (Residence Estates) zoning district would ensure 
that any development adjacent to existing single-family uses would have a minimal impact 
to residents.  

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

  Alta Drive, designated as a Major Collector and Rampart Boulevard, Charleston 
Boulevard and Hualapai Way, designated as a Primary Arterials by the Master Plan of 
Streets and Highways, are adequate in size to address the requirements of the proposed 
R-E and R-4 zoning districts. 

ROR000014

23254

23231



MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

Staff Report Page Seven 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc.

12/17/80

The Board of City Commissioners approved the Annexation (A-0018-80) of 
2,243 acres bounded by Sahara Avenue on the south, Hualapai Way on the 
west, Ducharme Avenue on the north and Durango Drive on the east.  The 
annexation became effective on 12/26/80.

04/15/81

The Board of City Commissioners approved a General Plan Amendment 
(Agenda Item IX.B) to expand the Suburban Residential Land Use category 
and add the Rural Density Residential category generally located north of 
Sahara Avenue, west of Durango Drive.
The Board of City Commissioners approved a Generalized Land Use Plan 
(Agenda Item IX.C) for residential, commercial and public facility uses on the 
Peccole property and the south portion of Angel Park lying within city limits.  
The maximum density of this plan was 24 dwelling units per acre.

05/20/81

The Board of City Commissioners approved a Rezoning (Z-0034-81) from N-
U (Non-Urban) to R-1 (Single Family Residence), R-2 (Two Family 
Residence), R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence), R-MHP (Residential Mobile 
Home Park), R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development), R-PD8 (Residential 
Planned Development), P-R (Professional Offices and Parking), C-1 (Limited 
Commercial), C-2 (General Commercial) and C-V (Civic) generally located 
north of Sahara Avenue, south of Westcliff Drive and extending two miles 
west of Durango Drive.  The Planning Commission and staff recommended 
approval.

05/07/86

The City Council approved the Master Development Plan for Venetian 
Foothills on 1,923 acres generally located north of Sahara Avenue between 
Durango Drive and Hualapai Way.  The Planning Commission and staff 
recommended approval.  This plan included two 18-hole golf courses and a 
106-acre regional shopping center. [Venetian Foothills Master Development 
Plan]
The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0030-86) to reclassify property 
from N-U (Non-Urban) (under Resolution of Intent) to R-PD4 (Residential 
Planned Development), P-R (Professional Offices and Parking), C-1 (Limited 
Commercial), and C-V (Civic) on 585.00 acres generally located north of 
Sahara Avenue between Durango Drive and Hualapai Way. The Planning 
Commission and staff recommended approval. [Venetian Foothills Phase
One]

02/15/89

The City Council considered and approved a revised master development plan 
for the subject site and renamed it Peccole Ranch to include 1,716.30 acres.  
Phase One of the Plan is generally located south of Charleston Boulevard, 
west of Fort Apache Road.  Phase Two of the Plan is generally located north 
of Charleston Boulevard, west of Durango Drive, and south of Charleston
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02/15/89

Boulevard, east of Hualapai Way.  The Planning Commission and staff 
recommended approval.  A condition of approval limited the maximum 
number of dwelling units in Phase One to 3,150.  The Phase One portion of 
the plan on 448.80 acres was subsequently rezoned (Z-0139-88) from N-U
(Non-Urban) under Resolution of Intent to R-PD4, P-R, C-1 and C-V to R-
PD7 (Residential Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre), R-3 (Limited 
Multiple Residence) and C-1 (Limited Commercial). [Peccole Ranch Master 
Development Plan]

04/04/90

The City Council approved an amendment to the Peccole Ranch Master 
Development Plan to make changes related to Phase Two of the Plan and to 
reduce the overall acreage to 1,569.60 acres.  Approximately 212 acres of 
land in Phase Two was planned for a golf course.  The Planning Commission 
and staff recommended approval. [Peccole Ranch Master Development Plan]
The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0017-90) from N-U (Non-Urban) 
(under Resolution of Intent to multiple zoning districts) to R-3 (Limited 
Multiple Residence), R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development – 7 Units per 
Acre) and C-1 (Limited Commercial) on 996.40 acres on the east side of 
Hualapai Way, west of Durango Drive, between the south boundary of Angel 
Park and Sahara Avenue.  A condition of approval limited the maximum 
number of dwelling units for Phase Two of the Peccole Ranch Master 
Development Plan to 4,247 units.  The Planning Commission and staff 
recommended approval. [Peccole Ranch Phase Two]

12/05/96

A (Parent) Final Map (FM-0008-96) for a 16-lot subdivision (Peccole West) 
on 570.47 acres at the northeast corner of Charleston Boulevard and Hualapai 
Way was recorded [Book 77 Page 23 of Plats].  The golf course was located 
on Lot 5 of this map.

03/30/98
A Final Map (FM-0190-96) for a four-lot subdivision (Peccole West Lot 10) 
on 184.01 acres at the southeast corner of Alta Drive and Hualapai Way was 
recorded [Book 83 Page 61 of Plats]. 

03/30/98

A Final Map [FM-0008-96(1)] to amend portions of Lots 5 and 10 of the 
Peccole West Subdivision Map on 368.81 acres at the northeast corner of 
Charleston Boulevard and Hualapai Way was recorded [Book 83 Page 57 of 
Plats]. 

07/07/04

The City Council approved a Rezoning (ZON-4205) from R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre) and U (Undeveloped) [M (Medium 
Density Residential) General Plan Designation] to PD (Planned Development) 
on 20.10 acres on the south side of Alta Drive, approximately 450 feet west of 
Rampart Boulevard.  The request included the Queensridge Towers Master 
Development Plan and Design Standards.  The Planning Commission and 
staff recommended approval.
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07/07/04

The City Council approved a Variance (VAR-4207) to allow a side yard 
setback of 239 feet where residential adjacency standards require 570 feet on 
20.10 acres on the south side of Alta Drive, approximately 450 feet west of 
Rampart Boulevard.
The City Council approved a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-4206) for
a 385-unit condominium complex, consisting of two 16-story and two 18-
story towers with ancillary uses, clubhouse, and a 17,400 square foot, single-
story office building on 20.10 acres on the south side of Alta Drive, 
approximately 450 feet west of Rampart Boulevard.

01/12/06

The Planning Commission accepted the applicant’s request to Withdraw 
Without Prejudice its application for a General Plan Amendment (GPA-9069) 
from PR-OS (Parks/Recreation/Open Space) to MLA (Medium Low Attached 
Density Residential) on 6.10 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and 
Rampart Boulevard.

01/12/06

The Planning Commission accepted the applicant’s request to Withdraw 
Without Prejudice its application for a Rezoning (ZON-9006) from R-PD7 
(Residential Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre) to R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre) on 5.40 acres at the southwest 
corner of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard.

01/12/06

The Planning Commission accepted the applicant’s request to Withdraw 
Without Prejudice its application for a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-
8632) for a proposed 24-unit townhome development on 6.10 acres at the 
southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard.

08/06/14

The City Council approved a Major Modification (MOD-53701) of the 
Queensridge Towers Development Standards dated May 20, 2004 to amend 
development standards regarding land use, building setbacks and stepbacks, 
building height and parking on 20.10 acres on the south side of Alta Drive, 
approximately 410 feet west of Rampart Boulevard.

08/06/14

The City Council approved a Variance (VAR-53502) to allow a 582-foot 
building setback where residential adjacency standards require an 810-foot 
setback for a proposed 22-story residential tower on a 7.87-acre portion of a 
10.53-acre parcel at 9119 Alta Drive.

08/06/14

The City Council approved a Major Amendment (SDR-53503) of an 
approved Site Development Plan Review (SDR-4206) for a proposed 22-
story, 310-foot tall, 166-unit multi-family building and a single-story, 33-foot 
tall, 17,400 square-foot office building on a 7.87-acre portion of a 10.53-acre 
parcel at 9119 Alta Drive.

06/18/15
A four-lot Parcel Map (PMP-59572) on 250.92 acres at the southwest corner 
of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard was recorded [Book 120 Page 49 of 
Parcel Maps].
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11/30/15
A two-lot Parcel Map (PMP-62257) on 70.52 acres at the southwest corner of 
Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard was recorded [Book 120 Page 91 of Parcel 
Maps].

01/12/16

The Planning Commission voted [6-0] to hold General Plan Amendment 
(GPA-62387) from PR-OS (Parks/Recreation/Open Space) to H (High 
Density Residential), a Rezoning (ZON-62392) from R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Development – 7 Units per Acre) to R-4 (High Density Residential) 
and a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-62393) for a proposed 720-unit 
multi-family residential development in abeyance to the March 8, 2016 
Planning Commission meeting at the request of the applicant.

03/08/16
The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to hold GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and 
SDR-62393 in abeyance to the April 12, 2016 Planning Commission meeting 
at the request of the applicant.

03/15/16
A two-lot Parcel Map (PMP-63468) on 53.03 acres at the southwest corner of 
Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard was recorded [Book 121 Page 12 of Parcel 
Maps].

04/12/16

The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to hold GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and 
SDR-62393 in abeyance to the May 10, 2016 Planning Commission meeting 
at the request of the applicant.
The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to hold MOD-63600, GPA-63599, 
ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 in abeyance to the May 10, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting at the request of the applicant.

05/10/16

The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to hold GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and 
SDR-62393 in abeyance to the July 12, 2016 Planning Commission meeting 
at the request of City staff.
The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to hold MOD-63600, GPA-63599, 
ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 in abeyance to the July 12, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting at the request of City staff.

07/12/16

The Planning Commission voted [5-2] to hold GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and 
SDR-62393 in abeyance to the October 11, 2016 Planning Commission 
meeting.
The Planning Commission voted [5-2] to hold MOD-63600, GPA-63599, 
ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 in abeyance to the October 11, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting.

08/09/16

The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to rescind the action taken on 07/12/16 
to hold GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 in abeyance to the October 
11, 2016 Planning Commission meeting.  Action was then taken to reschedule 
the hearing of these items at a special Planning Commission meeting on 
10/18/16.
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08/09/16

The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to rescind the action taken on 07/12/16 
to hold MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 in abeyance 
to the October 11, 2016 Planning Commission meeting.  Action was then 
taken to reschedule the hearing of these items at a special Planning 
Commission meeting on 10/18/16.

Most Recent Change of Ownership
04/14/05 A deed was recorded for a change in ownership on APN 138-32-202-001.

11/16/15 A deed was recorded for a change in ownership on APN 138-31-702-002; 
138-31-801-002 and 003; 138-32-301-005 and 007.

Related Building Permits/Business Licenses 
There are no building permits or business licenses relevant to these requests.

Pre-Application Meeting
Multiple meetings were held with the applicant to discuss the proposed development and its 
impacts, and the timelines and requirements for application submittal.

Neighborhood Meeting

3/28/16

A neighborhood meeting was held at the Suncoast Hotel and Casino, 9090 
Alta Drive, Las Vegas.  There were 11 members of the development team, 
183 members of the public, one Department of Planning staff member and 
one City Councilperson in attendance.  

After attendees signed in, they were offered a welcome letter and a hard copy 
of the video presentation.  The developer’s representative prefaced the 
presentation of the development proposal by explaining that the golf course 
will eventually be removed due to high maintenance costs and that changing 
the zoning is a way to preserve the low density of the neighborhood but also 
to increase demand for housing and commercial services in the area.  The 
representative answered residents’ questions for 40 minutes, and then invited 
those in attendance to visit any of four stations where large informational 
boards were set up and additional questions could be asked of the 
development team.  Comment cards addressed to the Department of Planning 
were placed on tables for attendees to pick up.
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03/28/16

Concerns included the following:
Residents purchased homes with the understanding that the golf 
course would remain.
Excavation: Grading cuts and fills would use existing earthwork 
material, and therefore there would not be trucks moving dirt in and 
out of the development.
The development agreement calls for 24-hour construction, which 
raised concerns over noise.  A provision would be added that no noise 
would be generated during regular nighttime hours.
Adding over 3,000 units would strain water resources and raise fire 
and flood insurance premiums.

Those in attendance were overwhelmingly opposed to the project, including
amending the city’s General Plan and rezoning of the golf course.

04/04/16 A second neighborhood meeting was held with nearby residents at the 
Badlands Golf Club House, 9119 Alta Drive, Las Vegas.

10/06/16

A voluntary neighborhood meeting was held at Council Chambers, City Hall, 
495 South Main Street in Las Vegas.  The meeting was moderated by a 
member of the City of Las Vegas administrative staff.  Attendance included 
staff from the Department of Planning, Department of Public Works, and Las 
Vegas Fire and Rescue, the City of Las Vegas City Attorney, City Council 
Ward 2 staff, eight members of the development team and at least 17 
members of the public.

The applicant delivered a half-hour slide presentation describing the project, 
noting the major changes from the original submittal and covering the most 
frequently voiced issues and concerns.  The floor was then opened up to the 
attendees for a question and answer session that covered the remainder of the 
meeting time.

Attendee concerns included the following:

Possible traffic congestion at Tudor Park where residents would enter 
the site
Why no traffic signal at the Phase 1 entrance for 720 units?
Traffic from this project going northbound on Rampart would have to 
make U-turns south of the site
Why the increase from 60 to 75 lots?
How will the landscape be maintained and where will the water come 
from?
Asked about the timing of improvements in the Preserve.  Sections A 
and D will take longer because drainage improvements must be made 
in those areas.
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Asked about maintenance of remaining portions of golf course during 
construction.  Per the Development Agreement, the green areas could 
be grubbed and cleared, rough mowed, while the desert areas would be 
left alone.
There have been a number of fatal crashes at Alta Drive and Hualapai 
Way. What will be done to address this?
How will developments in the Preserve affect my views?
Height of buildings near homeowners’ houses

10/07/16

A voluntary neighborhood meeting was held at Grand Ballroom B, Suncoast 
Hotel and Casino, 9090 Alta Drive in Las Vegas.  The meeting was moderated 
by a member of the City of Las Vegas administrative staff.  Attendance 
included staff from the Department of Planning, Department of Public Works, 
and Las Vegas Fire and Rescue, the City of Las Vegas City Attorney, City 
Council Ward 2 staff, nine members of the development team, including the 
project traffic engineer, and at least 51 members of the public.

The applicant delivered a half-hour slide presentation describing the project, 
noting the major changes from the original submittal and covering the most 
frequently voiced issues and concerns.  The applicant emphasized that if the 
plan as currently proposed were dropped, it would still be entitled from the 
current zoning to build up to 7.49 units per acre on the golf course, which is 
much denser than the current proposal.  The floor was then opened up to the 
attendees for a question and answer session that covered the remainder of the 
meeting time.  The attendees were then invited to remain for informal one-on-
one conversation with the developer and City staff for an additional hour.

Attendee concerns included the following:

Developer stated that traffic study found that an additional 13 vehicle 
trips would be added at peak hour as a result of the project.  Neighbors 
were concerned about the congestion this would cause.
There have been a number of break-ins and robberies in the 
Queensridge area in recent months.  How would the area be secured 
any more than it is now?
Neighbor frustrated about lack of transparency in the process.  Not sure 
what the final plans and documents are because they have changed so 
many times.
Concern over possible flooding due to change of the landscape
This project would significantly change the unbuilt environment and 
wildlife habitat of this area.  Why was no environmental impact study 
completed?
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Field Check

03/03/16

The overall site includes a mix of various uses, including single family 
residential of varying density, multi-family residential, schools, parks and 
other civic uses, neighborhood commercial and a 27-hole public golf course.  
A majority of the single family residential areas situated around the golf 
course are gated.   

Details of Application Request
Site Area
Net Acres (MOD) 250.92
Net Acres 
(GPA/ZON/DIR) 250.92

Surrounding 
Property

Existing Land Use Per 
Title 19.12

Planned or Special 
Land Use Designation Existing Zoning District

Subject Property

Commercial 
Recreation/Amusement 

(Outdoor) – Golf
Course

PR-OS
(Parks/Recreation/Open 

Space)

R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Development – 7

Units per Acre)

North

Multi-Family 
Residential

(Condominiums) / 
Club House

GTC (General Tourist 
Commercial)

PD (Planned 
Development)

Hotel/Casino SC (Service 
Commercial)

C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)Office, Medical or 

Dental

Single Family, 
Detached

ML (Medium Low 
Density Residential)

R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Development – 7

Units per Acre)
MLA (Medium Low 

Attached Density 
Residential)

R-PD10 (Residential 
Planned Development –

10 Units per Acre)

South

Office, Other Than 
Listed

SC (Service 
Commercial)

C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)

Single Family, 
Detached

ML (Medium Low 
Density Residential)

R-PD7 (Residential 
Planned Development – 7

Units per Acre)

Single Family, 
Attached M (Medium Density 

Residential)

R-PD10 (Residential 
Planned Development –

10 Units per Acre)
Multi-Family 
Residential

R-3 (Medium Density 
Residential)
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Surrounding 
Property

Existing Land Use Per 
Title 19.12

Planned or Special 
Land Use Designation Existing Zoning District

East

Shopping Center SC (Service 
Commercial)

PD (Planned Development)
Office, Other Than 

Listed C-1 (Limited Commercial)

Mixed Use GC (General 
Commercial) C-2 (General Commercial)

Utility Installation PF (Public Facilities) C-V (Civic)

Single Family, Attached M (Medium Density 
Residential)

R-PD10 (Residential 
Planned Development – 10 

Units per Acre)

West

Single Family, 
Detached

SF2 (Single Family 
Detached – 6 Units per 

Acre)
P-C (Planned Community)Golf Course P (Parks/Open Space)

Multi-Family 
Residential

MF2 (Medium Density 
Multi-family – 21 Units 

per Acre)

Master Plan Areas Compliance
Peccole Ranch Y
Special Purpose and Overlay Districts Compliance
R-PD (Residential Planned Development) District Y
PD (Planned Development) District Y
Other Plans or Special Requirements Compliance
Trails (Pedestrian Path – Rampart) Y
Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan Area N/A
Project of Significant Impact (Development Impact Notification Assessment) Y
Project of Regional Significance Y

Residential Units under 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan
Phase Allowable Units Existing SF Units Existing MF 

Units
Remaining Allowable 

Units
1 3544 1898 1646 0
2 4247 1825 591 1831
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Proposed Development Areas*

Development
Area

Area
(acres) Proposed Land Use**

Proposed 
General 
Plan†

Proposed 
Zoning

††

Max.
Dwelling 
Units

Max.
Density
(du/ac)

1 17.49 Multi-Family Residential H R-4 720 41.2
2 20.69 Multi-Family Residential H R-4 1880 37.83 29.03 Multi-Family Residential H R-4

4 183.71 Single-Family 
Residential DR R-E 75 0.41

TOTAL 250.92 2675 10.7
*Established through the associated Development Agreement (DIR-63602) and provided here by reference. 
**Proposed through a Major Modification of the Peccole Ranch Master Plan (MOD-63600) 
†Proposed through the associated General Plan Amendment (GPA-63599) 
††Proposed through the associated Rezoning (ZON-63601)

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to the related Development Agreement (DIR-63602) for redevelopment of the 
250.92-acre golf course (“the Property”), the following standards would apply if approved: 

Proposed R-4 lots: 
Standard Title 19 Standards Proposed
Min. Lot Size 7,000 SF 7,000 SF
Min. Lot Width N/A N/A

Dwelling Units per Acre
Limited only by height 
and underlying General 

Plan designation

41.2 du/ac (Development Area 1)
37.8 du/ac (Development Areas 2 

& 3)
Min. Setbacks:

Front
Side
Corner
Rear

10 Feet
5 Feet
5 Feet

20 Feet

10 Feet
5 Feet
5 Feet

10 Feet

Adjacency Setbacks
(from PL shared with existing 
development outside of the
Property):

For buildings over 15 
feet in height, setback 
under 3:1 slope from 

protected PL

60 feet from the PL of any 
existing single-family dwelling 
(7.49 du/ac or less) 
50 feet from the PL of any 
existing residential dwelling 
(greater than 7.49 du/ac)
10 feet from the PL of any 
commercial use
In all cases, Title 19.06.040 
Residential Adjacency
Standards shall be met 
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Proposed R-4 lots: 
Standard Title 19 Standards Proposed

No Building Structure Zone 
(Development Area 3 only) N/A

75 feet from the PL of any 
existing single family lot located 

outside the Property; no 
buildings permitted in this area

Min. Distance Between Buildings Unlimited N/A
Max. Lot Coverage N/A N/A
Max. Building Height—

Up to 4 stories
5-6 stories
Towers (7+ stories)

55 Feet 55 Feet
75 Feet

150 Feet

Transition Zone – Building 
Height
(Development Area 3 only)

N/A

Buildings within the area 75 feet 
inward from the No Building 

Structure Zone shall not exceed 
the height of the tallest existing 

adjacent residence located 
outside the Property

Max. Accessory Structure Height

2 Stories/55 Feet or the 
height of the principal 

dwelling unit, whichever 
is less

Height of the principal dwelling 
unit

Trash Enclosure Screened, Gated, w/ a 
Roof or Trellis

Screened, Gated, w/ a Roof or 
Trellis

Mech. Equipment Screened Screened

Min. Lot Size
(Lots < 1 acre in size) 20,000 SF

20,000 SF (no lot is to be smaller 
than any existing lot outside of 

the Property)
Min. Lot Width 100 Feet 100 Feet
Max. Dwelling Units per Acre 2.18 du/ac 0.41 du/ac
Dwelling Units per Lot 1 1

Max Buildable Area
(Lots ≥ 1 acre in size) N/A

50% - 1 acre lot
33% - 3 acre lot
25% - 5 acre lot

25% - >5 acre lot
Proportional – other lot sizes

Min. Setbacks:
Front (public)
Front (private/easement)
Side
Corner
Rear

50 Feet
30 Feet
10 Feet
15 Feet
35 Feet

50 Feet
30 Feet
10 Feet
15 Feet
35 Feet

Min. Setbacks
(Lots ≥ 1 acre in size) Same as above Must meet buildable area 

restrictions

ROR000025

23265

23242



MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491] 

SS

Staff Report Page Eighteen 
November 16, 2016 – City Council Meeting 

Proposed R-E lots: 
Standard Title 19 Standards Proposed

Adjacency Setbacks
(from PL shared with existing 
development outside of the
Property):

N/A

60 feet from the PL of any 
existing single-family 
dwelling (7.49 du/ac or less) 
50 feet from the PL of any 
existing residential dwelling 
(greater than 7.49 du/ac)
10 feet from the PL of any 
commercial use

Accessory Structure Setbacks:
Corner Side
Side
Rear

15 Feet
10 Feet
10 Feet

None, with no structure 
separation requirements

Max. Lot Coverage N/A N/A

Max. Building Height 2 Stories/35 Feet 3 Stories over Basement/50 
Feet

Max. Accessory Structure Height 2 Stories/35 Feet, 
whichever is less Lesser of 3 Stories/50 Feet

Patio Covers
15-foot setback to side, 
rear and corner side PL 

from posts
None

Existing Zoning Permitted Density Units Allowed
R-PD7 (Residential Planned 
Development – 7 Units per 

Acre)
7.49 du/ac 1,879

Proposed Zoning Permitted Density (proposed) Units Allowed
R-4 (High Density 

Residential)* Unlimited, except by height Limited by height

R-E (Residence Estates)* 0.41 du/ac 75
Existing General Plan Permitted Density Units Allowed

PR-OS
(Parks/Recreation/Open 

Space)
N/A None

Proposed General Plan Permitted Density Units Allowed
H (High Density Residential) Unlimited Unlimited

DR (Desert Rural Density 
Residential) 2.49 du/ac 457

*The R-4 and R-E Districts are as proposed by the Major Modification. 
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Street Name
Functional 

Classification of 
Street(s)

Governing Document
Actual 

Street Width
(Feet)

Compliance 
with Street 

Section

Rampart Boulevard Primary Arterial Master Plan of Streets 
and Highways Map 100 Y

Alta Drive Major Collector Master Plan of Streets 
and Highways Map 84 Y

Charleston Boulevard Primary Arterial Master Plan of Streets 
and Highways Map 130 Y

Hualapai Way Primary Arterial Master Plan of Streets 
and Highways Map 98 N
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Page 1 of 270 

ITEM 101 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - MOD-63600 - MAJOR 1

MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: 180 LAND CO, LLC - OWNER: 2

SEVENTY ACRES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Major 3

Modification of the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan TO AMEND THE NUMBER OF 4

ALLOWABLE UNITS, TO CHANGE THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF PARCELS 5

COMPRISING THE CURRENT BADLANDS GOLF COURSE, TO PROVIDE 6

STANDARDS FOR REDEVELOPMENT OF SUCH PARCELS AND TO REFLECT THE 7

AS-BUILT CONDITION OF THE REMAINING PROPERTIES on 1,569.60 acres 8

generally located east of Hualapai Way, between Alta Drive and Sahara Avenue (APNs 9

Multiple), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491] 10

ITEM 102 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - GPA-63599 - GENERAL PLAN 11

AMENDMENT RELATED TO MOD-63600 - PUBLIC HEARING - 12

APPLICANT/OWNER: 180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for 13

a General Plan Amendment FROM: PR-OS (PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE) TO: 14

DR (DESERT RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND H (HIGH DENSITY 15

RESIDENTIAL) on 250.92 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart 16

Boulevard (APNs 138-31-702-002; 138-31-801-002 and 003; 138-32-202-001; and 138-32-17

301-005 and 007), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491] 18

ITEM 103 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - ZON-63601 - REZONING 19

RELATED TO MOD- 63600 AND GPA-63599 - PUBLIC HEARING - 20

APPLICANT/OWNER: 180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for 21

a Rezoning FROM: R-PD7 (RESIDENTIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT - 7 UNITS 22

PER ACRE) TO: R-E (RESIDENCE ESTATES) AND R-4 (HIGH DENSITY 23

RESIDENTIAL) ON 248.79 ACRES AND FROM: PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) 24

TO: R-4 (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.13 acres at the southwest corner of Alta 25

Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APNs 138-31-702-002; 138-31-801- 002 and 003; 138-32-26

202-001; and 138-32-301-005 and 007), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491] 27

ITEM 104 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - DIR-63602 - DIRECTOR'S 28

BUSINESS RELATED TO MOD-63600 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 29

180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Development 30
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Agreement between 180 Land Co. LLC, et al. and the City of Las Vegas on 250.92 acres at 31

the southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APNs 138-31-702-002; 138-31-32

801-002 and 003; 138-32-202-001; and 138-32-301- 005 and 007), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-33

63491]34

ITEM 105 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - GPA-62387 - GENERAL PLAN 35

AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SEVENTY ACRES, LLC 36

- For possible action on a request for a General Plan Amendment FROM: PR-OS 37

(PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE) TO: H (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 38

17.49 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APN 138-32-39

301-005), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-62226] 40

ITEM 106 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - ZON-62392 - REZONING 41

RELATED TO GPA- 62387 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SEVENTY 42

ACRES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Rezoning FROM: R-PD7 43

(RESIDENTIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT - 7 UNITS PER ACRE) TO: R-4 (HIGH 44

DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 17.49 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and 45

Rampart Boulevard (APN 138-32-301- 005), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-62226] 46

ITEM 107 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - SDR-62393 - SITE 47

DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-62387 AND ZON-62392 - 48

PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SEVENTY ACRES, LLC - For possible 49

action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 720-UNIT 50

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (CONDOMINIUM) DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING 51

OF FOUR, FOUR-STORY BUILDINGS on 17.49 acres at the southwest corner of Alta 52

Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APN 138-32-301- 005), R-PD7 (Residential Planned 53

Development - 7 Units per Acre) Zone [PROPOSED: R-4 (High Density Residential)], 54

Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-62226] 55

56

Appearance List: 57

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, Mayor 58

BRAD JERBIC, City Attorney 59

TOM PERRIGO, Planning Director 60
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SHAUNA HUGHES, Representing Queensridge Homeowners Association 61

CHRIS KAEMPFER, Legal Counsel for the Applicant62

STAVROS ANTHONY, Councilman 63

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER 64

TODD BICE, Legal Counsel for Homeowners 65

BOB COFFIN, Councilman 66

RICKI Y. BARLOW, Councilman 67

BOB BEERS, Councilman 68

LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman 69

JIM JIMMERSON, Appearing on behalf of the Applicant 70

CLYDE TURNER, Queensridge Resident 71

FRANK PANKRATZ 72

AUDIENCE 73

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER 74

STEVEN D. ROSS, Councilman 75

BART ANDERSON, Engineering Project Manager, Public Works, City of Las Vegas 76

STEPHANIE ALLEN, Legal Counsel for the Applicant 77

LUANN D. HOLMES, City Clerk 78

GREG BORGEL, 300 South 4th Street 79

PATRICE TEW, Clark County School District Trustee, District E 80

STEPHEN COLLINS, Queensridge Resident 81

MICHAEL BUCKLEY, Representative for the Frank and Jill Fertitta Family Trust 82

ELAINE WENGER-ROESNER, President of the Queensridge Homeowners Association Board 83

GEORGE GARCIA, 1055 Whitney Ranch Drive, Henderson 84

FRANK SCHRECK, Queensridge Resident 85

YOHAN LOWIE, Applicant 86

NELSON STONE, Civil Engineer, T.Y. Lin International 87

BRAD NELSON, Land Developer 88

BRIAN GORDON, Consultant, Applied Analysis 89

RICHARD SCOTT DUGAN, Certified General Appraiser 90
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PETER LOWENSTEIN, Planning Section Manager 91

BOB PECCOLE, Queensridge Resident 92

STEVE CARRION, Queensridge Resident 93

DAVID MASON, Developer 94

TOM LOVE, Queensridge Resident 95

HERMAL AHLERS, Queensridge Resident 96

ANTHONY CASABIANCA, Citizen 97

LEONARD SCHWIMMER, Queensridge Resident 98

ANNE SMITH, Queensridge Resident 99

CLYDE SPITZE, Citizen 100

ELISE CANONICO, Queensridge Resident 101

SUMMER DAVIES, Queensridge Resident 102

JUSTIN DAVIES, Queensridge Resident 103

TRESSA STEPHENS-HADDOCK, Queensridge Resident 104

KRIS ENGELSTAD, Queensridge Resident 105

PAULA QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident 106

DR. JOSEPH QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident 107

DINO REYNOSA, Representing Steven Maksin, CEO of Moonbeam Capital Investments 108

KIMBERLY TOBERGTE, Silvestone Ranch Resident 109

DARRYL ROESNER, Queensridge Resident 110

TOM BLINKINSOP, Henderson Resident 111

DUNCAN LEE, Queensridge Resident 112

MICHELLE KOMO, Queensridge Resident 113

LUCILLE MONGELLI, Queensridge Resident 114

FRANK PONTO, Queensridge Resident 115

CAROL JIMMERSON, Queensridge Resident 116

SIGAL CHATTAH, Sigal Chattah Law Group 117

SHAWN KING, The Equity Group 118

KEVIN BLAIR, Owner of Sr. Williams Court 119

TERRY HOLDEN, Queensridge Resident 120

ROR001078

23376

23353



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT – ITEMS 101-107

Page 5 of 270 

ROBERT MARSHALL, Queensridge Resident 121

NOEL GAGE, Queensridge Resident 122

RICK KOSS, Queensridge Resident 123

ELIZABETH FRETWELL, City Manager 124

 125 

(6 hours and 15 minutes) 4:30 p.m. – 11:45 p.m. 126

 127 

Typed by:  Speechpad.com128

Proofed by:  Gabriela Portillo-Brenner and Angela Crolli 129

130
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SHAUNA HUGHES215

No, not a change to the request that they're making. We would ask you to make a change to their 216

request.217

 218 

MAYOR GOODMAN219

Please make your comments.  220

 221 

SHAUNA HUGHES222

Thank you, Mayor. Again, Mayor, member (sic) of the Council, Mayor and members of the 223

Council, my name is Shauna Hughes. My remarks are on behalf of my client, the Queensridge 224

Homeowners Association. I am asking that you grant the developer's request to withdraw four 225

items, but that the items, all of which received a recommendation for denial at the Planning 226

Commission, be withdrawn with prejudice. This requested action would ensure that the 227

developer has adequate time to create a development plan for the entire property, with adequate 228

neighborhood input, before proceeding through the public process yet again.229

I would also urge you to deny the remaining application on today's agenda, so that the 17 acres 230

can be reexamined in connection with the remaining acreage.  231

To this point, the process has been going on for close to a year. Madam Clerk, may I hand this 232

out? They're exhibits that could be passed out. Thank you. 233

In 2003, the State Legislature adopted AB-291, which was enrolled as NRS 278.050. This law 234

was enacted to address the concerns of local residents who became worn down going to multiple 235

public hearings by applicants who would request repeated continuances. Testimony by the bill's 236

sponsor, then Assemblywoman Giunchigliani, indicated that she was concerned about the 237

inconvenience and hardship to the residents, especially the senior citizens, of having to prepare 238

for and attend multiple meetings on the same application. The solution they reached limits the 239

number of continuances on any one item to two. Additional continuances may be sought for 240

good cause shown, which is defined in the ordinance, in the statute. If the Planning Commission 241

grants additional continuances for good cause shown, the person on whose behalf the 242

continuance was granted must make a good faith effort to resolve the issues concerning which 243

the continuances are granted in the first place. 244
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JIM JIMMERSON1152

Mr. Bice represents certain homeowners. 1153

 1154 

MAYOR GOODMAN1155

Okay. I know you could bring a ceiling, a floor to ceiling meetings and minutes of things that 1156

have occurred. We're nowhere. 1157

 1158 

JIM JIMMERSON1159

All I'm trying to say to you is that we certainly have made the effort, and we'll make the effort 1160

again.1161

 1162 

MAYOR GOODMAN1163

Okay. But wait, wait, wait. 1164

 1165 

JIM JIMMERSON1166

Yes, Ma'am. 1167

 1168 

MAYOR GOODMAN1169

Are you in a position to accept the mandate that you will work, mandate and that you will accept 1170

the mandate, the homeowners, to move this mountain? If it doesn't start with you, it's not going 1171

anywhere.1172

 1173 

JIM JIMMERSON1174

Yes, Your Honor. We are. 1175

 1176 

MAYOR GOODMAN1177

And that makes a very big difference to me where I'm going to vote. 1178

 1179 

JIM JIMMERSON1180

Yes, Your Honor. We are.1181
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MAYOR GOODMAN1557

Okay. I'm going to call for the question then as we have it, and are you, where you ended up with 1558

it, are you gonna take the timeline off that apropos of the recommendation of our attorney, or 1559

you want to leave your three months? Or – 1560

 1561 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  1562

Your Honor, I'd be happy to change my motion to move for withdrawal, to grant the request to 1563

withdraw without prejudice, with the condition that if it comes back before six months, the body 1564

might frown on it.  1565

 1566 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN 1567

What?1568

 1569 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  1570

Are we then considering all the others today, and we're just voting on the beginning ones? 1571

 1572 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  1573

No, this is just on the four. 1574

 1575 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  1576

Or would that mean the whole thing? 1577

 1578 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  1579

This is on number 1-0-1, 1-0-2, 1-0-3, 1-0-4. 1580

 1581 

COUNCILMAN BARLOW 1582

How can he speak for us? 1583

 1584 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN 1585

He can't, and Ron Portaro can't. Kaempfer, Your Honor, point of clarification?1586

ROR001129

23380

23357



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT – ITEMS 101-107

Page 56 of 270 

MAYOR GOODMAN1587

Point of clarification asked by Councilman Coffin. 1588

 1589 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN  1590

Thank you, Ma'am. The, no one can substitute for us, their observations and their judgments. So, 1591

I'm sure any person that is considered to be a third party, there really is no unbiased third party 1592

now, unfortunately. And it is because there are thoughts that maybe even our staff has some, put 1593

the thumb on the scale, which I know to be untrue, but, nevertheless, there is the thought. The 1594

appearance would be, I would prefer to be involved in those meetings, and any three members at 1595

any one time can be observed. 1596

 1597 

MAYOR GOODMAN1598

Okay. That, you have to be on the motion. There's a motion on the floor. 1599

 1600 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN  1601

And I am speaking to the motion. 1602

 1603 

MAYOR GOODMAN1604

Okay. I can't find it. 1605

 1606 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN  1607

If it's a motion to withdraw, frankly, without prejudice, I would oppose it. 1608

 1609 

MAYOR GOODMAN 1610

No.1611

 1612 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN 1613

And, the reason is, again, because it doesn't include the element of the members of the Council. 1614

We are the ones. The, we can't delegate this any longer. We have to be allowed to be 1615
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participating in these, and observing these meetings. And I can tell you my own opinion as to 1616

whether or not somebody's cooperating or not.1617

 1618 

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER 1619

Mayor, May I give a comment on record, please, as a homeowner? 1620

 1621 

COUNCILMAN BARLOW 1622

Mayor – 1623

 1624 

MAYOR GOODMAN1625

We have a motion that we need to vote on (inaudible) – 1626

 1627 

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER 1628

Wait, can I get one comment on – record, please? 1629

 1630 

COUNCILMAN ROSS  1631

Your Honor – we have to do this first. We need clarity on the motion from Councilman Beers 1632

and Mr. Jerbic. I think the Clerk needs you to – 1633

 1634 

BRAD JERBIC1635

Maybe I can summarize. The motion is to allow the withdrawal without prejudice. Everything 1636

else is dicta. The comments are, the Councilman feels that if it comes back in less than six 1637

months, the Council would frown on it. The comments from Councilman Coffin is, he may wish 1638

to sit in on meetings.  1639

I think the reality is this. There is an expectation in this motion that there will be negotiations. I 1640

think everybody in this audience can agree that if they reach an accord that you all like, you 1641

wouldn't care if it came back in 30 days. So, I think that leaving it the way it is, is probably the 1642

best you're going to get right now, since there doesn't seem to be any agreement on with or 1643

without prejudice, and the parties will demonstrate good faith or not fairly quickly.1644

 1645 
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MAYOR GOODMAN1646

And, as for my request, Mr. Pankratz and Ms. Hughes as the leads on that, representing both 1647

sides, is that another motion? 1648

 1649 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  1650

That's another motion. 1651

 1652 

MAYOR GOODMAN1653

Would that be another motion? 1654

 1655 

BRAD JERBIC1656

I think it's understood what will happen if you make this motion. I think everybody’s in 1657

agreement.  1658

 1659 

MAYOR GOODMAN1660

Okay. There's a motion – 1661

 1662 

CHRIS KAEMPFER1663

So, a point of clarification, Your Honor, please. 1664

 1665 

MAYOR GOODMAN1666

Pardon?1667

 1668 

CHRIS KAEMPFER1669

Point. If in fact an agreement is reached in two months, three months, four months, whatever it 1670

might be, the motion from the Councilman is not that we have to wait six months to bring it 1671

back, I assume. Right? 1672

 1673 

BRAD JERBIC1674

That would be correct. That would be correct. 1675
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CHRIS KAEMPFER1676

That is correct. 1677

 1678 

MAYOR GOODMAN 1679

Okay. So there is a motion – 1680

 1681 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  1682

And by the way, trust me, nothing would make the seven of us happier than that accord being 1683

reached.1684

 1685 

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY 1686

I just – have a question, Your Honor. 1687

 1688 

MAYOR GOODMAN1689

Yes?1690

 1691 

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY  1692

So, – what happens if you don't come to an agreement? Then – what happens? You just – 1693

 1694 

MAYOR GOODMAN1695

They'll notify Mr. Jerbic that they have not, they can't. They're at total loggerheads. It's not going 1696

anywhere.1697

 1698 

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY  1699

Which means you would never bring an application back to the City? 1700

 1701 

CHRIS KAEMPFER1702

No, no, no. We would, we, they, would bring an application back that would be, have to be, 1703

doesn't have to be, but would either be the same thing or something substantially different.1704
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BRAD JERBIC1705

That's correct. You'd vote up or down on what's before you today if there are no changes to it. 1706

 1707 

MAYOR GOODMAN 1708

Okay. All right. So, I’m going to, I am ready, I'm calling for the motion. I'm going to ask you to 1709

repeat it clearly one more time so everybody on Council, in fact, Mr. Jerbic, repeat the motion so 1710

that it's absolutely – 1711

 1712 

BRAD JERBIC1713

The motion is to allow withdrawal without prejudice –1714

 1715 

MAYOR GOODMAN 1716

Wait.  1717

 1718 

BRAD JERBIC 1719

– with the comments on the record. 1720

 1721 

MAYOR GOODMAN1722

– excuse me, we're having a conversation. Listen, this is the final.1723

 1724 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 1725

We are listening. 1726

 1727 

MAYOR GOODMAN1728

Okay. Go. 1729

 1730 

BRAD JERBIC1731

The motion to withdraw, the binding part on this is the motion to withdraw without prejudice. 1732

There are comments on the record that are common to every motion that are made that are not 1733

binding, but they certainly indicate the intent of this Council today, and that is for Ms. Hughes 1734
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and Mr. Pankratz to get together and in good faith try and negotiate a resolution that can be 1735

brought before this Council. If it can't be brought back, the expectation is that we'll be notified 1736

immediately, and the expectation is everybody will work in good faith from this point forward. 1737

That, I believe, is the motion. Everything else — 1738

 1739 

COUNCILMAN BEERS 1740

On 1-0-1 and -10-2? 1741

 1742 

BRAD JERBIC1743

On 1-0-2, yes. I think that's – 1744

 1745 

MAYOR GOODMAN1746

Thank you.1747

 1748 

BRAD JERBIC1749

On 1-0-1, 1-0-2, 1-0-3 and 1-0-4 is the Director's Business, which is included in these four 1750

motions.1751

 1752 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  1753

I just want to say I'm going to vote against that, but I do believe in a large part of it. It's just 1754

there's part of it I don't agree it, with. 1755

 1756 

MAYOR GOODMAN1757

Okay. There's a motion. Please vote. And please post. The motion passes. (The motion carried 1758

with Coffin, Tarkanian and Antony voting No.) So, now we will move on. Is it appropriate, 1759

and, Ms. Hughes and Mr. Pankratz, thank you very much. You have mountains to climb and 1760

things to do. And Mrs. Hughes, we all wish that this can come to a great resolve, that both sides 1761

are very, 85 percent happy. 85 percent would be a win-win.1762
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COUNCILMAN COFFIN  2080

You know, you haven't seen that. Thank you very much, Chris. 2081

 2082 

CHRIS KAEMPFER 2083

I want to get into that. 2084

 2085 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN 2086

I just want to say make sure you understand my thinking on that, that really it's not an insult to 2087

me, but it is what you're saying is, well, I can't see it because I haven't looked at it. 2088

 2089 

CHRIS KAEMPFER2090

No. The reality – is your comments, that's why I modified what I was going to say, because your 2091

comments that I just heard now, tonight, that's why I said with all due respect to those comments, 2092

and that doesn't mean we're not going to listen to what you have to say, I'm just saying the 2093

determination was made that golf won't work there. 2094

Now if you've got some plan that you want to present to EHB and Yohan, we'd be fools not to 2095

give it — 2096

 2097 

MAYOR GOODMAN2098

Okay.2099

 2100 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN  2101

You know what? I would love to. 2102

 2103 

MAYOR GOODMAN2104

You know what I'm going to do, let's turn this back. 2105

 2106 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN  2107

But I've asked for it and you've never given it a thought.2108
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centers around there as you can see. So, it's right in the middle of all of that other density and 2286

that was the idea. Put density where density is so that we're allowed to then put less density, 2287

limited numbers of homes, very few homes, acres per homes as opposed to homes per acre.  2288

So, what the new owners did was they chose the latter and were determined to buy the property 2289

to both protect it and so their vision of a renewed and very special Queensridge could be realized 2290

and more importantly, I think, in their own mind, to protect their interest from the zoning that 2291

already existed there that in, and I, you know, I represent a lot, if not most, of the land use 2292

developers and the home builders, and some of them are very good. But they would salivate over 2293

7.49 units per acre on property like this, and God love them, but that is not what Mr. Lowie 2294

wanted to see.2295

Now, because of the withdrawal of four of the seven applications, the entirety of that vision is 2296

not being considered today. Rather, what is going forward today is a development of 720 units 2297

on 17.5 acres that has both staff recommendation of approval, and well, did, and Planning 2298

Commission recommendation of approval. But this 17.5 acre development is not just a standard, 2299

multi-family development that we see throughout the Valley. Every consideration was given to 2300

the tower folks, from design standards to preserving views, to access, to make sure the 2301

development is compatible with its two big sisters next door.2302

Here is the site plan that's in front of you. As you can see, this is a wraparound project so that 2303

parking for the most part is interior, and residents park on the same floor as they live.2304

Primary access is from Rampart Boulevard, so and that there will be no impact on tower 2305

residents in terms of traffic or any would be minimal. They're certainly not going through the 2306

Queensridge Tower entrance. And as Mr. Borgel will advise you shortly, the traffic study clearly 2307

evidences that any and all additional traffic can be handled by the existing roadway system.  2308

Now, next is the landscape plan. As you can see, landscaping is enhanced and it both 2309

complements and corresponds to the landscaping of the existing towers. 2310

We also now get to the elevation. This right here, this is the inspiration, if you will, for the 2311

development of the 720. If you know Mr. Lowie's work and EHB companies, nobody, nobody 2312

builds a better product, whether it's the towers or the Supreme Court Building or Tivoli Village, 2313

nobody builds a better product than he does. And this is the actual elevation of the building itself 2314

with enhanced architectural design. 2315
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great concern with respect to this developer and with respect to the way we're dealt with by the 4130

City.4131

Earlier, you heard in the give and take with respect to whether these four applications should be 4132

dismissed with cause or without cause, there was a lot of discussion about the fact. Well, you 4133

know, maybe the developer at some time may come up with another application, and maybe 4134

there might be some type of other proposals coming forward, things might be piecemealed. 4135

Everybody danced around this question, including the City Attorney and the applicant. They 4136

know, your staff knows that four weeks before the PLANNING, two, three, four weeks before 4137

the last Planning Commission, there was a preliminary application, I'll introduce this for the 4138

record, that was filed with the City, this will be one of them, that was a pre-application to 4139

develop, And if you can take, where's the monitor?  4140

 4141 

LUANN D. HOLMES 4142

Right here, sir. 4143

 4144 

FRANK SCHRECK  4145

Oh, here it is. This was filed to develop on the 184 acres, which have been represented as being 4146

the Preserve, which will have at first it was one to five acres, then the next vision was a half-acre 4147

to five acres. It was described as, in the first vision, as low-ultra, ultra-low density conservation 4148

estates that will be permanently reserved, 120 acres, as Mr. Kaempfer said, of open space with at 4149

least 7,000 trees and lots from one to five acres in size. 4150

This has been systematically reduced. The last vision document that was provided to the 4151

Planning Commission, just on October 6th, changed the one acre to point five, but said that it 4152

was the most densely landscaped large estate lot community in Las Vegas.  4153

Now we know that four weeks before that Planning Commission, a pre-application was filed, it 4154

has now been currently filed with you, that will change the Alta and Hualapai, 35 acres to 61 4155

units, 40 of which are quarter to one-third acres as opposed to half or acres, and the other 21 will 4156

be average about eight-tenths of an acre.4157

This was never discussed with you when everybody was talking about what's happening. This 4158

application, if it's not filed now, will be filed. We understand, from the developer, that it will be 4159
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filed before the 24th of November so it can be on January agendas. So, they're already starting to 4160

cut up the golf course into things other than what was represented in all of these vision projects 4161

of an acre to five acres or half-acre to five acres.  4162

And we were also advised, Shauna was advised by the developer, that this is just the first of a 4163

series of these developments that are going to go around, which eliminates conservatory areas. 4164

There's (sic) no trees. There's no open space. There's none of the things that are depicted in those 4165

pictures that you see in the new vision. That's what's in store for this golf course. It isn't this great 4166

open space. It's not these beautiful lots. It's not these beautiful houses. 4167

This is the first rendering of lots, and this is the developer's lots. This is the first outline of 4168

specific lots for our golf course, which is on this 35 acres, and there they are, one-quarter to one-4169

third acres for 40 of the 61. 4170

 4171 

MAYOR GOODMAN 4172

But this is the piece that's been withdrawn, as you know today. That' subject to — 4173

 4174 

FRANK SCHRECK  4175

No, but that's what their application, but that doesn't stop them from filing their application and 4176

going forward on a January agenda.4177

 4178 

MAYOR GOODMAN 4179

No, it doesn't. 4180

 4181 

FRANK SCHRECK  4182

It would have if you had withdrawn it with prejudice, because then they would have been stuck 4183

with one-half acre because that's what those other applications were. That's one of the major 4184

reasons why they didn't want this withdrawn with prejudice. Without prejudice means they can 4185

go forward with this and you will see this. It's going to be filed, we've been told, if it hasn't 4186

already been filed, and your staff knows and everybody knows, yet nobody spoke up.4187

As you know, I've represented clients in front of the Nevada Gaming Commission, the Gaming 4188

Control Board for more than 40 years. If I stood in front of them knowing full well what was 4189
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going to go on, you know, in a week from now or two weeks from now and not disclose that to 4190

this body, my application would have been denied, and I probably would not be allowed to 4191

appear before them again. 4192

This failure to disclose is the reason why many of us in our community have had problems. It's 4193

been bait and switch, bait and switch. The luxury townhouses and condominiums have now been 4194

switched to apartments. Everything that we've done has changed as it's gone along, and it's 4195

changed because it's economically feasible for the developer, regardless of the impact that it has 4196

on our community. So, I want you know that – 4197

 4198 

MAYOR GOODMAN4199

Well, you've made your record. 4200

 4201 

FRANK SCHRECK  4202

– at least this is what's happening to our golf course, not the Preserve. This is reality. 4203

 4204 

MAYOR GOODMAN4205

Okay. And you've made the record on it.  4206

 4207 

FRANK SCHRECK  4208

And this is what we face. Thank you. 4209

 4210 

MAYOR GOODMAN4211

So, thank you, Mr. Schreck. Thank you.4212

 4213 

FRANK SCHRECK  4214

And I'd like to introduce these so we have them for the record.  4215

 4216 

AUDIENCE 4217

(Applause)4218
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MAYOR GOODMAN 4219

Now, are there others now with formal presentations as well, or no? 4220

 4221 

FRANK SCHRECK  4222

No.4223

 4224 

MAYOR GOODMAN4225

Okay. Now, so two minutes, if you would, do the two-minute, everybody. 4226

 4227 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  4228

Could I ask a question, Mayor? Mr. Schreck? 4229

 4230 

FRANK SCHRECK  4231

Yes?4232

 4233 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  4234

Are you positive that our staff was aware of this? 4235

 4236 

FRANK SCHRECK  4237

Yes, they had a pre-application about three weeks before the Planning Commission, on October 4238

6th because that's a copy of it I turned in.  4239

 4240 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 4241

Can I ask — 4242

 4243 

FRANK SCHRECK  4244

We were given it from, the City Attorney's Office gave that to us.  4245

 4246 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  4247

Can I ask Planning, were you aware of that?4248
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PETER LOWENSTEIN 4249

Through you, Madam Mayor, on September 29th, 2016, there was a pre-application conference 4250

held regarding a potential 61-acre, 61-lot subdivision. No formal applications have been 4251

submitted to the City. So, at this point, there is (sic) actually no applications before, in the City 4252

circuit. 4253

 4254 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  4255

But it was discussed? Or what did you say at the beginning, it was discussed? 4256

 4257 

BRAD JERBIC4258

Councilwoman, if I could jump in here real quick. Let me say what Mr. Schreck has said is 4259

correct. There was a submission of this plan as a pre-pre-app, for want of a better way to put it. 4260

This was an alternative to the developer agreement that the developer brought to our attention at 4261

one point in time, and it's no secret.  4262

About several months ago, maybe four or five months ago, the developer had indicated that there 4263

might be, well, a change of plan. He was going to abandon the development agreement and go 4264

with individual zoning on individual products, starting with the 720 units which is before the 4265

Council tonight, followed by the 61 units that Mr. Schreck indicated.4266

 4267 

FRANK SCHRECK  4268

And isn't it true that that's going to be filed before the 24th of this month? It's intended to be 4269

filed? 4270

 4271 

BRAD JERBIC4272

I don't know, but I do believe that the developer's intent, if he doesn't do the development 4273

agreement, and they can shake their head yes or no if I'm wrong, is to go forward with the 61 if 4274

there is no, maybe. Maybe if there's no development agreement, they'll go with the – 4275

 4276 

FRANK SCHRECK  4277

There is no development agreement.4278
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And if I lived in there, I'd be asking myself, well, how can they do that? This is a master planned 6699

community. How can you build apartments in there? This is a golf course. How can you take out 6700

the golf course and put in houses? How can you do that? That's not the, I don't want to say 6701

contract by legal terms, but this is kind of the contract I had when I bought this house in here and 6702

paid a premium that I was going to live in this master plan community and it was not supposed to 6703

change. So, I would be very upset, and from what I've heard, about 80 percent of the people in 6704

Queensridge are very upset about this, and I completely understand that.6705

Then I put my shoes in, my – feet in the developer's shoes. I know Yohan and I know Frank, and 6706

the – interactions I've had with them is these are solid individuals. These are very good people. 6707

They're good developers, and they bought this piece of property in order to develop it. And from 6708

listening to Brad Jerbic, our City Attorney, he says, and I have to respect his opinion, that they 6709

have the right to develop that property. They bought it. This is America. They have the right to 6710

develop it, and I have to respect that. Now, there are some court cases out there that may change 6711

that, I don't know, but maybe that may change in the future, but that's what I'm hearing from the 6712

developer.6713

The Planning Commission, I have a great respect for the Planning Commission. These guys and 6714

gals took a really hard stab at this thing. They had lots of meetings. They had their 10-hour 6715

meeting just like we did, and they were split on what to do. It was not a unanimous decision. One 6716

way or the other, they really couldn't decide, as a Commission, what exactly should happen as far 6717

as this development is concerned.  6718

So, based on all that, what I think should happen and since we're talking about golf courses here, 6719

I think we need to use a mulligan on this whole thing. And I need, I think we need to start 6720

completely over and maybe the last year has been a waste of time, but maybe the last year has 6721

allowed everybody to kind of voice their concerns. But I think we need to start this whole thing 6722

from square one, whether it's the – withdrawals we had this morning as well as these items here. 6723

And we really, I mean, you all need to work under the premise, the residents need to work under 6724

the premise that, unless somebody says different, they have the right to develop this property.6725

The developer has to work under the premise that you've got to listen to the residents. You have 6726

to get their input. You have to allow them some say in what's going to happen in their 6727

community. And I am hoping that you work all that out and bring something to the City Council 6728

ROR001305

23394

23371



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
NOVEMBER 16, 2016 

COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT – ITEMS 101-107

Page 236 of 270 

it's harmonizing. So, I will be voting no on this, but I respect what everybody has done here and 6849

presented. You've done a great job, both sides.6850

 6851 

MAYOR GOODMAN6852

Okay. Thank you, Councilwoman. Thank you, Councilmen, both of you. And before we go any 6853

further, I want to echo that the concerns that I have heard just now from our Councilmembers are 6854

real. I think all of us want to see a harmonious result. I do rely on staff because I know your 6855

expertise and I know your due diligence. I know how hard you work, the many meetings, the 6856

many hours, to say nothing of tonight, but over this whole year. And certainly legal counsel, I 6857

just trust you inordinately to advise us on the appropriate issues.6858

And my one remaining question, separating out those first four items, I think, is critical, but I am 6859

concerned with zoning or anything that we do to numbers on this particular corner that no 6860

precedent is set by our doing that, which automatically applies to the rest of the acreage, the rest 6861

of the 232 acres. I want to be assured that, as those come back, we can vote with confidence on 6862

each item or if they bring two items or three items to us, we can look at them as we see fit, not 6863

concerned that a vote in the affirmative for the applicant has bound us to setting precedent that is 6864

irreversible.  6865

 6866 

BRAD JERBIC6867

I am not quite sure how to answer that, but let me take a stab at it. One, you are not obligated to 6868

vote on anything based on tonight's vote. And so, if something else comes forward in the future, 6869

whether it's a development agreement, you can vote for or against it. Were it the separate project, 6870

61 homes on the northwest corner or whatever might come up, you're not obligated to vote for 6871

anything based on tonight's vote.  6872

But does tonight's vote have an impact on a development agreement or on anything else, the 6873

answer is yes. And sometimes it's in very subtle ways. For example, R-PD7, as we've discussed 6874

many, many times, gives you a maximum of 7.49 units per acre, but you would never put that 6875

next to an acre. It would not be compatible with that kind of existing development. But if you 6876

approve a higher density and somebody comes in with 7.49 next to this, it's going to look a lot 6877

more compatible. So, this is going to influence what goes next door to it. I'll let Tom address that 6878
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more directly. What it – could also influence, as we said before, this was anticipated as Phase 6879

One of a development project. It's being considered now as a discrete piece, not as part of a 6880

development project.  6881

And so, I don't know exactly how to answer the question how will influence a development 6882

project or development agreement in the future, but I'll let Tom jump in here, because I think that 6883

if this progresses into several components that are not just this one component, it is definitely 6884

going to influence staff's recommendation on the existing development agreement, and it will 6885

influence what that agreement may look like in the future. So, I'll let Tom jump in.  6886

 6887 

MAYOR GOODMAN6888

I mean, to me, this is a huge piece of this.  6889

 6890 

TOM PERRIGO6891

Thank you, Your Honor. I agree with Mr. Jerbic. It will have an impact, and – from the 6892

perspective of the Planning Department, as projects would come forward and at the risk of 6893

speculating what might or might not happen in the future if this particular project were approved. 6894

For example, R-3 adjacent to a major arterial and intense commercial development, while that 6895

may serve as an adequate buffer between that kind of development and less intense residential 6896

development, the next development in, as it gets closer to lower density residential, would be 6897

expected to serve somewhat as a buffer between the R-3 and the lower density, and that is that it 6898

would probably sort of signal towards a less intense development for sure.  6899

And that, in the absence of any sort of a development agreement or a master plan, I can't 6900

imagine, and again, it would depend on the acreage and the configuration and all that, but as you 6901

get closer to lower density, you absolutely step down the density. And that's been very standard 6902

in everything we've looked at that's come to the Planning Department. 6903

6904

MAYOR GOODMAN6905

So, if in fact we have reduced the zoning to R-3 from R-4, to go out and make the entire 6906

development work financially, we are affecting, should they continue to make application for 6907

other parcels, we are, by the statement on this corner, then, affecting the rest of the development? 6908
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TOM PERRIGO6909

I wouldn't go so far as to say that. I mean, it's kind of a slippery slope in speculating what might 6910

or might not happen next. Right? I mean, the configuration, the lot size, the distance from 6911

existing development on other sides, it's difficult to answer that question. But certainly this 6912

project, if approved, would be taken into consideration, particularly when it comes to looking at 6913

traffic impacts and drainage impacts and other things, because it's an existing entitled project and 6914

that's taken into consider action. It would also be taken into consideration looking at potential 6915

future land use applications. But beyond that, I don't know exactly how it would affect that not 6916

knowing what kind of application might come forward.  6917

 6918 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  6919

Your Honor, (inaudible). 6920

 6921 

MAYOR GOODMAN6922

Yes. Please, please. 6923

 6924 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  6925

Thank you, Your Honor. So the land that would be adjacent to the 720, that is currently golf 6926

course would remain – 6927

 6928 

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN  6929

Could I just say one thing before we get to that? I just wanted to say, Mayor, I made these notes 6930

and I forgot to say that I wish that the Mayor's marriage of the two opposing lawyers works and 6931

that we all can work together, because we're good people, all can work together and come up 6932

with something good. I wanted to say that before I was totally through. Thank you, Bob. 6933

 6934 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  6935

Yeah. So, my question is, there's going to be R-PD7 zoned land adjacent to this project if this 6936

project moves forward. On that immediately adjacent property, there's no inherent right, because 6937
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of what we would do in approving that project that makes the high end of the R-PD7 existing 6938

zoning. It's still seven and a half acres. Or I'm sorry, seven and a half units an acre.  6939

 6940 

TOM PERRIGO6941

Yes, that's correct. The existing zoning on the adjacent parcel is R-PD7, which allows up to 7.49 6942

units per acre. That wouldn't change as a result of anything that happens tonight.6943

 6944 

COUNCILMAN BEERS  6945

Okay. That is my question. And therefore, the concept that if we approve this, we're setting 6946

ourselves up for some sort of obligation to approve a, I don't know, 20 units an acre proposal for 6947

the immediately adjacent land, we're under no obligation to try to do that. We don't have any 6948

negative impacts on the City or on taxpayers by saying no to that. 6949

 6950 

TOM PERRIGO6951

That's absolutely true. Each individual, discrete project that would come forward would be 6952

evaluated on its own merits, and Council absolutely has the discretion to, just like with any 6953

approval, approve or deny it.6954

 6955 

MAYOR GOODMAN6956

If in fact the Council were to approve this and the flood issues are not mitigated, that stops 6957

everything, correct? 6958

 6959 

TOM PERRIGO6960

That's correct. It's – very clear in the condition that nothing, there’s they would not be able to 6961

pull a building permit and construct anything until that's addressed.  6962

 6963 

MAYOR GOODMAN6964

Okay. Thank you. Any other questions, comments? And staff recommendation on this, on these, 6965

1-0-5, 1-0-6, 1-0-7, considering all this here, remains for approval on this. 6966
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TOM PERRIGO6967

Well, Your Honor, let me clarify that if I could or at least try to. As I stated in the report, staff, 6968

when they evaluated this project and weighed it on its merits, independent of the entire 6969

development project, felt that it did fit there and did recommend approval. However, we had all 6970

along requested that there be a development agreement and a major modification so that the 6971

entire 250 acres could be understood and evaluated together.6972

Once separated, I think staff was comfortable with the project on its own, but following the 6973

conversation on the withdrawal and the desire to continue working on the master plan and that 6974

that's still hanging out there and that this is a component of that, it kind of puts staff in a bit of an 6975

awkward position, whereas we feel like it's on its own merits it's okay. But as part of this larger 6976

discussion, I sort of withheld my recommendation at this time.  6977

 6978 

MAYOR GOODMAN6979

Okay. Thank you. It's been a long day. Okay. Any other comments up here? 6980

 6981 

TOM PERRIGO6982

Your Honor, I do have to read in two amended conditions, given that the other items were 6983

withdrawn. On the Site Plan Review, SDR-62393, amended Condition Number One, approval of 6984

a General Plan Amendment, GPA-62387 and rezoning, ZON-62392, shall be required if 6985

approved. Amended Condition Number 10, all City Code requirements and design standards of 6986

all City departments must be satisfied except as modified herein.6987

 6988 

MAYOR GOODMAN6989

Okay. Thank you.6990

 6991 

COUNCILMAN ROSS 6992

It makes sense, though, because it's going to be part of a bigger plan. 6993

 6994 

MAYOR GOODMAN6995

Yeah.6996
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MAYOR GOODMAN7112

You're not allowed, well, that might make the difference, but on this, I want to say that listening 7113

to staff, and if I may interject this, I really believe in the ability of this project to move forward. I 7114

think it's a beautiful project. But listening to staff's final comment that they are caught on the 7115

ropes because there is no continuity with the greater plan, that bothers me a great deal. And my 7116

hope is going forward that every single effort will be made to work together, that all negativity 7117

that's out there will be put aside with a fresh start to work towards the common goal of a 7118

beautiful facility on the entire project of Queensridge and the Badlands, what that will become.  7119

And so, while I was not thinking this way, but listening to staff, I have to go ahead and say I 7120

have to wait and make that decision, waiting for the bigger plan, which was what was the stall, 7121

right from day one, which really kept us in this movement for an entire year. And my hope is that 7122

as you go forward in this honest and positive negotiation to try to resolve the issues you move 7123

quickly and come back here.  7124

I believe this corner project is a very good one, assuming that we can count on the traffic and the 7125

flood and the reports to make this viable. And, I would hope that works quickly and soon, 7126

because this is not a win until this works together. That is the win. There's no win here for 7127

anybody, because we didn't get accord and agreement, which is terribly, terribly disappointing.  7128

And so, there is a motion on 1-0-5, and everybody has voted. So, please post. (The motion 7129

failed with Coffin, Tarkanian, Goodman and Anthony voting No) And that does not carry. 7130

So what happens with 1-0-6 and 1-0-7? 7131

 7132 

BRAD JERBIC7133

So, there needs to be a motion then that would carry that would then be a motion to deny. If the 7134

motion is to deny, I want you to consider something that we would like you to answer. A motion 7135

to deny would automatically result in a with prejudice, that’s the default of every denial. If you 7136

wish that to be the case, that's fine. But if there is a success in the negotiations between Mr. 7137

Pankratz and Ms. Hughes and that comes back in three or four months, we're going to be dealing 7138

with where does this component, that has a year time out as a result of a denial, fit into your 7139

consideration of development plans?  7140
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much at stake now. So I believe there will progress. There will be a way to find a third way. 7287

That's what I believe.  7288

 7289 

CHRIS KAEMPFER7290

Your Honor, if I may speak, I've been asked to by Mr. Lowie. The reality is we always thought 7291

that the withdrawal without prejudice as to the first four items put us in a position where we had 7292

to come back because it's not our desire to just build 17.49 acres of property that we wanted to 7293

build the rest of it, and that's why we agreed to the withdrawal without prejudice to meet to try to 7294

do everything we can.7295

We cannot take, candidly, a denial of this particular application. Even if we try to structure it 7296

without prejudice or – some condition, we're concerned that the opposition is going to go to court 7297

and say a denial is a denial and there's a year time frame and you can't bring it back for a year. 7298

We're telling you without this corner and all the time, money, and effort we've put into it, the 7299

project simply isn't going to work. So, if it helps, we'll withdraw it without prejudice, but a 7300

denial, a denial kills us. A denial doesn't help us negotiate. A denial puts us in the place where 7301

the Councilman doesn't want to see us. That's what I'm saying.  7302

 7303 

BRAD JERBIC7304

A denial without prejudice, let me ask while Mr. Kaempfer is up there, that would result in this 7305

component being negotiated with all the other components at the same time that Mr. Pankratz 7306

and Ms. Hughes meet. Is that correct? 7307

 7308 

ELIZABETH FRETWELL 7309

Brad, I think what Chris said is that he’s going, that they are going to withdraw it without 7310

prejudice, so there wouldn't another vote. So, it would be in the same boat with the first three 7311

items.  7312

 7313 

CHRIS KAEMPFER7314

It's 11:20. We're all allowed to stumble. 7315
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COUNCILMAN COFFIN  7782

What I heard was the language from our attorney, not from anybody else.  7783

 7784 

CHRIS KAEMPFER7785

What I, Your Honor? 7786

 7787 

BRAD JERBIC7788

Let me say, since the original motion failed, since the original motion failed, we need a new 7789

motion. It doesn't have to be a motion to deny. I think you can make a motion to hold an 7790

abeyance right now and see what happens. A straight up motion, hold an abeyance for 60 days. If 7791

one of you wants to make that  – 7792

 7793 

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY 7794

Thought we already did that. 7795

 7796 

BRAD JERBIC7797

No, you made a motion to rescind. I think a motion for abeyance right now, you could make that 7798

right now and see what happens. 7799

 7800 

COUNCILMAN COFFIN  7801

Okay. All right. I think, by the way, it has the same effect. 7802

 7803 

COUNCILMAN BARLOW 7804

Mayor? Allow me the opportunity to hold this item in abeyance for 60 days, please. Motion on 7805

the floor. 7806

 7807 

MAYOR GOODMAN7808

Thank you. There's a motion. Please vote to hold this in abeyance for 60 days. Please vote. (The7809

motion carried unanimously.)7810
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