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May 1, 1930

William Peccole 1982 Trust
2760 Tioga Pines Circle
Las Yegas, Nevada 89117

RE: I-17-90 - ZONE CHANGE 4&””
Gentlemen:

The City Council at a regular meeting held April 4, 1990 APPROVED the
reguest for rec1ass1‘ffcat‘yon of property Tocated on the east side of
Hualpai Way, west of Durango Orive, between the south boundary of
Angel Park ang Sahara Avenue, From: N-U (Non=Urban) (under Resolu-
tion of Intent to R= R~2, R-3, R-PO7, R-PDA, R-MHP, P-R, C-1, C-2
and C-V¥), To: (Residential FPlanned Development), R-PO7
(Residential Planned Development) and C-1 (Limited Commerciai),
Proposed Use:  Single Family Dwellimgs, Melti-Family Owellings,
Commercial, 0ffice and Resort/Casino, subject to:

1. A maximum of 4,247 dwelling units be allowed for Phase II.

2. Conformance to the conditions of approval for the Peciola
Ranch Master Development Plan, Phase [I. '

3. Approval of plot plans and building elevations by the
Planning Commission for each parcel prior to develepment.

4, At the time development is proposed on each parcel appro-
priate right-of-way dedication, street improvements, drainage
plan/study submittal, drainegeway improvements, sanitary
sewer collection system extensions and traffic signal system
participation shall be provided as required by the Department
of Public Warks.

00 E. STEWART AVENLE = LAS YEGAS, NEVADA 3911 » 702 38640 |
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JAN LAVERTY JONES
COUSCHMEN

ARNIE ADAMSEX
MATTHEM - CALLISTER
MICHAEL J. AMCDONALD
GARY REFSE

CITY MaASACGER
LARRY K. BARTOXN

March 19, 1996

®
CITY of LAS VEGAS

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

MAYUR

Peccole 1982 Trust
2937 Coast Line Court
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117-3525

RE: Z-17-50(9) - PLOT PLAN AND BUILDING ELEVATION REVIEW

Dear Applicant

Your request far a Plot Plan and Building Elevation Review for 35 proposed single family dwellings ¢n
property located on the east sice of Hualapal Way, approximately 1,460 fest north of Sahara Avenue,
ward 2, N-U Zone (under Resciution of Infent to R-PD7), was considered by the Planning Commission on
March 14, 1996,

The Planning Commission unanimously wted to APPROVE your request, subject to the folfowing:

1.

Fic L EEREE-EY

Construct a nominal six foot high block wall around the perimeter of the site. The wall along
Hualapai Way shall be decorative and shall be set back 15 feet for landscaping outside the wall
as required by the Planning and Developrrent Department.

Sethacks for this development shalf be 20 feed for the front yard, 15 feet for the rear yard, § fest
for each side yard and 10 feet for comner side yards-

Where new water mains are extended along streets and where hydrants are not needed for
proteciion of structures, fire hydrants shall be spaced a maximum of 1,000 feet apart to prevent
transportation hazards as required by the Depariment of Fire Services.

if Hualapai Way has not aready been constructed by the Master Developer, construct hatf-strest
improvements, including appropriate ovarpaving, on Hualapai Way adjacent to this site and
provide a minimurm of two lanes of legal, paved actess to this site (temporary “Goecke” paving is
acceptable for this), prior to or concument with development of this site as required by the
Depariment of Public Works.

200 E. STEWART AVENLE ¢ LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 3%101-2986
7023 239-601 ] (VOICE) + {702) 386-9 108 (TDDN
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TO: Peccole 1982 Trust March 19, 1926
RE: Z-17-90(%) Page Two
5. Contribute $23,155 per the requirements of the Peccole Ranch Signal Participation Propesal

prior o the issuance of bulding or off-site pemnits or the recordation of a Final Map as required
by the Depariment of Public Works. Install all appurtanant underground faciliies, # any, adjacent
to this site needed for the future traffic signal system concurrent with development of this site.

If the drainage channgl on the south edge of this site has not been constructed by the Master
Developer then the applicant shall construct the full wicth of that portion of the drainage channe!
adjacent to this site as required by the Department of Public Works.

Redesign the subdivision to efiminate the street accessing the parce te the north of this site or
provide copies of the written agraement with the property owner to the north indicating that the
straet will continue into the parcel to the north of this site as required by the Department of Public
Waorks.

Provide pubiic sewer easements for all public sewers not located within public street rights-of-
way prior o the igsuance of any off-site permils as required by the Department of Public Works.

Site development to comply with ali appiicabie Gonditions of Approval for Z-146-04 and all other
siterelated actions as required by the Department of Public Warks.

10.

.

1

1.

14,

All development shall be in conformance with the plot plan and building elevations.
Al City Code requiremenis and design standards of all City depariments must be satisfied.

A Drainaga Plan and Tachnical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the
Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit, whichever
occurs first

A fully operational fire protection system, inclucing fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants and water
supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning prior ta construction of any combustible
structures.

Fence heights shall be measured from the side of the ferce with the least verlical exposure
above the finished grade,

RORO023015
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"
CITY of LAS VEGAS

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

MAYOR
JAN LAVERTY JONES

COUNCILMES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
MATTHEW Q. CALLISTER
MICHAEL J. MCDONALD
GARY REESE

CITY MANAGER
LARRY K. BARTON

April 16, 1996

Mr. and Mrs. Wiltam Peccole
Peccole 1982 Trust

2937 Coast Line Court

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117-3525

RE: 2-17-90(11) - PLOT PLAN AND BUILDING ELEVATION REVIEW

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Peccole:

Your request for a Plot Plan and Building Elevation Review for 137 proposed single family dwellings on
property located on the southeast comer of Homestretch Drive and Hualapai Way, Ward 2, N-U Zong
{Non-Urban - under Resclution of Intent to R-PD7), was considered by the Planning Commission on

April 11, 1996.
The Planning Commission voted to APPROVE your request, subject to the following:

f. Construct a nominal six foot high block wall around the perimeter of the site. The wall aiong
Homestretch Drive and Hualapai Way shall be decorative and setback 16 feet for landscaping 23
shown on the submitted plot plan as required by the Pianning and Development Department

2 Setbacks for this subdivision shall be 10 feet for the front yard with 18 feet to the garage door
opening (16 feet for knuckle lots), 10 feet for the rear yard, five feet for each side yard and 10 feet

for comer side yards.

3 Where new mains are extended along streets and where hydrants are not needed for protection
of structures, fire hydrants shall be spaced a maxdmum of 1,000 fest apart to prevent

transportation hazards as required by the Department of Fire Services.

4, If not already done by the Master Developer, dedicate 40 faet of right-of-way adjacent to this sii2
for Homestretch Drive and a 54' right-of-way radius on the southeast corner of Homestreich
Drive and Hualapai Way prier {o the issuance of any permits as required by the Department.of
Pubdic Works, . :

400 E. STEWART AVENLE + LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101-2986

200 ooz (702) 229-601 1 (VOICE) * (702) 386-9108 (TDD}
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TO: Mr. and Mrs. William Peccole
RE: Z-17-90(11)

D

2 &
April 18, 1995
Fage Two

The development fo the south of this site (Canyon Vista Subdivision] provided a stest
connection to Branding Iron Drive contngent upon an agreement by this applicant to continue the
connection through this site. ¥ such agreement is reached and agreed to by both parties and the
Master Developer, extend Branding Iron Drive to the south edge of this site to provide 2
continuous sireet connegtion io Canyon Vista Subdivision as required by the Depariment cf
Public Works. Provide copies of said agreement to the Department of Planning and

Development and the Department of Public Works.

All public streets must be terminated in a standard cul-de-sac as required by the Deparmert ci
Public Works.

If not previously constructed by the master developer, construct half-strest improvemens
including appropriate overpaving on Hualapal Way and on Homestretch Drive adjacent to this
site concurrent with development of this site as requirad by the Department of Public Works.

Contribute $19,755 per the Peccole Ranch Signal Participation Proposal prior ta the issuance of
building o off-site permits as required by the Department of Public Works. Install ali appurienznt
underground facifites, if any, adjacent fo this site needed for the fulre taffic signal system

goncument with development of this site.

The final layaut of the subdivision shall ke determined at the time of approval of the Tentadve
Map.

10.

Site development to comply with ail applicable Conditions of Approval for Z-17-80 and 2
subsequent site-related actions as required by the Department of Public Works.

11,
12.
13,
14,

15.

18.

Canformance to the plot plan as amended by the above conditions.

Conformance to the building elevations.

All City Code requirements and design standards of .all City departments must be satisfied.
Parking and driveway plans must be approved by the Trafiic Engineer.

Any damage fo the exising sireet improvements resulting from this development must be
repaired as required by the Department of Public Works.

Al unused driveway cuts must be removed and replaced with "L" curb and new sidewalk meeting
current City Standards as required by the Department of Public Works.

ROR023018
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TO: Mr. and Mrs. William Peccole Aprit 16, 1986

RE: Z-17-90(11) Page Thres

17. A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted fo and approved by the
Department of Public Werks prior 10 the issuance of a building or grading permit, whichever
ocurs first

18. A fully operational fire protection system, ingluding fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants and water
supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning prior to construction of any combustibie
structures.

19, Fence heights shall be measured from the side of the fence with the least vertical exposurz
above the finished grade, unless otherwise stipulated.

The action by the Planning Commission is final.
Very truly yours,

e

Rod Allison, Senior Planner

Current Planning Division

RAerh

¢c.  Hunsaker Engineering Mr. Bill June
3151 West Post Kaufran & Broad of Nevada
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 4755 Indusirial Road

Las Vegas, Nevada 39102
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e CITY of LAS VEGAS

ARNTE ADAMSEN
e ALoRALD PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
GARY REESE m*

CITY MANAGER ST
LARRY K. BARTOX A ELB

April 33, 1536

Peceola 1982 Trust

William and Wanda Peceole Family Limited Partnership
2937 Coast Line Court

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117-3525

RE: 2-17-80{12) - PLOT FLAN AND BUILDING ELEVATION REVIEW
Dear Applicant

Your request for a Plol Plan and Suilding Elevation Review for 354 single family dwellings on property lecated
on the northeast comer of Homestretch Drive and Hualapai Way Ward 2 - N-U (Non-Urban) Zone under
Resciston of Infent 1o R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development 7 units per acre), was considered by the
Planning Commission on April 25, 1996,

The Pranning Comemission unanimously voted lo APPROVE your request, subject to the following:
The following conditions shall apply to Village 1:

1. Construct a minimum of paving and curb and gutter on alf streets intemal to ¥his site as required by
the Depariment of Pubic Works.

2. Access drives shall be designed, located and constucled in accordance with Standard Drawing
#222a as required by the Depariment of Public Works.

3 The design and layout of all on-site private circulation and access drives shall meet the appraval of
the Department of Fire Services prier o the issuance of any permits.

4, Driveways shall be & minimum of 18 fset from back of curb to garage door face as required by the
Depariment of Public Works.

5. A Homeowners Association shall be established to maintain all perimeler walls, landscaping and
common areas created with this development. All landscaping shafl be situated and maintained so
as o not create sight visibility obstnictions for vehicular traffic =t all development access drives and
abutting street infersections,

400 E, STEWART AVENUE + LAS YEGAS, NEVADA 89101-2986
(702) 229-6011 {VOICE} ~ {702} 336.5108 (TDD)

TO08  Ait-ind s
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TO: Pectols 1982 Trust April 3C, 1986
RE: Z-17-80{12} Page Two

The following conditions shall apply to Villags 2:

8.

The 39 foot and 41 fool wide public streels are acceptable as proposed, with 5 foot wide pubic
sidewalks on both sides of the street outside of tha public right-of-way. Frovide public sidewalk
easements for all sidewalks not located within public street rights-of-way prir to the Issuance of any
off-site pemits as required by the Department of Public Works. Construct sidewalk on beth sides of
2l public street comidors concurrent with development of this site as required by fhe Department of
Public Works.

Driveways shal be a minimum of 18 feet from back of sidewalk to garage door face as required by
the Depariment of Public Warks.

Al landscaping installed with this project shall be situated and mainiained sc as o not create sight
visiblity obstuctions for vehicular traffic at all developmenl access drives and abuiting street
intersections. Approprale site visibikty sasements are required where streets infemal to this
subdivision intersect Hualapal Way as required by the Department of Pubiic Works.

The final design of the both Vilages shall be determined at the time of approval of the Tentative
Map.

10.

All site developmenit shall comply with all applicable conditions of approvai for Z-17-90 and all other|
site-related actions as required by the Department of Public Works.

The following conditions shall apply to the entire site:

i,

12

13

14.

Provide mirimum fandscaping along the exterior sireet fontages and the north side of the site
consistent with the established landseaping for the Peccole Ranch development.

Minimum sethack requirements for Village 1 shad be 18 feet in the front, 5 feet on each side and 10
feet In the rear. Minimum setback requirements for Village 2 shall be 13 feet In the front, five fest
on each side and 15 fect in the rear.

The eimergency access gale shall conform o the Emergency Access Design Standard's as required
by te Planning and Development Department.

If ot dlready provided by the Master Developer, dedicate 40 feet of dight-of-way adiacent ta this site
for Homestretch Drive, and a 54' right-of-way radius on the northeast comer of Homestretch Drive
and Hualapai Way, prior 1o the issuance of any permits as requited by the Department of Public
Works.

ROR023022
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TO: Peceole 1382 Trust Al 30, 1996

RE: Z2-17-90{12} Page Three

15. Construct half-street improvements on Homestretch Crive adjacent to this site and if Hualapai Way
has not aiready been constructed by the Master Developer, construct half-sfrest improvemenis,
inchiding appropriste overpaving on Hualapai Way adjacent to this site as required by the
Department of Public Works.

16. Contribute 547,970 per the Peccole Ranch Signal Participaion Proposal prior fo the issuanes of

building or cff-site permits as required by the Department of Public Works. Install all appurtenant
underground facilities, if any, adjacent 1o this site needed for the fulure traffic signal system
concument with development of this site.

Site development to comply with all appiicable conditions of approval for Z-17-80 and all other siie-
raiated actions as required by the Depariment of Public Works.

18.

19,

20.

2.

24.

The approval of all Public Works related improvements shown on this Plol Plen and Building
Elevaton Review is in concept only. Specific design and construction details releting to size, type
and/or alignment of public improvements, including but not limited 1o street, sewer and drainage
improvements, shall be resolved prior to approval of the construction plans by the City. Al
deviations from adopled City Standards must receive approval frem the City Engineer or the
Planning Commission prior fo the approval of related construclion plans as required by the
Deparment of Public Works.

A development shall be In conformance with the plot plan and building elevations,

Landscaping and a permanent underground sprinkler system shall be provided as required by the
Planning Commission and shall be permanently maintained in a satisfactory manoer. Failure to
properly mainlain required landseaping and underground sprinkler systems shall be cause for
revocation of a business ficense,

Alandscaping plan must be submitted prior to of at the same time application is made for a building
pemit or license, or prior k& occupancy, whichever ocours first.

All City Cods requirements and design standards of all City departments must be saisfied.
Parking and driveway plans must be approved by the Traffic Engineer.
A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitled to and approved by the

Depariment of Public Works prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit, whichever occurs
first.

ROR023023

24455
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TQ: Peccole 1982 Trust Apnil 30, 1995
RE Z-17-80{12) Page Four

25. A fully operational fire protecfion syslem, including fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants and water
supply, shall be installed and shall be funclioning prior fo construction of any combustible

structures.

This action by the Planning Commission is final.

Very truly yours,
Lot L

David Clapsaddle, Senior Planner
Curmrent Planning Division

DG:er

¢c.  Mr, David Goldstein
Plaster Development Company
801 South Rancho Drive, Suite F<4
Las Vegas, Nevada B9106

Ms. Patsy Mains
Pentacore Engineering

6763 West Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023024
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e M| @ CITY of LAS VEGAS

2010013595

ARNIE ADAMSEN
MATTHEW Q CALLLSTER

MICHAFELJ MCDONALD
GARY REESE

Peccole 1982 Trust

CITY YIANAGER
LARRY K BARTON

July 18 1995

9599 W Charlestan Boulevard
Las Vegas Nevada 89117

RE Z-17-90(5) - PLOT PLAN REVIEW

Gentlemen

Your request for a Plot Plan Review for 81 Single Family Homes on property located north o
Charleston Boulevard, east of Apple Dnve, N-U Zone (under Resolution of Intent to R-PD7)
was considered by the Planming Commission on July 13, 1985

The Planning Commission unarimously voted to APPROVE your request subject to the
foliowmng

1

The architectural plans for each lot shall be reviewed by the Peccole West
Architectural Review Committee to ensure that the buidings meet the established
development standerds set forth for the Peccole West Community A copy of the
approval letter from the committee shall be submitied to the Department o
Community Planming and Cevelopment at the time an application for bullding permit s
submutted

Sethacks for the development shall be Z0 feet for the front yard, 15 feet for the rear
yard 5 feet for each side yard and 10 feet for comer side yards

VWhere new water mains are extended along streets and where hydrants are not
needed for protecton of structures, fire hydrants shall be spaced a maximum of 1,000
feet apart to prevent transportabon hazards as required by the Department of Fire
Services

Prowide public street dedication (as required) and construct strest improvements (as
required) along Apple Dnve to this site pnor to occupancy of any residental units
within this subdivision site as required by the Department of Publc Works Also
establish a pnvate access dnve comdor (as necessary) and construct & mimmum ot
two lanes of paving along with curb and gutter aleng the pavate access corndor prior
to occupancy of any residential units wathin this subdivisien site

Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers not located wihun pubiic street
nghis-of-way pror to the 1ssuance of any sewer construchon permits as required by
the Department of Pubiic Works

- Continued -

400 E STEWART AYENUE LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89101 2986
{702) 229 6011 (YQICE)  (702) 386 9108 (TDD)
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TO
RE

10

1

12

July 18 1998

Paccols 1882 Trust
Page Two

2-17-190(8)

Contrbute $28 170 00 to partially fund a traffic signal system at the intersection of
Apple Dnve and Charleston Boulevard pror to the issuance of bulding or off-site
permits In accordance with the Peccole Ranch Master Traffic Impact Analysis' Signal
Participation Proposal as required by the Departmant of Public Works Install all
appurtenant underground faciliies, If any, adjacent to this site needed for the future
traffic signal system concurrent with development of this ste The City reserves the
nght to utilize the contnbuted traffic signal monies for the installation of traffic signals
at any other intersechon within this general vicmity which 1s impacted by this
davelopment and which has a more immediate need for signakzation

Meet with the Traffic Engineer for assistance mn redssigring the propesed privats
access comdor intersection with Apple Dnve pner to the submittal of any constructon
plans or the 1ssuance of any permits whichever may occur first Access drives shall
be designed located and constructed m acecrdance with Standard Drawing #222a as

required by the Department of Public Works

Site development to also comply with all appitcable conditions of approval for Z-17-90
and all other related Peccole Ranch actions as required by the Department of Public

Works
Confarmance to the plot plan and building elevatons
Satistaction of City Cede requrements and design standards of all City departments

A Dramage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved
by the Departmant of Public Works pnor to the 1ssuance of a bulding or grading

permit, whichever may occur first

A fully operational fire protection system ncluding fire apparatus roads hre hydrants
and water supply shall be nstalled and funchoning pnor to construction of any

combustble structures

The action by the Planming Commission I1s final

PH erh

Sincaraly

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT

JOWEL ACTING DIRECTOR

PHYLLIS HARGROVE SENIOR PLANNER
CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION

¢¢ Pentacore Engineenng Inc
6763 W Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas Nevada 89102

ROR023027
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2/26/98 PLANNING COMMISSION

B-1 Z-17-90(23) - CHRISTOPHER HOMES - Raquast for a Review of Condibon TO REDUCE
THE REQUIRED FRONT YARD SETBACKS FOR THE PECCOLE WEST LOT 9 SUBDIVISION

on propesty located north of Charfeston Boulevard, east of Palace Cour, U {Undeveloped)
Zone [ML (Medium-Low Denarly Residential} General Plan Designation} under Resclution
of Intant to RPD? (Residential Planned Development 7 Units Per Acre), Ward 2
{Adamsen), APN 138-31-T11 001 theough 003, 138 31-810-001 through €36, 138 31-812-001
through 037, 138-39-814-001 through 005

NOT A PUBLIC HEARING cC 3238

APPLICATION REQUEST

The request 15 for the approval of @ Review of Condition to reduce the front yard setbacks for 81 smgle-family
resdential lots  The applicant s requestng that front yard setbacks be reestabhished for the entre
davelopment fo permit 14 foot front yard setbacks The applicant has verbally indicated that the request
wouid be limited to lots devaloped with side load garages The site 1s located within the Peccole West

Community

BACKGROUND DATA

04104/90 The City Counce approved a rezone for R-PD7 (Reswdential Flanned Eevelopment-"? Units
Per Acre) zonmg for this site 25 part of a larger request (Z-17-90)

07/13/85 The Planning Commussion appraved a Plot Flan and Building Elevation Rewew for this site
[Z-17-90(5)]

06/27/36 The Flanning Commession approved a Review of Condition to reduce the requared front yard
satbacks for the Pecolle West Lot 9 subdvision [2-17-90(13)]

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST

The request would provide for deveiopment of 81 lots with front yard sethacks of 14 feet The orginal
approval for this sie estabished a 20 foot front yard setback  In 2-17-80(13), that setback was reduced to the

following requirements

» 14 feet for cul-de-sac lats with sida load garages,
» 16 fest for rectangular lots not on cul-de-sac streets with side load garages, and
o 181eet for all lobs with front load garages

Z1T 90N

ROR023029
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JANLAVERTY JONES

COUNCILMEN

ARNIE ADAMSEN
MATTHEW () CALLISTER
MICHAEL J MCDONALD
GARY REESE

CITY MANAGER
LARRY K BARTON

December 19, 1995

P

-

CITY of LAS VEGAS

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

MAYOR

Mr Wiliam Peccole

Peccole 1982 Trust
2760-Foge PnesCrele— 1179 “/ dleanfeatn BUA
Las Vegas, Nevada 83402~ ¢ g -

RE Z-17-90(7) - PLOT PLAN REVIEW

Dear Mr Peccole

Your request for a Plot Plan Review for 44 detached single family dwelings on property
located morth of Charleston Boulevard, east and west of Palace Court, N-U Zone (under
Resoluton of Intent to R-PD7), was conmdered by the Planning Commussion on
December 14, 1595

The Planning Commission unammously voted to APPROVE your request subject to the
following

1

The architectural plans for each lot shall be reviewed by the Peccole West
Architectural Review Committee to ensure that the buikdings meet the established
development standards set forth for the Peccole West Community A copy of the
approval letter from the committee shall be submitted to the Planning and

Development with each bullding permit application

M-S 895

Setbacks for the development shall be 20 feet in the front yard, 15 feet for the rear
yard, & feet for each side yard and 10 feet for comer side yards

Where new water maing are extended along sirsets and where hydrants are not
needed for protection of structures, fire hydrants shall be spaced a maximum of 1,000
feet apart to prevant transportation hazards as requured by the Depaitment of Fire

Services

Provide pubhc street dedcaton (as required) and construct sfrest unprovements {as
required) along Palace Court ta this site pnor o occupancy of any residential units within
this subdwision site as required by the Departrent of Public Works

Provide two lanes of paved, legal access to tus stte pnor to occupanicy of any units within
ttus development as required by the Depariment of Pubhc Works

400 E STEWART AVENUE - LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89101-2986
(702) 229 6011 (VOICE) = (02) 385 5108 (TDD)

ROR023031

24463
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T Mr Wilam Peccole
RE Z-17-90(7)

10
11

12

Decamber 19, 1985
Page Two

Provide publc sewer egsements for all public sewers not located within public sirest
nghts-cf-way pror to the issuance of any sewer construchon permits as required by the

Department of Public Works

Contnbute $53,010 00 to paruaily fund a traffic signal system at the intersection of Apple
Dnve and Chareston Boulevard prior to the issuance of bulding or off-ste permits n
accordarnce with the Peccole Ranch Master Traffic Impact Analysis' Signal Parhcipation
Proposal as requred by the Deparment of Public Works  Install ali appurtenant
undergraund faciktes, § any, adjacent to this site needed for the future traffic signal
system concurrent with development of s ste  The Ciy reserves the nght to utiize the
coninbuted traffic signed monies for the mstallahon of traffic signals at any other
intersection within this genaral vicinity which 15 impacted by this development and which
has a more immediate need for signabzaton

Site development to also comply with all applicable Conditons of Approval for Z-17-90
and all other Peccole Ranch actions as required by the Depantment of Public Works

Conformance to the plot plan and bullding elevabons
Satisfaction of City Coda requirements and design standards of all Cily departments

A Dranage Plan and Technical Dranage Study must be submitted to and approved
by the Departmant of Public Works prior to the i1ssuancs of a buillding or grading
permit whichevar may occur first

A fully operational fire protection system, including fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants
and water supply, shall be instailed and funchoning prior to construchon of any

combustble struciures

The action by the Planning Commussion 1s final

Theresa A

Current Planning Diision

TAOPHeh Q¥

(-]

Pentacore Engmeennyg, Ing
6763 West Charlesfon Boulgvard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023032
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1214195 Planning Commission

B-5 Z-17-90(7) - Peccole 1982 Trust - Request for a Plot Plan Review for 44
detached single family dwellings on property located north of Charleston
Boulevard, east and west of Palace Courl, Ward 2, N-U Zone {under Resolution
of Intent to R-PD7), Parcel Nos 13831-201-001 through 003

NOT A PUBLIC HEARING PC FINAL ACTION

APPLICATION REQUEST

This request 15 for a Plot Plan Review of 44 single family custom home sites on a 51 acre
parcal within tho Peccole West Communrty north of Charleston Boulevard and west of
Rampart Boulevard The proposed densty of this development 1s 0 86 unit per acre

BACK UND DATA

D4/04/50 The City Counci approved a rezomng to R-PD7 (Resdental Planned
Devalopmant) for this ste as part of a larger request inciuding R-3 (Limited
Multiple Residence), and C-1 (Limited Commercial) {Z-17-80]

06/21/35 The City Council approved a Piot Plan and Building Elevation Review for a Hotel
and Casmo 1o the northaast of this site [Z-17-90(3)]

07/13/95 The Planning Commussion approvad a request for a Plot Plan and Building
Elevation Raview for a golf clubhouse to the northeast of this site [2-17-80(4)]

07/13/85 The Planning Commussion approved a request for a Plot Plan Review for 81
single family deiached dwellings to the southeast of this site [Z2-17-80(5)]

DETAILS O PLICAT T
Site Area 5102 Acres
Number of Lots 44 Custom home sites
Density 0 86 Dwelling units par acre

Access to the site 1s wia one private street connection to Charleston Boulevard The plot plan
indicates that the lois range in size from 1/2 acre 1o 1 1/2 acres and will be developed as
custom home sites to the indmdual buyers specifications  The proposed sethacks are 20 feet
in the front yard, 15 feet in the rear, 5 feet on each side and 10 feet on all comer sides The
subdnision Is surrounded by golf course which will serve as the common opan space for the
davelopment

ROR023034
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M10-015-596

August 11, 1995

m—

CITY of LAS VEGAS

Mr Larry Miller
Peccols 1982 Trust

9999 W Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE Z4995 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-31-95

Dear Mr Miler

IheCundmmluamguhrmnghddmz.lmmomthemqmmw
wduﬁmofwomhmdmmmmofmmmmﬂm
Way, from N-U (Non-Urban - under Resolution of Intent to C-1), to R-PD7 (Residental
Planned Development), proposed use Single Fanuly Residential, subject to

1

Comuahnﬁ-meu:mprommmﬂmhpuw:yad;mmdusmmmm

Department of Public Works Aho,asnnded,mnmallmlmand:rdpuhhcsnut
mpmvunmnmdnﬂumneddnwwnymﬂd]mm!humandmphne“nhm
improvements meeting current City Standards

Coﬂnbme319.8m00wpumﬂyﬁmdstrﬂcmgulsymatthummonof
Chdmanﬂcvarddendetypmrmu;emdhnldmsoroﬂ'm
pumonhemdmmofalemp,whwhwu'mywﬁmmmrdnmm
thePemleRamhmuTnﬁcImpauAulym‘Slgmleapmumpuulu
required by the Department of Public Works Install all appurtenant underground
ﬁuhnequy,ad;ammﬂumemedadﬁunheﬂmmﬁcmgmmm
with development of this site The City reserves the nght to utilize the contnbuted traffic
ugmlmmeysforthemﬂamncfmﬁ;mguhs:mymhcmmonwnhnms
mvmmBmmwmmmmmmamm

need for signalization

400 E STEWART AVENUE » LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89101 2986
(7027) 229 6011 (YOICE) » (702) 386-9108 (TDD)

ROR023036
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Mr Larry Miller '
Peccole 1982 Trust

August 11, 1995

RE Z-49-95 - ZONE CHANGE

Page2

Theunddymgnﬁomuonoflmmmﬂuspmpuwslnﬂbemnmgeduponnppmvdof
thry application.

Smdwdopmmﬂmmmﬁywnhﬂlapphmblemnmnomofappmvﬂforanrdnd
Peccole Ranch actions as required by the Department of Public Works

Appmvﬂofldandelo(PhnudBmkhngEiwmonsbyﬂuthngComm
pnor to development of the mite Additional condrtions of approval may be added at that
ume

Resolution of Intent with a twelve month time lnmt

Satisfaction of City Code requirements and design standards of ali City departments

A Dramage Plan deechmmlemagesmdymustbembmmdtomdnppmwdbythe

mmwmmwmmmmwofammmmm
winchever may occur first

Aﬁ;ﬂyopﬂamndﬁlepmtemmsyamwﬂmgﬁnupmmsmnds,ﬁmhydnmmd
mmpply,shaﬂbemﬂedandﬁmmmmgpnorwmsmmmofmywmhumblﬂ
structures :

A Rezoning undler a Resoluuon of Intent expires if 1t 15 1ot exercised prior o the expiration of the
Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extension of Time 15 duly filed with the Department
ofCommmylegmdDwelopmmfwwndenmdappmvﬂbytheC:tyCouwl

Had 7

KATHLEEN M TI
City Clerk

femp

cc

Dept of Commumty Planning & Development

Dept of Public Works Ms Ellen Marciel

Dept of Fire Sexvices Pentacore Engmeenng
Dept of Bulding & Safety 6763 W Charleston Blvd
Land Development Services Las Vegag, Nevada 89102

ROR023037

24469

24446



ROR023038

24470




JANLAVERTY JONES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANK HAWKINS TR

CITY MANAGER
LARRY K BARTON

b~ -

} o4

{ 1

MAYOR

COUNCILMEN

KEN BERASS

January 13, 1995

Mr Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

2760 Troga Pines Circle
Las Vagas, Hevada 89117

RE

I-146-34 - Z0ONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Daar Mr Miller

The City Council at a regular meeting held January 4, 1998 APPROVED the request
for rectassificatwon of property located on the north side of Charileston
Boulevard, between Rampart Boulevard and Hualapai Way, from N-U {Nen-Urban)
(under Resolution of Intent ta C-1), R-3 {Limited Multiple Residence} and R-PD7
{Resident1al Planned Development} R-PD3 (Residential Planned Development), to
R-PD7 {Resideniial Planned Development), R-3 (Limited Multi1pTe Residence) and C-1
{Limted Commercial), proposed use  Single Family Dwellings, Apartments and
Commercial, subject to

1

Approval of a Geperal Plan Amendment to make the proposed zoning
conststent with the Plan '

JE10 015 1940

The zone change w111 lapse 1f the Traffic Study 15 not submitted to the
Traffic Division within two weeks

Approval of a plot plan and building elevations for each parcel by the
Planning Commission prior to development

Dedicate 80 feet of right-of-way through this site for Alta Drive along
with 54 foot corper radi1 at ts Intersection with Hualapar Way and
Rampart Boulevard as required by the Department of Public Works ATl
required Alta Drive right-of-way shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent
with the recordation of the first map dividing this rezoning site

Canstruct half-street 1mprovements on Huatapai Way adjacent te this site,
full-width improvements an ATta Drive internal to this site and construct
all ncempletz {(1f any) half-street or full-width mprovements, as
appropriate, on Charleston Boulevard and Rampart Boulevard adjacent to or
internal to this site as required by the Department of Public Works

J00E STEWARTAVENUE LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89101 2986
(723 228 6011 (VOICE) » (702) 386 9108 (TDD)

CITY of LAS VEGAS

ROR023039
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Mr La
Peceal

rry Miller, Trustee
& Ranch rust

January 13, 1995

RE I
Page 2

10

11

12
13

-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Submrt a Master Plan amwendment to establish the Alta Drive alignment
through this site prior to or concurrent with the submittal of any map
further dividing this stie as required by the Department of Public Works
The Tocation of the Alta Drive/Hualapa) Way intersaction shall comply with
;h;lconﬁrt;nns of approval for MSH-6-94 as required by the Department of
Upi11C WOTrKs

An updated Master Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by the
Department of Public Works prier to any additional development review
actions or the 1ssuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the
recordation of any map further dividing this property, whichever may occur
first  Comply with the recommendations of the approved Master Traffic
Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site Phased compliance w11l be
allowed 1f recommended by the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis No
recommendation of the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance therewith, shall be deemed to mod1fy or eliminate any condrtion
of approvat wmpesed by the Planning Commission or the City Council on the
development of this site

A Master Oraihage Plan and Technical Drainage $tudy must be submitted to
and approved by the Departmant of Public Works prior to 1ssuance of a
building or grading permit or the recordation of any map further dividing
this property, whichever may occur first

The City reserves the right to impose addit1onal conditions of approval on
each 1ndividual development site as propasals are submitted to the City
for review, future conditions may relate to appropriate right-of-way
dedications, street improvements, drainage plan/study submittals,
drainageway 1mprovements, sanitary sewer improvements and traffic
mitigation impacts/improvements as required by the Department of Pubiic

Works

The underlying Resalution of Intent for these parcals 1s expunged upon
approval of this application

Conformance to all applrcable Conditions of Approval for Zoming
Application Z-17-90

Resolution of Intent with a twelve month time 11mit

Satysfaction of City Code requirements and design standards of all City
departments

ROR023040

24472

24449
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Mr  Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

January 13,

RE ZI-146-

Page 3

A Rezoning

1905
94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED T0 GPA-54-94

under a Resolution of Intent expires 1f 1t 15 not exercised prior to

the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extension of

Sincerely,

e

KATHLEEN M
City Clerk

Jemp

cc Dept
Dept
Dept
Oapt
Land

i

TIGHE

¥

of Community PTanning & Davelopment
of Public Works

of Fire Services

of Butlding & Safety

Development Services

Ms Ellen Mercrel
Pentacore

6763

W Charieston BouTevard

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023041
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.FROM “JOHN Lf SCHLEGEﬁ"cT 'NG‘ElRECToa

A PLANNING 'AND DEVELOPMENT o

* oA pTa BELE T S s

,,‘_“._‘f,g'g?:iJgAﬂou T B

This request is for six parcels within the Peccole Ranch Planned Residential developmem. The letter of

3ACKGROUNDDATA ~, ~ o B ey

L S

Jushﬁcahon submitted with the applicdhon srtated 'mai the change in aﬁgnme t of the golf murse was one
* reason for the raquest. : et

_ . laamo

.:The Clty Council approved R-3 (Limited Muluple Resldenm) dlsmd. R- PD‘r‘ {Resldenhal

Planned Devdopment) and C-1 {Limited Gommeraa]} zomng for a porhon of this site (Z-
17- 90}

" aitees |

1218094

DETAIL

GENERAL P

L
\‘(

The Cn-,r Counclt approved R PD9 (Resndenﬁal P!amed Develupmenl) zoning for a porion

of mls site (Z 60-93} This appﬁwﬁcm was explred % B s

s r-.-f~H R LERCI

The Planmng Commission recommended approual of a request for rezoning to R-3
(Limited Multiple Residence), R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development) and C-1 {Limited
Commercial) zoning (Z-146-94). This s the next item on your agenda.

F APPLICATION RE T:

Site Area 871 Acres
DESIGNATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT OF ADJACENT PROPERT]

_ZONING .. .__.ﬁ. LAND USE

ROR023043
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a5 Planting Commussion

B-7 Z-146-94{1) and Z7-49-95(1) - Peccole 1982 Trust - Request for a Plot Plan
Review for 283 single family homes on property located on the northeast
comer of Charleston Boulevard and Hualapai Way, N-U Zone (under Resolution
of Intent to R-PD7), Ward No 2, Parcel Nos  13831-201-001 and 002

NOT A PUBLIC HEARING PC FINAL ACTION

AP N UE

This request 18 for Plot Plan and Building Elevation Review for 283 single family dwellings on &
78 5 acre parcel The praject density 18 3 35 units per acre

BACKGROUND DATA
1/04/85 The City Council approved a reclassification from N-U (Non-Urban) to

R-PDY (Residental Planned Development) for the sasterly porton of the
site as part of a larger request (2-148-04)

B/O2/08 The Oty Council approved a Reclassification from N-U (Non Urban) to
R-PD7 (Residential Flanned Davelopmant) for the westerty 19 acres of the
site (Z-48-95)
DETAILS OF CA
Site Area 785 Acres
Number of Units 263  Single Family Dwellings
Density 3 35 Units Per Acre

Access to the site is via one street connection along Apple Dnve and one along Hualapai Way
Each lot has access to a 40 foot wide pnvate street that loops or ends in a cul-de-sac The
plot plan wndicates that these are custom home lots therefore no building elevations are
avalable at this tme  The setbacks for the development are indicated as follows 20 feet for
the front yard, 15 feet for the rear yard, 5 feet for each side yard and 10 feet for comer side
yards

- Continued -

ROR023045
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Xty 0 ! Las WSM

. NDA DOCUMENTATION

..CIT_Y.___(IJ_OUNCI_L MINUTES. s

'MEETING OF

JANUARY 4, 1995 Date: _

0

‘The City Councll

FROM: JOHN L. SCHLEGEL, ACTING DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT GF COMMUNITY
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

UBJECT:

ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94 - PUBLIC HEARING - Z-146-94 - Peccole Ranch Trust

WRPQSE/BACKGROUND

APPLICATION REQUEST:

This request is to adjust the boundaries of propesed commarcial, single family and multi-family sites within

the Peccote Ranch Development

BACKGROUND DATA:

4/04/90

The City Councl approved R-3 {Limited Multiple Residencej, R-PD7 {Residential Planned
Development) and C-1 {Limited Commercial) zoning for a portion of this site {Z-17-90).

D055

818193

12/08/94

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST:

No plot plans or building elevations were submitted with the appiication.

ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES:

South

- West

Tre City Council approved R-FDS (Residential Flanned Development) zoning for a porfion
of this site (Z-60-93}. This appiication has expired.

The Planning Commission recommended approval of a request to amend the General
Plan for this site (GPA-54-94). This is the previeus item on your agenda.

Site Area g2 Acres

ZONING

cV
CAR-3RPD7
C1

P-C

LAND USE

Vacant
Single Family
Vacant
Summerin

Agenda lterr
5

ROR023047
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JAN LAVERTY JOMNES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANK HAWKINS 1R

CITY VANAGER
LARRY K BARTON

} 4

b w

q
4YOR

COUMNCELMIEN

KEN BRAMS

January 13, 1995

-

Hr Larry Milier, Trustae
Peccole Ranch rust

2760 Tioga Pines Circle
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE

I-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Oear Mr Miller

The City Counctl at a regular meeting held January 4, 1995 APPROVED the request
for reclassification of property Tocated on the north side of Charleston
Boulevard, between Rampart Boulevard and Huaiapar Way, fram  N-U (Non-Urban)
(under Resoclution of Intent to C-1), R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) and R-PD?
{Resrdential Planned Development) R-PD9 (Residential Planned Development), to
R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development), R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) and C-1
{Lrmted Commercial), proposed use  Single Family Dwellings, Apartments and

Commerctal, subject to

1

Approval of a Geperal Plan Amendment to make the proposed zening
consistent with the Plan

110 M8 1beY

The zone change will lapse 1f the Traffic Study 1s not submitted to the
Traffic Division waithin two weeks

Approval of a plet plan and buildirg elevations for each parcel by the
Pianning Commission prior to development

Dedicate 30 feet of right-of-way through this site for A1ta Drive along
with 54 foot corner radi1 at 1is ntersection with Hualapa1 Way and
Rampart Boulevard as required by the Department of Public Works  All
required Alta Drive right-of-way shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent
with the recordation of the first map dividing this rezoning site

Construct half-street 1mprovements on Hualapa Way adjacent to this site,
Full-width improvements on Alta Drive internal to this si1te and construct
all ncomplete (1f any) half-street or full-width 1mprovements, as
appropriate, on Charleston Boulevard and Rampart Boulevard adjacent to or
tntarpal to this s1te as requived by the Departmant of Public Works

J00E STEWART AVENUE  LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89101 2986
(102) 229 6011 (VOICE) » (702) 386 9108 (TDD}

CITY of LAS VEGAS

ROR023049
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Hr  Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust
January 13, 199%

RE

Z-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-52-94

Page 2

10

11

12
13

Submit a Master Plan amendment to establish the Alta Drive alignment
through this site prior to or concurrent with tha submittal of any map
further dividing this site as required by the Department of Public Works

The location of the Alta Drive/Hualapai1 Way intersection shall comply with
the conditions of approval for MSH-6-24 as required by the Cepartment of
Public Works

An updated Master Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by the
Department of Public Works prior to any additional development review
actions or the 1ssuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the
recordation of any map further divading this property, whichever may occur
first  Comply with the recommendations of the approved Master Traffic
Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site Phased compliance w111 be
allowed 1f recommended by the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis No
recommendation of the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance therewith, shail be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition
of approval wmposed by the Planaing Commission or the City Counc1l on the
development of th1s site

A Master Drarnage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to
and_approved by the Department of Public Werks prior to 1ssuance of a
buriding or grading permit or the recordation of any map further dividing
this properiy, whichever may aceur frrst

The Lty reserves the right to 1mpose additional conditions of appraval on
each 1ndividual development site as proposals are submitted to the City
for review, future conditions may relate to appropriate right-of-way
dedications, street mprovements, drainage plan/study submittals,
drainageway 1mprovements, sanitary sewer improvements and traffic
mitigation mpacts/improvements as required by the Department of Public

Works

The underlymng Resalution of Intent for these parcels 1s expunged upon
approval of thrs application

Conformance to all applicable Conditions of Approval for Zoning
Application Z-17-30

Resolutian of Intent with a twelve month time 11mit

Satisfaction of City Code requirements and design standards of all City
departments

ROR023050

24482

24459
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Mr Larry Mi1Ter, Trustee
Paccole Ranch rust

January 13, 1995

RE  I-146-84 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Page 3

A Rezaning under a Resolution of Intent expires 1f 1t 1s not exercised prior to
the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extemsion of
Time 15 duly filed with the Department of Community Planning and Development for
constderatton and approval by the City Counci}

Sincerely,

e 7

KATHLEEN M TIGHE
City Clerk 2¥

femp

ot Dept of Communtty Planning & Development
Dept of Public Works
Dept of Frre Services
Dapt of Building & Safety
Land Development Services

Ms Ellen Mercral

Pentacore

6763 W Charleston BouTevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023051
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1OM —JOHN L* SCHLEGEL“ACT NG DIRECTOR
DEPAHTMENT OF COMMUNITY -
w PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Ly mrwen e mmmn b rgn e 2 g

1‘jﬁﬁggemg|sﬁﬁ‘guuu R
o APPLICATION REQUEST: . ... .., it __ i
This request is for six parcels within the Peccole Ranch Planned Residenﬁa development The letter of

1ustﬁcahon submitted wrm the applicauon stated that tna ;ham;e in alignment of the golf course was one
reason for the request . 3 .

.
3

BACKGROUND DATA: -

_ . [amm0 T The cm Cound approved R-3 (Limited Mumple Resudeme) dlsinct. RPD7 {Residenﬁal
. Ptanned De\relopment) and C-1 {Limited Conmerual) zonmg for a pomon of this site (Z-
g , _ : ,
" anas " The Crty cOuncﬂ appEuved R-PDY {Ras;denual Planned Development) zonmg for a partion .
;'_ ofthts site (2-60-93) This applicaﬁonwas expired . B S

<»-\\. -—nﬂ B

12.'8}94 The P1anmng Commission recommended approval of a request for rezoning io R-3
(Limited Multiple Residence), R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development) and C- 1 {Limited
Commercial) zoning (Z-146-94). This is the nextitem on your agenda.

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST:

Site Area 87.1 Acres

G E_R,ﬁL PLAN nesmu,gnous AND DEVEL OPVENT OF ADJACENT NT PROPERTIES:

P il ZON!NG _ LADUSE

ROR023053
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B &

PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT
August 18, 1997
Development Mr. Bruce Bayne
William and Wanda Peccole 1981 Trust

oo o | S5 Y Chonn G
3 U
Cas Vegas, NV 89001 Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE: 2-17-30(20) - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW
w 702-306-100

Vit s

Adminteraion  219-4353 Dear Mr. Bayne;
Comp Manming 22960232
Curvent Planaing 239-630|

Permind  22RA2E Your request for a Site Development Plan Review on property located south of Alta Drive and
_mpecdom | gact of Huslapai Way for 2 PROPOSED 76 LOT SINGLE FAMILY SUBDIVISION, U

{Undeveloped) Zone, ML {Medium-Low Densily Residenfial) General Flan Designation],
undar Resolution of Intent to R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development - 7 Units Per Acte),
Size: 36.30 Acres, Ward 2 {Adamsen), APN: 138-31-210-001 and 002, was considered by the
Planning Cammigsion on August 14, 1997.

The Planning Commission unanimously voted to APPROVE your request, subject o the
following:

1. The amhitectural pians for each lot shall be reviewed by the Peccole West
Architectural Review Commities to ensure that the buiidings mest the established
development standards st forth for the Peccole West Community, A copy of the
approval letter fom the comnities shell be submitted to the Planning and
Development with aach building permit application.

2 Setbacks for this subdivision shall be 20 feet for the front yard, 15 feet for the rear
yard, five fesl for each side yard and 10 feet for comer side yards.

3 Site development fo comply with all applicatile conditions of approval of Z-17-80 and
of all subsequent site related actions as required by the Planning and Develepment
Department and the Department of Pubiic Works,

Mayar
Jn Caverty fovs . .

4. Provide two lanes of paved, 18gal acoess o this site along a logical route prior to
AmieAdamun occupancy of any units within this developmant as required by the Department of
L., Dol Public Works. Additional access routes may be required to service this development
Larry Broem if neighborhood traffic circufation pattems warrant such as defermined by the Traffic
City Manager E"gm‘

RORO023055
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Mr. Bruce Bayne
August 18, 1597
Z-17-50{20) - Page Two

5,

10.
11,

12
13.

14

15.

16.

Contribute $63,065.21 per the approved Peccole Ranch Signal Participatien Proposal prior 1o the
issuance of bullding or off-site permits or the recordation of a Final Map, whichever may ocour first
as required by the Department of Public Works.

A Homecwner's Association shall be established to maintaln all perimater walls, landscaping arid
common areas created with this development. All landscaping shall b situated and maintained so
as to not create sight visibilty obstructions for vehicular fraffic at all development access drives and
abutting street intersecbons.

Gated access drives, if proposed, shall be designed, located and constructed in accordance with
Standard Drawing #222a 2s required by the Department of Public Works. -

An addendum to the previously approved Drainage Pian and Technical Drainage Siudy must be
submitted to ang approved by the Depariment of Public Works priar to the issuance of any building
o grading permits, of the recordation of a Final Map on this subdivision sfte, whichever may occur
first, as required by the Department of Public Works.

Site development to comply with 2l applicable condiions of approval for Z-17-80 and all other site-
related actions as required by the Department of Pubkic Works.

The final layout of the subdivision shell be determined at the time of approval of the Tentative Map.
All development shall be in conformance with the plot pian and building elevatons.

All City Code fequirements and design standards of all City departments must be satisfiec.

Parking and driveway plans must be approved by the Traffic Engineer prior 1o the issuance of any
pemits.

All damage to the existing street improvements resulting from this development must be repaired as
required by the Depariment of Public Works.

Remove &l substandard public: street improvements and all unused driveway cuts adjacent to this
site, if any, and replace with new improvements meefing current City standards prior to accupancy
of this site as required by the Department of Public Works.

A tully operational fire protection system, inchuding fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants and water

supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning prior to construcion of any combustible
stucties.

ROR023056
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Mr. Bnice Bayne
August 18, 1997
Z-17-90(20) - Page.Twor— Th—ee”

17. Where new water mains are exiended along streets and fire hydrants are not needed for protection
of structures, hydrants shall be spaced at a maximum distance of 1,000 feet to provide for
transporiation hazass.

This action by the Planning Comenission is final.
Very truly yours,

Rod Allison, Sanior Planner

Curmrent Planning Dvision

RAxr
¢ Ms. Liz Amsworth
Pentacore Engineering

6763 Wes! Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023057
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8/14/97 PLANNING COMMISSION

B2, 2-17-90(20) - WILLIAM PECCOLE AND WANDA PECCOLE 1991 TRUST - Request for a
Site Development Plan Review on property located south of Alta Drive and east of Hualapai
Way for a PROPOSED 76 LOT SINGLE FAMILY SUBDIVISION, U {(Undeveloped) Zone, [ML
(Medium-Low Density Residential) Genaral Plan Dasignation], under Resclution of intent to
R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development - 7 Units Par Acre), Size: 36.3¢ Acres, Ward 2
{Adamaen), APN: 138-31-210-001 and 002.

NOT A PUBLIC HEARING P.C.: FINAL ACTION

APPLICATION REQUEST:

This request is for a Site Development Plan Review of a proposed 76 lot single family subdivision within the
Pececle West Community an a 36.30 acre parcel located south of Alta Drive and east of Hualapai Way.

BACKGROUND DATA:

404180 The City Council approved R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development, seven units per acre)
zoning for this site as part of a langer request (£-17-90).

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST:

Site Area 38.30 Acres

Nurnber of Lots 76

Density 2.09 Dwelling Units per Acre
Sethacks:

Front Yard 20 Foet

Rear Yard 18 Feset

Side Yard 5 Feat

Comer Side Yars 10  Feet

Acoess fo the subdivision is provided by stree! connections to Hualapai Way and Afta Drive. The
development will be adjacent to the existing Badtands Golf Course and a proposed nine hole course. The site
plan indécates the lots range in size from 9,000 to 33,000 square feat and wil be developed as custom home
sites to the individual buyers specifications. The proposed setbacks are 20 feet in the front yard, 15 feet in
the rear, 5 feet on each side and 10 feet on all comer side yards.

ROR023059
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LARRY K, BARTON

JANLAYERTY JONES

1 ARNIE ADAMSEN
T OANCHAEL ). MCDONALD

oo il Bl CITY of LAS VEGAS

AAY O

GARY REESE
TLARRY BROWN

CTOY MANALFR

March 10, 1998

Mr. Ward Ritter
8120 West Tropicana Avenue, Suite A-15/229
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103

RE: Z-134-7 - REZONING

Dear Mr. Ritter:

The City Council at a regular meeting held February 8, 1998 APPROVED the request for a
Rezoning on property located on the north side of Charleston Boutevard, between Rampart
Boulevard and Hualapal Way, From: U (Undeveloped) Zone, [M (Medium Density Residential)
General Flan Designation], under Resolution of Intent ta R-3 {Medium Density Residentialy To:
R-PD10 {Residential Ptanned Development - 10 Units Per Acre), PROPOSED USE: 205 LOT
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, Size: 20.84 Acres, subject to:

i

CLY 7009
INDESET

Appraval of a revised site development plan by the Planning and Development
Department showing a minimum of 11 percent of the gross land area be designed as
usable cpen space as required by the Zoning Cade.

The building elevations for the recreation building shall be approved by the Planning and
Development Department.

The minimum setbacks shall be: Front - 5 feet or less or 18 feet or greater; Side - Zero
and 5 feet with a rinimum 10 foot separation between buildings; Rear - 10 feat.

A Homeowners Association shall be estatlished to maintain the private streets,
perimeter walls, landscaping, and common areas. All landscaping shall be situated and
maintained so as not to create sight visibility obstructions far vehicular traffic at all
development access drives and abutting street intersections.

PRI-41-97 must record prior to the racordation of a Final Map for this site.

400 E. STEWART AVENUE = LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89(01-2986
{702) 229-6011 {VOICE} » (702) 386-9108 (TDDj)

ROR023061
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Mr. Ward Ritter
Z-134-§7 — Page Two
HMarch 10, 1998

10.

13.

14,

15.

16.

A site-specific update to the previously approved Master Drainage Plan and Technical
Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the Department of Public Works
prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a Final Map,
whichever may occur first, as required by the Deapartment of Public Works. Pravide and
improve all drainageways as recommended in the appreved drainags plan/study.

Contribute $20,250.00 per the Peccole Ranch Signal Parlicipation Proposal prior to the
issuance of building or off-site permits as required by the Department of Public Works.
Install all appurtenant underground facilities, if any, adjacent to this site needed for the
future traffic signal system concurrent with development of this site.

An Access Analysis Letter must be submitted to and approved by the Depariment of
Public Works prior to the issuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the approval
of a Final Map, whichever may occur first, to determine the adeguacy of the single active
access drive proposed. Comply with the recommendations of the approved Access
Analysis Letter prior to occupancy of this site, No recommendaticn of the approved
Access Analysis Letter, nor compliance therewith, shall be deemed fo modify or
eliminate any condition of approvat impased by the Flanning Commission or the City
Council on the development of this site.

Gated entry drives shail be designed, located and consiructed in accordance with
Standard Drawing #222a as required by the Department of Public Works.

A revised site plan reflecting the above conditions must be submitted te the Planning and
Developrment Department for approval prior to submittal of a Tentative Map.

Resolution of Intent.

Landscaping and a permanent underground sprinkier system shail be provided as
required by the Planning Commission and shall be permanently maintained in a
satisfactory manner, Fallure to properly mairtain required landscaping and underground
sprinkler systems shall be cause for revocation of a business license,

A landscaping plan must be submitted prior o or at the same time application is made for
a building permit or license, or prior to occupancy, whichever occurs first.

All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be screensd from view
from the abutting streets (excluding single family development).

All City Code requirements and design standards of all City depariments must be
satisfied.

All damage to the existing sireet Improvermnents resulting from this developmant must be
repaired as required by the Department of Public Works.

ROR023062
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Mr. Ward Ritter
2-134-97 — Page Three
HMarch 10, 1593

17. Remove all substandard public street improvements and all unused driveway cuts
adjacent to this site, if any, and repilace with new improvements meeting current City
standzrds prior to occupancy of this site as required by the Department of Public Works,

18. A fully operational fire protcotion system, including fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants
and water supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning prior to construction of any
combustible structures.

19, Where new water mains are extended along streets and fire hydrants are not needed for
protection of structures, hydrants shall be spaced at a maximurmn distance of 1,000 feet to
provide for transportation hazards.

20. Fence heights shall be measured from the side of the fence with the least vertical
exposura above the finished grade, unless otherwise stipulated.

21. The final layout of the subdivision shall be determined at the time of approval of the
Tentative Map.

22.  Conformance to the approved building elevations.

Sincerely,

BEVERLY K. BRIDGES
Chief Deputy City Clerk

fac

ccl

Planning and Developrment Crept. Mr. Russ Sillitoe

Development Coordination-OPW Chvilter, Inc.

Dept. Of Fire Services 4795 South Sandhill Road, Suite 14
Land Deveiopment Services Las Vegas, Nevada B8121

ROR023063
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JAN LAVERTY JOMES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANE BAWKINS IR

CITY MANAGER
LARRY K BARTON

by 2

fJ.

' 4
Ma%OR

COUMCILAVIEN

KEN BRSNS

January 13, 1995

-

Mr  Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

2760 Troga Pines Carcle
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE

7-146-94 - 7ZOME CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Dear Mr Miller

The City Counci] at a reguiar meeting heid January 4, 1995 APPROVED the request
for reclassification of property located on the north side of Charleston
Bouylevard, between Rampart Boulevard and Hualapar Way, fram  N-U {Non-Urban}
(under Resolution of Intent to C-1), R-3 {Limited Multiple Residence) and R-PD7
{Restdential Planned Development) R-PD9 (Residential Planned Development), to
R-PD7 {Residential PTanned Development), R-3 {Limited Mult1pie Residence) and C-1
{Lymited Commerc¢ial), proposed use Single Famvly Dwellings, Apartments and

Commerctal, subject to

1

Approval of a General Plan Amendment to make the proposed zoning
consistent wath the Plan

3810 015 10/93

The zone change w111 lapse 1f the Traffic Study 1s not submitted to the
Traffic Division within two weeks

Approval of a piot plan and building elavations for each parcel by the
Planning Commission prior to development

Dedicate 80 feet of right-of-way through this site for Alta Drive alang
with 54 foot corner radi1 at ts intersection with Hualapar Way and
Rampart Boulevard as required by the Department of Public Works Al
required Alta Drive right-of-way shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent
with the recordation ef the first map dividing this rezoning siie

Construct half-street improvements on HuaTapair Way adjacent to this site,
full-width improvements on Alta Drive internal to th1s si1te and construct
all ncompiete (1f any) half-street or full-width improvements, as
appropriate, on Charieston Boulevard and Rampart Boulevard adjacent to or
internal to this stte as required by the Department of Public Works

HOE STEWART AVENUE LAS VEGAS NEVADA B9101 2986
(702) 229 6011 (¥OICE} = (702) 386 9108 (TDD)

CITY of LAS VEGAS

ROR023065
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Mr La
Pececol

rry Miller, Trustee
& Ranch rust

January 13, 1995
RE Z-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO &PA-54-94

Page 2

10

11

12
13

Submtt a Master Plan amendment to establish the Alta Drive alignment
through this site prior to or concurrent with the submittal of any map
Further dividing this site as required by the Department of Public Works

The Tocation of the Alta Drive/Hualapai Way intersection shall comply with
the conditions of approval for MSH-6-94 as required by the Department of

Public Works

An updated Master Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by tha
Department of Public Works prior to any additional development review
actions or the 1ssuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the
recordation of any map further dividing this property, whichever may occur
first  Comply with the recommendations of the approved Master Traffic
Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site Phased compliance w11l be
allowed if recommended by the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis No
recommendation of the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance therewith, shall be deemed to mod1fy or eliminate any condition
of approval imposad by the Planning Commission or the City Counc1l on the
davelopment of this site

A Master Drainage Plan and Tachnical Drainage Study must be submitted to
and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of a
burlding or grading permit or the recordation of any map Further dividing
this property, whichever may occur first

The C1ty reserves the right to impose additional conditions of approval en
each individual development site as proposals are submitted to the City
for review, future conditions may relate to appropriate right-of-way
dedications, street mprovements, drainage plan/study submittals,
drainageway 1mprovements, sanitary sewer improvements and traffic
mitigation mpacts/improvements as required by the Department of Public

Works

The underlying Reseiution of Intent for these parcels 1s expunged upon
approval of thrs application

Conformance to  al1 applicable Conditions of Approval for Zonming
Application Z-17-90

Resalution of Intent with a twelve month time 11mit

Satisfaction of City Code requirements and design standards of all City
departments

ROR023066
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Mr Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

Japuary 13, 1995

RE  Z-146-84 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Page 3

A Rezoning under a Resolution of Intent expires 1f 1t 15 not exercised prior to
the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a reguest far an Extension of
Twme 1s duly filed with the Department of Commun1ty Planning and Development for
consideration and approval by the Ci1ty Counci]

Sincerely,

p Ay P

KATHLEEN M TIGHE
City Clerk

fomp

cc Cept of Communtty Planning & Develeopment
Dept of Public Warks
Dept of Fire Services
Dept of Burlding & Safety
Land Development Services

Ms Ellen Mercrel
Pentacore

6763 W Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023067
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= FFIOM JOHN L* SCHLEGEL“AGT'ING |G DIRECTOR ™
DEPAH'TMENT OF COMMUNITY -

: 5 " PLANN!NG 'AND DE\"ELOPMENT
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T apRLIC ATIO \REQUEST: h;._:_.._h.";v_,.,_ﬁ.,_,._' it i

This request is for six parcels within the Peccole Ranch Planned Resndenhal development. The letter of
;usﬁﬁcaton subrmted with lhe apphcahun s!ated mal the r;hange in allgnment of the golf murse was one

g&g QBQUND DgTA L
P ._ 4!4490 . ...: The City Council approued R-3 (Limited Mulhp1e Resldenoe} dlstnct istrict, R-PD7 (Res;tlenhd
f _ Planned Development} and C-1 {Limited Cmnmeraal) mnmg for a porhon of this site (Z-
RO RS - .

“giees | The ity Gouncl pproved R P09 (Residenti Planned Development] zoing o 4 portion |
2 e oflhls site (Z 60-93} This appﬂmﬂon was expired. .

- -

= 3 e . PP, U T ‘-r..r e S i

12/8/94 The P1anmng Commission recommended approval of a request ior rezoning to R-3
(Limited Multiple Residence), R-PD7 (Residental Planned Development) and C-1 (Limited
Commercial) zoning (2-146-94). This is the next fem on your agenda.

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST:
Site Area 871 Acres

GEN P DESIGNATIONSAND DEVELOPUENT OF PROPERTIES:

W Cegt Sl Z0MNG LANDUSE .

ROR023069
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JAN LAVERTY JONES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANK HAWKINS R

CIIY WANAGER
LARRY K BARTON

by »

f -

! .

MAYOR

COQUNCILMEN

KEN BRAMS

January 13, 1995

Mr Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

2760 Tioga Pines Circle
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE

Z-146-94 - JONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

flear Mr Miller

The Ci1ty Council at a regular meeting held January 4, 1995 APPROVED the request
for recltassification of property located on the north side of Charleston
Bouievard, between Rampart Boulevard and Hualapa: Way, from  N-U (Mon-Urban)
{under Resolution of Intent to C-1), R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) and R-FD7
{Restdential Planned Development)} R-PD9 {Residential Planned Deveiopment), to
R-PD7 (Residential Planned Davelopment), R-3 {Limited Multiple Residence) and C-1
{Ltmited Commercial), proposed use  3ingle Family Dwellings, Apartments and
Commarcial, subject to

1

Approval of a General Plan Amendment to make the proposed zoming
conststent with the Plan

ZE10 015 10/93

The zone change w11l lapse 1f the Traffic Study 15 not submrtted to the
Traffi¢ Division within two weeks

Approval of a plot plan and burlding elevations for each parcel by the
Planning Commissicn prior to development

Dedicate 30 feet of right-of-way through this si1te Tor Alta Drive along
with 54 foot cornmer radi1 at 1ts ntersection with Hualapa: Way and
Rampart Boulevard as required by the Department of Public Works  All
required Alta Drive right-of-way shall be ded1cated prior to or concurrent
with the recordatien of the first wap dividing this rezoning site

Construct half-strest improvements on Huatapa: Way adjacent to this site,
full-width improvements on Alta Drive internal to th1s stte and construct
all ncomplete (1f any) half-street or full-width 1mprovements, as
appropriate, on Charleston Boulevard and Rampart Boulevard adjacent to or
tnternal to this site as required by the Department of Public Works

40 E STEWART AVENUE LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89107 2986
(702) 229 6011 (VOICE} » {702) 386 9108 (TDD}

CITY of LAS VEGAS
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Mr Llarry Milley, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust
January 13, 1895

AE

Z-146-94 - 7ONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Page 2

10

11

12
13

Submt a Master Plan smendment to establish the ATta Drive alignment
through th1s site prior to or concurrant with the submttal of any map
further dividing this site as required by the Department of Public Works
The Tocation of the Alta Drive/Hualapa: Way intersecticn shall comply with
the conditions of approval for MSH-6-94 as required by the Department of

Public Works

An updated Master Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by the
Department of Public Works prior to any additional development review
actions or the 1ssuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the
recordation of any map further dividing this property, whichever may occur
first Comply with the recommendations of the approved Master Traffic
Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site Phased compliance will be
allowed 1f recommended by the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis No
recommendation of the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance therewith, shall be deemed to mod1fy or eliminate any condition
of approval mposed by the Planning Commission or the €1ty Council on the
development of this site

A Master Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to
and approved by ihe Department of Public Works prior to issuance of a
burlding or grading permit or the recordation of any map further dividing
th1s property, whichever may occur first

The C1ty reserves the right to mpose addi1tiomal cenditions of approval on
each 1ndividual development site as proposals are submitted to the City
for review, future conditions may relate to appropriate right-of-way
dedications, street mprovements, drainage plan/study submittals,
drainageway 1mprovements, sanitary sewer 1mprovements and traffic
I'r:‘rlt:cgatu:u'l mpacts/improvements as required by the Department of Pubiic
orks

The underlying Resalution of Intent for these parceis 1S expunged upon
approval of thts application

Conformance te al1 appficable Conditions of Approval for Zonming
Application Z-17-90

Resolution of Intent with a twelve month time 11mt

Satisfaction of City Code requirements and design standards of ail City
departments

ROR023072
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Mr  Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

January I3,

RE  Z-146-

Page 3

A Rezoning

1995
84 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

under a Resolution of Intent expires 1f 1t 15 not exercised prior to

the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extension of
Time 1s duly filed with the Department of Community Planning and Development far
consideration and approval by the City Council

Sincerely,

s 7,

KATHLEEN M
Crty Clerk

Jomp

cc Dept
Dept
Dept
Dept
Land

TIGHE
2¥

of Community Planning & Development
of Public Warks

of Fire Services

of Burlding & Safety
Development Services

Ms Ellen Merctel
Pentacore

6763

W Charleston Boulevard

Las Vegas, Nevada 59102

ROR023073
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’-PUBLIC HEAR[NG GPA'54-94 _ ﬂg mTrus
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;\PELICATION REQUEST. . . o - B v e e <one i nal

This request is for six parcels within the Peccole Ranch Planned Residential development The letter of
I jushﬁcahon submitted with me appllcahen stated that the change in alignment ol the gotf eourse was ons
' reason for the requ%t ; i

CE L

ggggggouunn,gn gy S _.-'

& . % i
L 414190 . ...:The City Council approved R-3 {Limited Mulhple Resldence} dtstnct. R-PO7 (Residentlal
{ _ Planned Development} and C-1 (Limited Comrllerdal) zonlng for k] porhon of this site (Z-
z © -t 17-90). =
gt The Gty Councl 2pproved RPD9 {Residenﬁal Planned Development) zoning for a porion

,'ofmlsszle(Z-GB-%) Thns q;pl[c.aﬂon was exp . E R

12/8/94 The Planrung Cornrmssnon reconmended approval of a request for rezoning 1o R-3
(Liméted Multiple Residence), R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development) and C-1 {Limited
Commercial) zoning (2-146-84). This is the next itern on your agenda.

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST:
SteArea 871 Acres

GENERAL PLAN nr:sucmmus AND DEVELOPMENT OF ADIACENT P 0P

. zomme . LANDUSE h

Vacant i
Single Famn[y, Vacanl :
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JANLAVERTY JOMNES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANK HAWKINS IR

CITY ANAGER
LARRY K BARTON
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WAAOR

COUMCILMEN

KEN BR1xS

January 13, 199§

-

Mr Larry M1ller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

2760 Tioga Pines Circle
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE

I-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TQ GPA-54-94

Dear Mr HMiller

The City Counch] at a regular meeting held January 4, 1995 APPROVED the request
for reclassification of property located on the nrorth side of Charlestoen
Boulevard, between Rampart Boulevard and Hualapal Way, from N-U {Non-Urban)
{under Reselution of Intent to C-1), R-3 (Limited Mult1ple Residence) and R-PD?
{Res1dent1al Planned Development) R-PD9 (Residential Planned Development), to
R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development), R-3 (Limited Mult1ple Residence) and C-1
(Ltmited Commercial}, proposed use Single Family Dwellings, Apartments and
Commercial, subject to

i

Approval of a General Plan Amendment to make the proposed zoning
consistent with the Plan

3810 D15 10493

The zone change w111 lapse 1f the Traffic Study 1s not submitted to the
Traff1c Division within two weeks

Approval of a plot plan and building elevations for each parcel by the
Planning Commission prior to development

Dedvcate 80 feet of right-of-way through this site for Alta Drive alang
with 54 foot corner radi1 at 1ts 1ntersection with Hualapa: Way and
Rampart Boulevard as required by the Department of PubYic Works  All
required Alta Drive right-of-way shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent
with the recordation of the first map dividing this rezoning site

Construct half-streat tmprovements on Hualapa) Way adjacent to this site,
full-width 1mprovements on Alta Drive 1nternal to this site and construct
all ncomplete {1f any) half-street or full-width 1mpraovements, as
appropriate, en Charleston Boulevard and Rampart Boulevard adjacent to or
tnternal to this si1te as required by the Department of Public Works

H00E STEWARTAVENUE LAS VEGAS NEVADA 89101 2986
(702)229 6011 (VOICE) - (702) 386 9108 (TDD)

CITY of LAS VEGAS
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Mr La
Peccol

rry Miller, Trustes
e Ranch rust

January 13, 1985
RE  7-146-94 - 7Z0NE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Page 2

10

11

i2
13

Submit a Master Plan amendment to establish the ATta Drive alignment
through this site prior to or concurrent with the submittal of any map
further dividing this site as required by the Department of Public Works

The location of the Alta Drive/Hualapai Way intersection shall comply with
the conditions of appraval for MSH-6-94 as required by the Department of

Pubtrc Works

An updated Master Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by the
Department of Public Works prior to amy additional development review
actions or the 1ssuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the
recordation of any map further dividing this property, whichever may occur
first  Comply with the recommendations of the approved Master Traffic
Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site Phased compliance w11} be
allowed 1f recommended by the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis No
recommendation of the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance therewith, shall be deemed to mod1fy or eliminate any condrtion
of approval imposed by the Planning Commission or the C1ty Council on the
development of this site

A Master Dratnage Plam and Techmical Drainage Study must be submitted to
and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to 1ssuance of a
burlding or grading permit or the recordation of any map further dividing
this property, whichever may occur first

The City reserves the right to 1mpose additional conditions of approval on
each 1ndividual development site as proposals are submitted to the City
for review, future conditions may relate to appropriate right-of-way
dedications, street improvements, drainage plan/study submittals,
drainageway mprovements, sanitary sewer improvements and traffic
mitigation mpacts/improvements as required by the Department of Public

Works

The underlying Resolution of Intent for these parcels 1s expunged upon
approval of this applicatton

Conformance to all applicable Conditions of Approval for Zoning
Application Z-17-90

Resolution of Intent with a twelve manth time 1imit

Satisfaction of City Code requirements and design standards of all City
departments

ROR023078
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Mr tarry M1ller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

January 13, 1995

RE  Z-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-34

Page 3

A Rezaning under a Resolution of Intent expires 1f 1t 15 not exercised prior to
the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extensian of
Time 15 duly filed with the Department of Community Planning and Devalopment for
constderation and approval by the City Councii

Sincerely,

o 2~

KATHLEEN M TIGHE
City Clerk

/cmp

ct Dept of Community Planning & Development
Dept of Public MWorks
Dept of Fire Services
Dapt of Burlding & Safety
Land Development Services

Ms Ellen Merciel?
Pentacore

6763 W Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023079
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O ¢ITY COUNCIL MINUTLD)

Yy of Las Vegar SEPTEMBER 14, 1998

GENDA DOCUMENTATION

Q

: FROM THERESA O'DOMNELL, DIREGTOR
THE CITY COUNCIL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

UBJECT REZONING R D P4-24-08 - PUBLIC HEARING - 7-43-88 - NEVADA LEGACY 14, LIMITED

LIABILITY COMPANY AND PECCOLE NEVADA CORPORATION

URPOSE/BACKGROUND

APPLICATION REQUEST

This request 1s for Rezoming from U (Undeveloped) [ML (Medum-Low Densty Residentia) General Plan
Desighaton] urder Resolugion of letent to B-3 {Limited Muttiple Residence) to PO {Planned Development) for the
purpase of developing 2 140 unit imeshare condomiium project thal inciudes a tenms club with 15 tennis cours, a
heslth club and spa, and ancillary relall and serviee related uses The applcant gave no ustficeon far this request

BACKGROUND DATA

03/08/90 The City Counci approved a zone change from R-E (Resience Estates) to R-PD7 [Residenttal Plznned
Development - 7 Units Per Acre) 8 part of a larger request (2-17-90)

0495 The Qi Council approved & Rezonng from R-E (Residence Estates) under Resolution of Intent to R-
PD7 (Resdential Planned Development - 7 Units Per Acre) to R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) on the
subject propery (7-146-04)

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST

Sie Area 1687 Acres
Timeshare area 714 Acres
Number of Urils 140

Tenme Chulr Araa 861 Acres
Number of Indoorouldaar courts 15

Spa Area 085 Acres
Paking Requirements

Tennis Club Required 238 Spares
Tennis Chub Prowded 1 Spates

enda ltem

ROR023081
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7 ABPUICATIONREQUEST: . . o oot o

This request is for six parcels within the Peccole Ranch Planned Residential developrnent The letter of
;ushﬁcatnn submitted with the appllcahon stated that the qhange in alignment of the golf course was one
* resison for the mquest. iy 5

'BACKGROUNDDATA . &4 b i,
_ . | #4490 - . -The City Counci approved R-3 {Limited Mulﬂpie Raidence} dusm. R-PO7 (R (Resxdentai
f _ Planned Developrnent) and C-1 (Limitéd Commeraal) zomng for a pomon of this site (Z-
7 = AR 1790) “ 4

o Bf‘118193 i -The Cﬂy Councn approved R PD9 {Resadenuai F!anned Devehpment] mnmg fora portion
Z '.'oflns sate(Z 60—93} This appicaﬁonwas e:n.pired e g

% e ) i A i'fr».‘r Tl T = o bl BT

12/8/64 The Planmng Commnsslun recommended approval ol a request ior rezoning to R-3
(Limited Multiple Residence), R-PD7 {Residential Planned Development} and C-1 {Limited
Commercial) zoning (Z-146-94). This is the nextitern on your agenda.

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST:
Site Area 871 Acres

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATIONS AND DEVELOP AD PROPERTIES:
U ZONNG . ... LANDUSE :

* Gingle’ Famﬂ .Vacant

ROR023083
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€ITY of LAS VEGAS

MAYOR
JAN LAYERTY JONES

COUNCILMEN

ARNIE ADAMSEN
MICHAEL J. MCDUNALD
GARY REESE

LARRY BROWN

CITY MANAGLR
LARRY K. BARTON

Qctober 17, 1997

Mr Bruce Bayne

Peccole 1982 Trust

9088 West Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Mevada 89117

RE  Z-78-97 - REZONING
Dear Mr. Bayne:

The City Council at a regular meeting held Octaber 13, 1997 APPROVED the requestfor a
Rezoning on property located on the south side of Alta Drive approximately 450 (eet west of
Rampart Boulevard FOR A PROPOSED THREE, TWELVE-STORY 56 UNIT CONDOMINIUM
BUILDINGS WITH AMCILLARY OFFICE AND RETAIL USES FOR THE RESIDENTS from: U
{Undeveloped) Zone under Resclution of Intent to R-3 {(Medium Density Residential), [M
{Medium Density Residental) General Plan Designation], subject to:

1. Conformance with the approved master development plan. Any majer amendment to the
master development plan shall be advertisad and heard as a public hearing item before
the Planning Commission and City Counail.

2, A detalled [andscape plan conforming to the requirements of the Landscape, Wall and
Buffer Slandards must be submitted to the Planning and Development Depariment for
approval prior to issuance of building permits.

3 Construct half-street improvernents on Alta Drive adjacent to this site concurrent with
development of this site as required by the Department of Public Works. All existing
cverpaving damaged or removed by this development shall be restored at its original
location and o its onginal width concurrent with development of this site.

4. Gated access drives shall be designed, located and constructed in accordance with
Standard Drawing #2223 as required by the Department of Public Works.

400 E STEWART AVENUE » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 84101-2986
oLV To0n {1023 229-6011 (VOICE) « (702) 386-2108 (TCD)

3810-315-8/87

ROR023085
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Mr. Bruce Bayne
Z2-78-87 - Page Two
Qctober 17, 1897

10

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

Meet with the Traffic Engineering representative in Land Development for assistance in
the possible redesign of the proposed dnveway access, on-site circulation and parking
lot layoul prior to the submittal of any construction plans or the issuance of any permits,
whichever may occur first Coordinate the locaton of ithe access drves with the
proposed casino site to the narth of this parcel Driveways shall be designed, located
and constructed N accordance wath Standard Drawing #222a as required by the
Depaniment of Pubhic Works. ’

Contribute $15,120.00 per the Peccale Ranch Signal Participation Proposal prior 1o the
issuance of bulding or off-sile permits as required by the Department of Public Works
Ingtall ail appurtenant underground faclities, if any, adjacent to this site needed for the
future traffic signal system concurrent with development of this site

An addendum te the previcusly approved Drainage Plan and Technical Dramnage Study
must be submitted to and approved by the Depariment of Public Works prior to the
issuance of any bwlding or grading permuts, whichever may cccur first, as required by
the Depariment of Publc Works Provide and improve all drainageways as
recommended by the approved Drainage Plan/Study.

Site development to comply with all appiicable Conditions of Approvat for Z-17-80 ard all
cther site-related actions as required by the Department of Public Works.

Resolution of Intent.

All development shall be in conformance with the plot plan and bulding elevations.
Landseaping and a permanent underground spnnkler system shall be prowided as
requred by the Planming Commission and shal be permanently maintamed N a
satisfactory manner. Failure to properly maintain required landscaping and underground
sprinkler systems shall be cause for revocation of a business license

A landscaping plan must be subrmitted prior to or at the same time application is made for
a huilding pevmit or hicense, or prior to occupancy, whichever occurs first,

All mechanical eguipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be screened from view
from the abutting streets (excluding single family development).

Al City Code requirements and design standards of all City departments must be
satisfied.

Parking and driveway plans must be approved by the Traffic Engineer prior to the
issuance of any permits.

ROR023086
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Mr. Bruce Bayne
Z-78-97 - Page Three *
QOctober 17, 1997

16

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

All damage fo the existing street improvements resulting from this development must be
repaired as required by the Depariment of Public Works.

Rernpve all substandard public street wnprovements and all unused driveway cuts
adjacent to this site, if any, and raplace with new improvements meetng current City
standards prior to occupancy of this site as required by the Department of Public Works.

A fully operational fire protecton system, including fire apparatus roads, fire hydrants
and water supply, shall be installed and shall be functioning. prior to construction of any
combustible structures,

Where new water mains are extended along streets and fire hydrants are not needed for
protection of structures, hydrants shail be spaced at a maximum distance of 1,000 feet o
provide for transportahon hazards

Fence heighls shall be measured from the sde of the ferce with the l=sast vertical
exposuré above the finished grade, unless otherwise stpulated.

Provide plans showing accessible exterior routes from public transportation stops,
accessible parking, passenger loading zones and publc sidewalks to the accessible
building entrance(s) with submittal of plans for buiding permits as requred by the
Planning and Development Department. Accessible routes shall have running slopes
and ¢ross slopes In accordance with the applicable code.

%ZMMN

BARBARA JO RONEMUS

City Clerk

fac

ce: Planning and Developrnent Dept. Mr. Gilles Pageau
Developrnent Coordination-DPW Taurus Development
Dept. Of Fire Services 2620 Rigatta Drive, Suite #207-A
Land Development Services Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

Ms. LIz Ainsworth

Pentacore Engineering

6763 West Charleston Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023087
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JAN LAVERTY JOMNES

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANK HAWKINS TR

CITY VIAYAGER
LARRY K BAKTON

&'\ -4
P

I 4

SMAYOR

COUNCILMEN

KEN BRAM

January 13, 1995

Mr Larry M111er, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

2760 Troga Pines Circle
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE

Z-146-94 - ZOME CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-54

Jear Hr Miller

The City Council at a reguiar meeting held January 4, 1995 APPROVED the request
for reclassification of property located on the morth side of Charleston
Boulevard, between Rampart Boulevard and Hualapar Way, from N-U {Non-Urban)
(under Resolution of Intent to €-1), R-3 {Limited Multiple Residence} and R-PD7
{Resident1al Planned Development) R-PD2 {Residential Planned Development), to
R-PD7 (Resident1al Planned Develapment), R-3 (Limited Multiple Res1dence) and C-1
{Limited Commercial), proposed use Single Family Dwellings, Apartments and

Commercial, subject to

1

Approval of a General Plan Amendment to make the proposed zoning
constistent with the Plan

3810 0156 10/93

The zone change w111 tapse 1f the Traffic Study 15 not submitted to the
Traffic Division within two weeks

Approval of a plot plan and building elevattons for each parcel by the
Planning Commission prior to developmant

Dedicate 80 feet of right-of-way through this site for Alta Drive aiong
with 54 foot corner radiy at 1ts ntersection with Hualapal Way and
Rampart Boulevard as required by the Department of Publi¢c Works ATl
required Alta Orive right-of-way shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent
with the recordation of the first map dividing this rezoning site

Construct half-street wmprovements on Hualapay Way adjacent to this site,
full-width tmprovements on Alta Drive internal to this site and construct
ail ncomplete (vf any) half-street or full-width mprovements, as
appropriate, on Charleston Boulevard and Rampart Boulevard adracent to or
rnternal to this site as required by the Department of Public Works

400 E STEWART AVENUE  LAS VEGAS NEVADA §910] 2986
(702) 229 011 (VOICE) + {702} 386 9108 (TDD)

CITY of LAS VEGAS

ROR023089
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e Larry Mrlier, Trustee

Peccol

& Ranch rust

January 13, 1995
RE Z-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-54-94

Page 2

10

11

12
13

Submrt a Master Plan amendment to establish the Alta Drive alignment
through this site prior te or concurrent with the submittai of any map
further divading this s1te as required by the Department of Public Works

The location of the Alta Drive/Hualapa1 Way intersectvon shali comply with
;h§1conﬁ1t;ons of approval for MSH-6-94 as required by the Department of
ubl1c Works

An updated Master Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by the
Department of Public Works prior to any additional development review
actions or the 1ssuance of grading, building or off-site permits or the
recordation of any map further dividing this property, whichever may occur
first  Comply with the recommendations of the approved Master Traffic
Impact Analysis prior to occupancy of the site Phased compliance w11l be
allowed 1f recommended by the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis No
recommendation of the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance therewith, shall be deemed to mod1fy or el1minate any condrtion
of approval mposad by the Planning Commission or the Ctty Counc1] on the
davelopment of this site

A Master Dratmnage Plan and Technical Dravnage Study must be submitted to
and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to 1ssuance of a
burlding or grading permt or the recordation of any map further dividing
th1s property, whichever may occur first

The City reserves the right to impese additional conditions of approval en
each ndividual davelopment site as proposals are submitted to the City
for review, future conditions may relate to appropriate right-of-way
dedications, street mprovements, drainage plan/study submittals,
drainageway 1mprovements, sanitary sewer mprovements and traffic
mitigation mpacts/improvements as required by the Department of Public

Works

The underlying Resoiution of Intent for these parcels 15 expunged upon
approval of thrs application

Conformance te all applicable Conditions of Approval for Zoming
Application 7-17-90

Resolutien of Intent with a twelve month time 11mit

Satisfaction of {1ty Code requirements and design standards of all Caty
departments

ROR023090
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Mr Larry Miller, Trustee
Peccole Ranch rust

January 13, 1998

RE  Z-146-94 - ZONE CHANGE RELATED T0 GPA-54-94

Page 1

A Rezoning under a Resolution of Intent expires 1f 1t 15 not exercised prier to
the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extension of
Time 1s duly filed with the Department of Communtty Planning and Deveiopment for
consideration and approval by the City Council

Sincerely,

o 2~

KATHLEEN M TIGHE
City Clerk

/cap

ce Dept of Community Planning & Development
Dept of Public Works
Dept of Fire Services
Dept of Butlding & Safety
Land Development Services

Ms Ellen Merciel
Pentacore

6763 W Charieston BouTevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

ROR023091
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LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL
(SCAR B, GOODMAN
WRAYOR

GARY REESE
MAYOR PRO TEM
LARRY EROWN

LAWRENGE WEEKLY
MICHAEL MACK

JANET MONCRIEF
S{EVE WOLFSON

DOIJG LAS A. SELBY
CITY MANAGER

CITY OF LAS VEGAS
- 400 STEWART AVENUE
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 4911

VOICE 702.228.6014
TCD 702.386.9108

wwiwv lasvegasnevada gov
TENZ-00 -G

July 12, 2004

Mr. Larry Miller

Queensndge Towers, Limited Liability Company
851 South Rampart Boulevarg, Suite #220 -

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

RE: ZON-4205 - REZONING
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF JULY 7, 2004
Related to SDR-4206 & VAR-4207

Dear Mr. Miller:

The City Council at a regular meeting held July 7, 2004 APPROVED the request fora
Rezoning FROM: R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development - 7 Units per Acre) and U
(Undeveloped) [G-TC (General Tourist Commercial) General Plan Designation] TO:
PD (Planned Development) on 20.1 acres adjacent to the south side of Alta Drive,
approximately. 450 feet west of Rampart Boulevard (APN: 13832-210-001, portion of
138-31-312-002).  The Notice of Final Action was filed with the Las Vegas City Clerk
on July 8, 2004. This appr_O\_.ra_l is subject to:

Planning and Developmént
1. This rezoning shall ga direct to ordinarice.

2, A Variance (VAR-4207) and Site Development Plan Review (SDR-4208)
applications approved by the Flanning Commission or City Coungil prior to
issuance of any permits, any site grading, and all development activity for
the site:

3. Conformance with the approved master development plan, except as
modified by conditions hergin. Any major amendment to the master
development plan shall be advertised and heard as a public hearing item

before the Planning Commission and City Council.

4. The western maost tower shall be no taller than 14 stories.

5. A detailed tandscape plan conforming to the requirements of the Landscape,
Wall and Buffer Standards must be submitted to the Planning and
Development Depariment for approval prior to issuance of building permits.

Public Works -

6. Construct all incomplete half-street improvements on Alta Drive adjacent tc
this site concurrent with deveiopment of this site. Remove all substandard
public sireet improvements, if any, adjacent to this site and replace with new

ROR023093
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r. Larry Miller
ZON-4205 Page Two
July 12,2004

improvements meeting cumrertt City Standards concurrent with on-site development
activities. All existing paving damaged or removed by this development shall be restared
at its original lacation and to its original width concurrent with development.

w 7. A Traffic: Impagt Analysis must be submitted o and approved by the Department of
A Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any
construction drawings or the recordation of a Map subdividing this site. Comply with the
recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis prior to-occupancy of the site.
The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also include a section addressing Standard Drawings
#2341 #234,2 and #234.3 to determine additional right-of-way requirements for bus
turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate ail areas recommended by the'approved
Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional rights-of-way required by Standard Drawing
#201.1 for exclusive right turn fanes and gua! lefl turn lanes shall be dedicated prior to or
concurrent with the commencement of on-site development activities unless specifically
noted as not required in the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. If additional rights-of-way
are not required and Traffic Control devices are or may be proposed at this site outside
of the public right-of-way, all necessary easements for the location andfor access of
such devices shall be granted prior to the issuance of permits for this site. Phased
compliance will be allowed if recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. No
recommendation of 1he approved Traffic Impact Analysis, or compliance therewith, shail
be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition of appreval imposed by the Planning
Commission or the City Council an the development of this site.

8. An update to the previously approved Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study
must be submitied to and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to the
issuance of any grading or building permits, submittal of any constructon drawings, or
the recordation of a2 Map subdividing this site, whichever may occur firsl. Provide and
improve all drainageways as recommended in the approved drainage plan/study.

Sincerely,

W

Deputy City Clerk | for
Barbara Jo Ronemus, City Clerk

o o8 Flanning and Development Dept.
Development Coordination-DPW
Dept. Of Fire Services

Mr. Greg Borgel Mr. Thomas Schoeman

Moreno & Associates JMA Architecture Studios
300 South Fourth Street, Suite #1500 10150 Cavington Crass Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 83101 Las Vegas, Nevada 88144 !

ROR023094
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OCTOBER 13, 1897
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION
TO: FROM: THERESA Q'DONNELL, DIRECTOR
THE CITY COUNCIL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT: REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - 7-78-97 - WILLIAM AND WANDA PECCOLE TRUST

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

APPLICATION REQUEST:

This Is a request for rezoning from U (Undeveloped) Zone under Resolution of Intent to R-3 (Medium Density
Residential) [M (Medium Density Residential) General Plan Designation] to PD (Planned Development} for three,
twelve-story 56 unit condominium buildings with ancillary office and retail uses for residents.

BACKGROUND DATA:

04/04/50  The Gity Council approved a request for C-1 (Limited Commerzial) zening on this site as part of a
larger request (Z-17-90}.

01704/95  The City Coungil approved a request for R-3 (Medium Densily Residential) zomng on this site as part
of a larger request (Z-146-94),

ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES:

North ROIC-1 Vacani (Proposed HotelCasino)
South ROLR-PD7 Golf Course
East ROI-R-FD?7 Golf Course:
West ROI-R-PD7 Golf Course

Agenda ltem

ROR023096
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MAYUR
1AM LAYERTY JONES

LOLNCILMEN

BOB NOLEN

ARNIE ADAMSEN
SCOTT HIGGINSON
FRANK HAWKINS JR

LITY MANALER
WILLLAM J NOCNAN

May 3, 1993

Mr. William Peccole

The Peccole 1382 Trust

2760 Tioga Pines Circle -
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

RE: 2-24-93 - 7ONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-7-93 _

Dear Mr. Peccole:

The City Council at a regular meeting held April 21, 1993 APPROVED the request
for reclassification of property located north of Charleston Boulevard, batween
Rampart Boulevard and Durango Drive, from: N-U (Non-Urbanm)(under Resolution of
Intent to C-1), to: R-1 (Single Family Residence) and R-PD16 (Residential

Planned Development), proposed Use: Apartments/Condomini

1. Approval of a Gemeral Plan Amendment to make the proposed R-PD16
portion of the zoning consistent with the Plan.

2, Dedicate 40 feet of right-of-way for Alta Drive where such street is
adjacent to this site, 9¢ feet for Alta Drive where such street is
through this site, 50 feet for Rampart Boulevard adjacent to this
site (if such has not already been accomplished) and 25 foot radii
at the northwest corner of Durange Drive and Alta Grive, the
northeast corner of Rampart Boulevard and Alta Drive, and the
southeast corner of Rampart Boulevard and Altz Drive as required by
the Department of Public Works.

3, Construct sidewalk and all incomplete paving on Durango Drive
adjacent to this site, half-street improvements on Rampart Boulevard
adjacent to this site (if such are not already completed), and
half/full-width improvements, as appropriate, on Alta Drive adjacent
to I?r through this site as required by the Department of Public
Works .

ROR023098
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Mr. William
The Peccole
May 3, 1993
RE: Z-24-93
Paga 2.

4,

5.

6,

7.

8.

9.

10,

Peccale
1982 Trust

- ZIONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-7-93

Prior to the compietion of the Rampart Boulevard Public Improvement
Project between the Summerlin Parkway and Charleston Boulevard,
dedicate right-of-way for Alta Drive between Rampart Boulevard and
Durange Drive as required by the Department of Public Works. When
traffic conditions warrant and if requested by the City, construct
a minimm of two lanes of temporary paving on Alta Drive between
Rampart Boulevard and Durange Drive where no street improvements
then exist along this corridor. The width of the Alta Drive
corridor improvements shall be increased if recommended by the
Traffic Engineer at the time of construction of the temporary

paving.

Submit an appiication to amend the” Haster Plan of Streets and
Highways if the proposed development plans do not coincide with the
current requirements of such Master Plan as required by the
Department of Public Works. .

Submit an application to vacate all existing public rights-of-way,
if any, in conflict with any portien of this development prior to
development of those areas where conflicts exist as required by the
Department of Public Works.

Obtain approval from the City Engineer for a plan detailing all
improvements necessary to complete Vemetian Strada adjacent to the
worthern boundary of the single family residential parcel (Parcel
"C*) prior to the approval of a residential Tentative Map. Dedicate
all rights-of-way necessary to coincide with the approved plans and
construct all street improvements necessary to complete all portions
of Venetian Strada in accordance with the approved construction
plans as required by the Department of Public Works.

Contribute $30,000 to partially fund a traffic signal system at the
intersection of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard prior to the
issuance of building or off-site permits or the recordation of a
Final Map on the muitifamily residential site (Parcel "B"),
whichever may occur first, as reguired by the Department of Public

Works.

Contribute $30,000 to partially fund a traffic signal system at the
intersection of Alta Drive and Durango Drive prior to the issuance
of building or off-site permits or the recordation of a Final Map on
the single family residential site {Parce] *C"), whichever may occcur
first, as required by the Department of Public Weorks.

Approval of plot plans and building elevaticns for each parcel by
the Planning Commisstion prior to development of each parcel. The
review of the R-PDLS parcel shall be at a public hearing.

ROR023099
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Mr. William Peccol®
The Peccole 1582 Trust

Hay 3, 1993
RE: Z-24-93

Page 3.

11.

- ZONE CHANGE RELATED TO GPA-7-93

The final design of the subdivistons shall be determined at the time
of the approval of the Tentative Maps.

12.

The underlying Resolution of Intent on the property is expunged upon
approval of this application.

13.
14,

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

Resolution of Intent with a twelve month time Timit.

Satisfaction of City Code regquirements and design standards of all
City departments.

Appraval of the parking and driveway plans by the Traffic Engineer.

Repair any damage to the existing street improvemenis resulting from
this development as required by the Department of Public Works.

Remove all unused driveway cuts and réplace with "L" curb and new
sidewalk as required by the Depariment of Public Works.

A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to
and approved by the Department of Public Works prier to the issuance
of a building or grading permit, whichever may occur first.

Provision of fire hydrants and water flow as required by the
Department of Fire Services.

A Rezoning under a Resolution of Intent expires iF it is not exercised prior to
the expiration of the Resolution of Intent unless a request for an Extension of
Time 1s duly filed with the Department of Community Planning and Development for
consideration and approval by the City Council.

V. G —

KATHLEEN M. TIGHE i

City Clerk

fcmp

cc: Dept. of Community Planning & Development Mr. Clyde Spitze
Dept. of Public Works Pantacore Engineering
Dept. of Fire Services 6763 W. Charleston Blvd.

Dept. of Buiiding & Safety Las Veqas, Nevada 89107
Land Development Services
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AGENDA

COUNCIL CHAMBERS +

TEM PHONE 386-6301

ANHOTATED AGENDA AND FINAL MINUTES

City of Lus Vegas
| PLANNING COMMISSION

400 EAST STEWART AVEMUE

March &, 1994
Poge Z9

COMMISHON ACTION

24, MASTER DEVELGPMENT PLAM AMENDMENT

WILLIAM PECCOLE 1982 TRUST
Request for approval to
amend the Master Development
Flan

East side of Hualpai MWay,
west of Durange Drive,
between the south

boundary of hngel Park and
Sahara Avenua

996.4 Acres

Applicant:
Application:

Locatian:

Size:
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  AFPROVAL, subject
Te tho follewing:

1. A maximum of 4,247 dwelling units
be allowed for Phase II.

2. Hualpai Way be extended as a public
stregt north of CharTeston Bowlevard
to the north property line as required
oy the Department of Public Werks.

3. Extend Apple lane along the north
side of this site and adjacent to
Angel Perk, east of Rampart Bowlevard
to Durango Drive, as required by
the Department of Public Works.

PROTESTS: 5 Speakers at Meeting

Baberg -

APPROVED, subject to staff's
conditions and Conditian No. g
requiring public notice when
there will be an architectural
review on the resort/casine
and commercial center sites,
and Condition No. 5 stating
the applicant is to post signs
on the property indicating

the proposed uses,

Unanimous

{Buybee and Digon excused)

MR. WILLIAMS stated this request
is to amend the aoproved Master
Oevelopment Plan that was approved
in 1989, Phase II contains

896.4 acres. 1t is predominantly
single family dwellings. However,
there will be multifamily,
resgrifeasing, golf course,
conmercial office, schop) and
rights-of-way. The significant
change is the zddition of the
galf ¢ourse and a larger resort/casino
site and 100 acre shopping

center site. The commercia

site was in the 1981 pian and
taken out in the 1989 plan.

Each parcel will be subject

to a review by the Planning
Commission. The overall density
s 4.3 unils per acre. 5Staff
feals Apple Lane should be
extended over from Rampart
Bouleyard to Durango Drive

to give better vehicular access
to the commercial parcel.

Hualpai Way alse has to be
extanded. The Gaming Enterprise
District indicates this ares
could contain one destination
resgrt/casing, but the applicant
would have to have a major
racroational facility and a
minimum of 200 rooms. Staff
recommended approval, subject

to the conditioms.

WILLIAM PECCOLE appeared and
represented the application.
Phase T is 75% conplete. This
request i3 for Phase IT.

&. WAYNE SMITH, Land Planner,

1515 East Missouri Avenue,

Phoenix, Arizona, appeared

and represented the applicant.

The main street will be 80

feet wWide from Charleston Boulevard
sputh and then curving to the
northeast,
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ﬁGE“Dﬁ ANNUTMEI{ AGENDA AND FTNAL MINUTES
= 0‘@ 0‘ [‘4 V‘W Harch §, 1500
| PLANNING COMMISSION Poge 30

COUNCIL CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
ITEM PHONE 3846301 COMAMSSION ACTION

24, VASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT (CONT'D)

GREGORY BRARLOW, 704 Minto Court,
appearad in protest, He was
concernad about the 100 acres
for a shopping center because

of 1t large size bringing

too much traffic inle Lhe area
atid the aesthetice of the centar.
Hewever, he would 11%e to have
somz shopping in that arvea.

He would Tike to have a public
hearing held when this project
comgs back for a desisn review,
The varicus types of zoning
should be posted on the property.

KATHERINE SAUER, B917 Condotti
Court, appeared 1n protest.
She obfected to the casina
because of the traffic 1t will
generaté, There arz a lot

of children in that ares and
she does not want the children
to Jive near a casfno.

y
PAM EASTBERG, 7913 Fanciful,
appeared in protest. She objected
to the casino being in a residential
area,

ULRICH 3MITH, 8813 Brescia
Drive, appeared in protest.
He objected ta the casino.

RAY BIMGHAM, 345 Cove Landing
Avenue, appeared in protest.
He objected to locating the
shapoing center next to a park
because of all the traffic

tha center will generate.

HTLLIAM PECCOLE appeared in
vebuttal. They are working

with the City on the interchange
at the Summerlin Parkway so

that traffic can move north

and south. They will participate
1n a Special [mprovement District
for their area. Two schoals

are being constructed in Phase
1. This will be a quality
project. He would be agreeable
to an architectural review

by the City. A1l their property
shows the zoning., The shopping
center will be approximately

a million square feet containing
stores that are not presanily

in las Vegas.

To be heard by the City Council
on 478750

[7:37-8:09)
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AGENDA

COUNCIL CHAMBERS =
PHONE 3H-6301

ANMOTATED AGENDA AND FINAL MIMNUTES
5 of Las Vegas
' PLANNING COMMISSION

400 BAST STEWART AVEMUE

March 8, 1990

Poge 21

ITEML COMMISSION ACTION
<6, ZI-17-80 Babero -
APPROVED, subject to staff's
Applicant: WILLIAM PECCOLE 1982 TRUST cohditions and additional conditions

Appliration: Zoning Reclassification
From: M-U {under Resalution

ol intent to R-1, R-2,
R-3, R-PD?, R-FD&,
R-MHF', C-1, C-2, P-R
and C-V)

Ta: R-PD7, R-3 and C-1

East side of Hualpai Way,

west of Duranga Drive,

between the south hovndary

of Angel Park and Sazhara

Avanua

Single Family Dwellings,

Multi-Family Dwellings,

Commercial, Qffice and

Resort/Casine

9944 Acres

Location:

Proposed Use:

$ize:
STAFF RECOMMEMDATION:  APPROVAL, subject
to the follgwing:

1. A maximum of 4,247 dwelling units
be allowed for Phase 11,

2. Confarmance to the Conditions of
Approval for the Peccole Ranch Master
Development Flan, Phase TI.

3. Approval of plot plans and building
elevatfons by the Planning Commission
for each parcel pricr to development.

1. At the time development is proposed
on each parcel appropriate right-of-way
dedication, street improvemants,
drainage plan/study submittal, drainageway
improvements, sanitary sewer coilection
system extensions and traffic sigmal
system participation shall he proyidad
as required by the Depariment of
Public Works.

5. The existing Resoluticn of Intent
on this property is expunged upon
approval of this application.

6. PResolution of Intent with a five
year time limit.

7. Standard Conditiens 6 - 8 and 11

FROTESTS: 2 on record with staff
1 speaker at meeting
FAVOR: 1 speaker at mesting

requiring the applicant to

post signs on property indicating
the zoning and that & public
fearing be held on Lhe develepment
plan on the commercial and

casing sites.

Unanimous

(Bugbee and Dixon excused)

ME. WILLIAMS stated this request
15 ta approve the zoning that

was indicated on the Master
Development Plan, The development
plans will be submitted to

“he Planning Commission for
review prior to deyelopment.

Staff recommended approvai,
subject to the conditions.

WILLTAM PECCOLE appeared and
reprasented the application.
He concurred with staff's conditipns.

CREGORY BARLOW, 704 Minto Court,
appeared in faver 1f certain
condittons are met. He wants
a review of each parcel before
the Planning Commission with

a netice posted announcing
that a public hearing will

be held, Before any building
15 completed Rampart Boulevard
must be Finished., He would
Tike the faader routes alse
improved.,

ULRICH SMITH, 8813 Brescia
Drive, appeared in protest,
He objected to the casing,

WILLIAM PECCOLE appeared in
rebuttal, The ¢asino will

be buffered on the narth by
the Angel Fark Golf Course
and on the south by hic golf
course.  On the east gide will
be commarcial and on the west
side a tennis conrt.

A, WAYNC SMITH, Land Planner,
1515 East Missouri Avenue,
Phoeniz, Arizona, appeared
and represented the applicant.
The applicant has reduced the
density by about 2,200 unfts
to help balance the traffic
flow.

To be hesrd by the City Council
on 4/4/90.

(B:09-8:23)
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1. Abeyance Item - VAC-49-88 - Charles C. Englert, Et A1 - Petition fo vacats the narth 30 3 ETING OF
Iv“v_!_mm Tom the west right-of-way |ing of Shadow Lone westerly appreafmotely 200 fest,

2. VAC-50-88 - Ronald Fogqlia - Petitfon of Vacation submitted by Rona'd Foglfa te vacate U.G. EovoranEB 1 5
Patent Reservations generatly tocated west of Jones Baglevard and south af Charleson Boulevard.

3. VAC-51-B& - City of Las Vegas - Request af the City of Las Veqas to vacate Sunrise Avenuz {60 feet
_ wide] between tﬁn easterly right-of-way Tine of Pecos Road and the westerly right-cf-wey line of Fecos
Streat.

. YARIANCE = PUBLIC HEARING

1. V=157=88 = Joseph A. and Lucille A. Tarantino - Application of Joseph A. and Lycille A. Tarmntino for
@ Variance to allow an existing patio cover .25 feet from the side property line whera an eight foat
minimum setback 1s required, on property located gt 2105 Santa Clars Drive, in Zoning Distriet R-1.

2. V-159-B8 . Wichas] M, and B ra L. Madama - Appeal filed by Michael M. and Barbara L. Madama on the
action nf the BoaArg 0 ning Adjustment fn Denying their application for a Var{ance to allow an exfsting
storage building in the side yard where not permitted; to allow the storage building four feet ten
inzhes (4'10%) from another existing storage building where six feet (6') is the minimum separation
required; and to alTow another existing storage building to the rear and side yard property lines where
fifteen feet {15°) fs the minimum setback required from the side property 11ne and five fest (5') 1s
the ninfeum sethback required from the rear property line, on property located at 1029 Palmhurst Orive,
in Zoning Diserfct R.T. .

3. 1.150-33 - First Wastern Savings Associatfon - Application of First Western Savings Asseciation for
@ Wariance to aliow an existing converted garage for living and storage purposes with ne inferior picess
to the dwlling, whers such Interfor access $5 required, oh progerty locited at 5809 Westport Circle,
in Zoning MHstrict R-1.

4. V-162-88 - Fred H. Mielsen, Jr. and Helen K. Hielsen - Application of Fred H. Mieleen. Jr. and Helen K,
Hielsan for a Vari.mcg to allow a secondhand store on property located at 713 Las Vagas Squlevard South,
Pt e e

1989

l: MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN - RELATED TO ZONE CHANGE 7-139-BB - PUBLIC HEARING

1. Abeyance Item - Peccole Rin:h - RBequest for !EW‘DH'I of the Master Oevelopment Plan For proparty loceted
north of Sakara Avenue and south of Angal Park, between Durango Drive and Mualpai vay.

20NE CHANGE - RELATED TO MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN - PUBLIC HEARING

2. Abevance Item - 7-139-<88 = ¥William Peccole, Trustee - Reguest for reclassification of property located
ion :ﬁ west Side of Fort Apache Hoad, between Sahara Avenve and Charleston Boulevard. Fram: N-l {Mon-Urban}
{under Rasalution of Intent to R-PO4, P-R, C-1 and C-¥), To: R-FO7 (Retidential Mlanned Davelopment),
R-3 [Limited Multfple Residence). {-1 {Limited Commercfal), Proposed Use: stngle Family Residential,

Multt-Family Residential, Commercial and Mized Use Commercial Which lonsists of Retall/Service Coomercial.
0fffce and Nulti-Family {Mul1ti-Story] Rasidential

T e GIRIEE —PUBLTC MERRTE

3, 7-134-88 - Harold and Agee Hall = Request for reclissification of property located on the west §ide
of Torrey Pines gr‘he. south of Hammer Lame. From: R-E (Resfdence Estates). To: R-D ($ingle Family
Residence, Restricted), Proposed Use: %ingle Family Residential

1. CONSIOERATION AND POSSIELE ACTION OR DFFERING VARIOUS PARCELS OF FEDERAL LAND FOR SALE IN THE WESTERLY
FORTICA OF THE €ITY

£ SI¥ MONTH REPORT ON BUILDING ANO SUBDIVISION ACTIVITY

K. Set Date on any appea’s Filed or required Pudlic HRAFings from the FTanning Commission Meeting.

L. $et Dats on any appeals Tiled ar required Publfc Hearings from the Board of Zoning Adjustaent Meeting.
A ADUENOUM [TEMS

AL CITIZENS PARTICIPATION

[tams raised under this portion Of the Agendk CamMot DE RETRd UDOR Dy Che City Couacil unti] the nptfce
pravisions of the Jpen Mewting Law have been compTied with. Tharefora, actiom on such jtems will have
10 be considered 2t a later time.
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CCGARCIA
A Planning & Crevslapmart Services Coporation

Way 2016
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PECCOLE RANCH MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN PHASE Il AS BUILT

LAND USE BCRES NET DENISTY  BLUILT UNITS NET UMITS REMAIMING*
(as built)

Single-Family 352.6 5.06 dufac 1,833 969

Multi-Family 60.0 19.28 dufac 1,157%* 283

Commercial/Office 194.3 - -
Resort-Casino 56.0 - =
Golf Course Drainage 250 - -
Other Open Space 4.92

Right-of-Way W LAL = -

Elementary Schoal - = i

TOTAL 981.52 3.05 dufac 2,945 1,252

* Net Unit Remaining is a thearetical number which depends on a legal assessment of whether any units
rermain with a built master development plan (PUD), when the declarant no longer exists, If they are
determined to be remaining units still available for development, then those units would belong to the
areas designated Single-Family and Multi-Family.

** antitled but not yet built included in total; 166 units at QR Towers, 300 units at Tiveli, and 100 units
at Renaissance

*#* ROW acres estimated and not included in total acres
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Las VEGAS, NEVaDA 83101
702.214.2100

PISANELLI BICE PLLC
400 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SurTE 300
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DECLARATION OF CLYDE Q. SPITZE

I, Clyde O. Spitze, being duly sworn, declares as follows:

1. T have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and am competent to testify to
those facts. I am above the age of 13.

2. In 1972 I was working at the civil engineering firm VTN of Nevada. In that role,
William Peccole became one of my clients. From 1972 up through 2005, when I retired, I
continued to do work for Mr. Peccole.

3. In the various engineering firms for which 1 have worked or been affiliated, I was
intimately involved in the creation and implementation of the Master Plan for Peccole Ranch,
including Peccole Ranch Phase II, working as Mr. Peccole's manager of engineeting.

4, [ am aware that the entities affiliated with Yohan Lowie are presently attempting
to claim that the land use designation of thc Badlands Golf Course as being devoted to
parks/recreation/open space ("PROS") was somehow a purported mistake, done without the
property owners' knowledge or consent. That claim is untrue. I personatly managed the civil
engineering work for Mr. Peccole concemning Phase 1T of the Master Plan, which included the
Badiands Golf Coursc. That property was specifically and expressly designated as open space
by Mr. Peccole pursuant to the terms of the Master Plan and at no point in time was there ever
discussion that the property would be used for residential or other development. To the contrary,
it was expressly identified and reserved as open space, in no small part because it constituted the
required drainage for the Phase IT development.

5. In fact, in 1996 as part of the golf course's expansion to add an additional nine
holes, 1 sought clarification from the City of Las Vegas — at Mr. Peccole's request — (o confirm
that the approved zoning for the property of RPD-7 was in ro way incompatible with the land
us¢ designation for the goif coursefopen space. The reason that we wanted this confirmation
from the City was because a prospective buyer's bank was loaning monies for development of
residential lots along the golf course frontage. The bank wanted confirmation thar the golf
course usage was compatible with the approved zoming. After all, the bank did not want the

Submitied at Planning Gommission

(lyde Spitze
t l"jmm /HH? nemcglfél‘%
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Las VEGAs, NEvaba 32101
02.214.2100

PISANELL] BICE PLLC
400 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SUrte 304
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collateral for its loan — the residential lots — to ke impacted if the golf course was net properly
designated and approved.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of my September 4, 1996
letter to the City of Las Vegas seeking confirmation as the bank required. This lettcr was written
to roeet the bank’s requirements that no development would be constructed in this open space as
it wanted devclopment of a golf course which assured the lenders that their collateral was
adequately protecied against future development. Based upon my many years of experience and
many years of discussions with Mr. Peccole, I do not believe that the bank would have provided
funding had it been told that the golf course/open space was not appropriately designated as such
under the City's plans. To the contrary, that is precisely why | was instructed by Mr. Peccole to
obtain assurances from the City for the client's bank's protection. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is
a true and correct copy of the October 8, 1996 letter T received in response from the City
confirming that the golf course was part of the Peccole Ranch Master Plan Phase 1T and that the
expansion of the golf course was in conformity with the zoning approvals.

7. 1 can attest that Mr. Peccole was a man of his word and he would have never
allowed me or anyone ¢lsc to make these representations to a bank - or obtain confirmation from
the City upon which to make such a representation — if the golf course/open space/drainage
property was available for residential development as opposed to the expressed uses designated
iny the Master Plan as well as the City’s General Plan. That would have been fundamentally at
odds with the purpose of my September 4, 1996 letter and providing the lender the City's
confirmation of Oclober 8, 1996,

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Nevada that the
foregoing is true and correct 1o the best of my recollection and that I excented this declatation on
this 1st day of February 1, 2017,
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Mr Robert Genzer
Cily of Las Vegas
Planning Dyvision
400E Stewart Avenne
Las Vegas, NV 89101
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CITY of LAS-VEGAS

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Mr Clyde O Spitze, Vice Presidant /-__ —

Pentacore
6763 West Charlesion Boulevard
Las Vagsas, Nevada 83102

Re BADLANDS GOLF COURSE, PHASE 2

DezrMr Spilze

Ctty records indicate thet an 18 hale golf course with associsied feakbes was approved
as pait of the Peccole Ranch Baster Plan m 1990 The properly was subsequenty

zoned R-PDT (Resienlial Plenned Development - 7 Units Per Acre}  Any expansion of
tha golf course withia the R-PDT area woukl be sliowed subject to the approval of a plot

plan by the Planning Commission .

If any addiional mformalion is needed regarding this properly please do not hesitala to
contact me ;
i

%
Robert S Genzer, Planning Supemsor ‘
Current Pianmng Division

RSG erh

GPA-68385

40D E STEWART AVENUE « LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 85101-2986
CLV 708 (M2} 2005011 (VOICE) » (702) 385-5103 (TDD)
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COMPAKIES

December 27, 2018

Mr. Tom Parmigo

City of Las Vegas Department of Planning
333 North Rancho Drive

Las Vegas, Nevada 89108

Justification Letter for General Plan Amendment of Parce) No. 138-31-702-002

Dear Mr. Perrigo,

Though we understand that this change to the General Plan should be the responsibility of the City of Las Vegas,
par your raguast, we are submitting an application to amend the General Plan designation on Parcel No. 138-31-
702-002, as tha currant designation of Parks Recreation and Open Space (FR-0S) does not reflect the underlying
resideniial zoning of APD-7 (Residential Planned Developmant District - 7.49 Units per Acre} or tha Intendad
residential development use of the Property. Wa have also attached a letter from Clyde Spitze, a representalive
of the owner of the Property al the iims, requesting 1o maintain the approved RPD-T zaning while at the same
time developing a golf course on the Property. In response, former City of Las Vagas Planning Supervisor Robent
S. Genzar, recagnized that the approved 18-hole golf course was in fact zoned RPD-7 and would allow the
further expansion of nine holes of tha golf course on the Proparty into 2onad RPD-7 proparty,

Tharefore, we are requesting that the General Plan designation be changed to the more appropriate L (Low

Density Residential) gestﬁhatlon. which would be consistent both with the density being proposed by the
accompanying Tentdtive Map and Site Davelopment Review and with the exiating RPD-7 zoning,

Thank you fdr your cgnside ation.

Sincerely you
i/
B
Yoh owie,

&s Manager of EHB Cormpanies LLC,
the Manager of 180 Land Company LLC

GPA-68385 P

p 702-040-6930 f 702-940-6031 1235 5. Fort Apacha Drive, Sulls 120 Las Vegae, NV BG117 ahbeompanles.com
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Planning & Zoning 101

Subrnitted at Planning Gommission
eorge GorGoe

nate;r|4’,-7 Mem 2| -2¢f
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COMPANIES

lanuary 9, 2017

General Plan Amendment of Parcel No. 138-31-702-002

Dear Neighbor,

The General Plan Amendment ("GPA") on Parcel No. 138-31-702-002 from PR-QS
{(Parks, Recreation and Open Space) to L (Low Density Resideatial) is an
administrative corrective action directed by City of Las Vegas Planning Staff to bring
the City of Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan into conformance with the already existing
R-PD7 zoning (Residential Planned Development District — 7.49 Units per Acre). The
current PR-OS designation does not reflect the underlying residential zoning of R-
PD7 or the intended residential development use of the Property, as illustrated by
the attached 61 Lot Subdivision, an application for which, is currently in process.

Please be aware that City of Las Vegas Planning Staff has recommended approval of
the Applicant's February 14, 2017 abeyance request and this abeyance request will
be heard at tomorrow night's Planning Commission meeting. As always, if you have
any additional questions and/ar concerns please feel free to contact Jennifer
Knighton at 702-940-6930 or jknighton@ehbcompanies.com to schedule a time to

speak or meet.

Sincerely yours,

p 702-940-8930 ¥ 702-940-E041

1218 8, Fort Apache Drive, Sulle 120 Las Vages, NV 89117 ehbcompanies.com
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ROPP

Jamss J. fimmersoun, Esq.

Mevada State Bar Wo. 00264
JIMMERSON LAW FIRM, P.C.
415 South 6th Sweet, Suite 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Telephone:  (702) 388-7171
Facsimile: (702) 330-6422
Ernail: jjjiaitnrmersoniawiirm. com
Attornagys jor Fore Stars, Lid,

180 Land Co., LLC and

Seventy Aeres, LLC

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

JACK B. BINION, an individual; DUNCAN R,
and IRENE LEE, individuals and Trustees of the
LEEFAMILY TRUST; FRANE A, SCHRECE,
an individual, TURNER INVESTMEMTS,
LTD, a Nevada Limited Liability Company;
ROGER P aud CARCL YN G WACGNER,
individnals and Trustees of the WAGNER
FAMILY TRUST, BETTY ENGLESTAD AS
TRUSTEE OF THE BETTY ENGLESTAD
TRUST; PYRAMID LAKE HOLDINGS, LLC.,
JASON AND SHEREEN AWAD AS
TRUSTEES OF THE AWAD ASSET
PROTECTION TRUST, THOMAS LOVE AS
TRUSTEE OF THE ZEMA TRUST; STEVE
AND KAREN THOMAS AS TRUSTEES OF
THE STEVE AND KAREN THOMAS TRUST;
SUSAN SULLIVAN AS TRUSTEE OF THE
EENNETH JLSULLIVAN FAMILY TRUST,
AND DR. GREGCRY BIGLER AND SALLY
BIGLER
Plaintifls,
Vs,

FORE BSTARS, LTI, a WNevwada Limited
Liability Company; 180 LAND €O, LLC, a
Nevada Limited Liability Company; SE
ACRES, LLC, a Nevade Linmiled Ciability
Cormpany; and THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS,

Defendanis.

Come now Defendants Fore Stars, Ltd., 180 Land Co,, LLC and Seventy Aeres, LLC (at iimeg
collectively “Defendants) and hereby file this Reply in support of their Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
First Ammended Complaint, and Cpposition to the Coumtermotior, vnder NRCP 56(f). This Reply and

Oppasition is baged on NRCF 12b)(5), the attached memorandum of points and authorities, the

Elecironically Filed
01/28/2017 12:03:01 AM

Qﬁ%;$é£4m..

CLERW® OF THE CQURT

CAZE NO. A-15-720055-B
DEPT. NO. XXVII
Courtroom #3A

DEFENDANTS FORE STARS, LTD., 180
LAND CO., LLC AND SEVENTY ACRES,
LL{*S REPLY in support of
MOTTON TO DISMISS FIRST AMENDED
COMPLAINT
And
GPPOSITION TO COUNTERMOTION
UNDER NRCP 56(f)
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foreshadowed by Mr. Bice as part of his December, 2013 press inferview), premised on the same
argument that they had “vested rights” that they could assert pursusmt to the Master Declaration and
their purchase documents. In the course of fowr (4) months, there were ninety (907 filings in that case,
including a Motion to Dismiss by Defendants. Judge Denton did not have the benefit of the extensive
record when ruling on the first Motion to Disntiss in this case. Judge Smith specifically found® that:

» Queensiidge Master Planned Conmmunity was not a 2784 PUD community,

s NRS 278A did not apply (o the Queensridge Master Planned Commiunity;

= Queensridge was a CIC under NRS 116;

e MNRE 278A daes not apply to common interesi communities;

o Defendants’ actions in creating parcel maps were proper;

o Defendants have hard zoning and a right to develop the Land;

@ The Master Declaration, and its” restrictions, do not apply 1o the Land.

C. Plainfiffs Red Herring Argumunts,
Plaintiffs attempt to confuse and/or mislead this Cowrt by pointing to an erroneous and

imelevant PR-OS land use element, which they contend allegedly prevents the Land from being
developed as residential. But as the Planing Divector and Assistant Planning Pirecior repeatedly
confirmed, “One has the vight to petition the government—regarding land uge entitlements o
applications and ultimately the City Council will make their decision.” See excerpts of Deposition of}
Tom Pen'igb and P;:tcl Lowenstein, attached ns Exhibits “EE” and “FE.”

Land use 15 only e planning tool to gt to zoning that either identifies how the land is presently
being used or provides guidance as to the preference of how it should be used in the future, but that
between the twe, zoning “trumps” the (General Plan and its land use designation. See excerpts of
Deposition of Tom Perrigo and Peter Lowenstein, allached as Exhibits “GG” and “HH.” Indeed, the)
Cassinellf v. Humbolds County decision, Exhibit "I” to the Motion to Dismiss, confinms at p. 5 that]
“hecause the roming ardinance exisiod belore the...master plan, and the county did nut mwvise ifs
Zoning ordinances after the master plan was adopted, NRS 278.250 (2) does not apply,” and further,

concluded that “master plans should not be viewed as a ‘legislative siraightjacket from which no leave

§ See November 30, 2016 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order Granting Defendants’ Motion to Disriss,
attuched az Exhibit “MM,” Findings Mo, 41-74,
19
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can be taken®—local discretion is permissible.” Onee you have the zoning, the head is effectively
removed from the body, unless you seel a change.

The Ciiy of Las Vegas Land Use & Rural Neighborhoods Preservation Element of the 2020
Master Plan, edopted by the City Council on September 2, 2009 and revised on May 8, 2012, provides
at page 19 the land use hierarchy demonstrating how the City of Las Vegas uses the Master Plar, Land
Tlse Element, Land Use Designation, and Master Development Plans fo get fo zoning. ' See Land Use
Hierarchy Table, attached as Exhihit “YL.” The only time the Master Plan or any of the olker “layers”

used io be revisited i when one is regueét‘mg achanpe in existing zoning, But Defendants have always
had the right, and retain the right, to develop the Land within its existing R-PD7 zoning ertitlements;

The land use element passed In 1992 to be penerally applied in the neighborhood of]
Defendants’ property at no time affected Defendants” ability to develop its property or the precedence
of its zoning entiflements. Specifically, Bill No. 92-2, Ordinance No. 3636, dated April 1, 1992, which
adopted a Land Use Element for the Southwest Sector, specifically exempled the Land Use
Designation rom affecting n any regard Defendants’ predecessor s ability to develop its property in
SECTION 3, providing;

The adoption of the General Plan referved to in this Ordinance shall not be deemed to

modify or invalidate any proceeding, zoning designation, or development approval

that occurred hefore the adoption of the Plar nor shall it be deemed 1o affect the

Zoning Map adopted by and referred to in LVMC 19.02.040.” See Bill No. 92-2, Exhibit
“JJ,” at Section 3.

Fuarther, NRS 278 is cxplicit that in the event that a Land Use Desigration of & City’s Master
Plan (generally referred to as “General Plan”) is inconsistent with the zoning entitlements, the zoning

entitlements and ordinances shall take precedence, NRS 278,349(3)(e), for example, provides:

¥3, The governing body, or planning commission if it is anthorized to take final action
on a tentative map, shall consider: (&) Conformity with the zoning ordinances and
mastey plan, except that if any existing zoning ordinance is inconsistent with the master
plan, the zoning ordinance takes precedence; (Emphasis added).”

B. Plaintiffs Ave Mot Aggrieved Parties With Standing to Complain About Pareel Maps
on Adjacent Land, Particularly When The Propes Process Ways Followed.

Plaintiffs ridiculously alisgs (hat Defendants were engaged in “sexial mapping” to allegedly
conceal from Plaintiffs and other homeowmers their plans and “evade the law.” That is patenily untiue,

as evidenced by Defendants” transparency through multiple meetings held at the Queaensridge HOA to
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Tom Perrige - 12/05/2016

the land use?

B, The -- not inatances. Again; my
understanding, and I probably have to defer toc the
City Attorney's Office with whom I have had

conversationa regarding this sxact guestion --—

. Den't tell me exactly what they have Lold
you. 1'm trying to understand what your position
is.

Fi I'm not geing to tell you what they told
me .

2. Okay.

A, My position is that the zoning is the --

what's the proper way te say it? The zoning governs

more -- I guess zoning first, land vnse second.
0. So —-
A. If the land use and the zoning aren't in

conformance, then the zoning would be a higher order

entitlement, I guess.
Q. So it's your pasition that zoning

supercedes the general plan --

e ¥ea,

Q. -- or the master plan?

2. Yes.

G. Is that spelled out anywhere in the City's
code?

Envision Legal Solutions 51

1-702-781-DEFO
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A. INTRCDUCTION

The Short-Range Plan comteing the adminlstrative machanism whereby the city seaks to
support and fulfill the concepts contained in the policles and prograrms emamerated in the Long
arnd Mid-Range plana, The ShortRange Plan presents a procedura by which the city's
objactives can be measured and the day-to-day task of anelyzing urban developmert can be
charted, :

In essence. this portion of tha General Flan becornes an implementing tool to achieve the
standords established for tomorrow's growth. Because of the active nature of the Short-
Range Plan, it is more preciee and is formatted differently than the prior plans. It purpose is
to asalsr in tha provision of eppropriate and compstible land uses.

In this context, the focus of the General Flan, as presented in the Short-Range Plan, switehes
away from goals, policies and programe end proposes land use concepta s a systematic
methad to integrate the objectives of the previous plans, The Short-Range Plan becomes less
abstract, It encourages development which will accommodate end Improve the diverse
lifestylas desired by Las Vegas residents.

B. CONCEPT OF THE SHORT-RANGE PLAN

This section of the Genara! Plan davelops a format which ia usaful, consistent, and will, In fact,
promote the vaat arrangernant af different ving environmanits naeded in the City of Las Vegss.
The City's appreach to addressing this need wes to develop planning districts based upon the
intenslty of urban devatopment expresaed in terms of populetion per square mile.  Each sgquare
mile and tha population density cortained within it became a basio planning and measuring unit
frorm which almost sl additional ceiculationa are made. This planning unit is referred to a8 a
FResidential Plerning District.  The combination of two or more Residential Planning Districta of
a8 pradominant or hamogenesous characteriatic are classiflied es 2 Community Proflle. The
merger of the Community Profiles produces the geographical ares called Las Veges.

C. RESIDENTIAL PLANNING DISTRICTS (RPD'S)

The policies contsined In the Short-Range Plan focus on residential developroent.  To
accommoadate different living snvirenmentsa and lifestyles, the Short-Rargse Plan provides three
basic types of Residentisl Planning Districts: Urban, Subwrban end Rural.  Flaxibility and
varietlon in the types and development densities In each RPD ara prowided by a raengs of
density categories. An RPD is a geographic ares that is generally one-mile sguere and
bounded by primary thorsughfares,

Ezch of tha three besic residentlsl planning districts reflecta deslgn concepts and distinctive
residantial lifestyles. A district may include several typea of developmaent, however, each type
of planning district will retain an overall character and density established by the General Plan,
The Community Profiles. when taken together, include all the RPDa in the City and reflect the
composite population esteblished faor the entire city, The thras types of residential plarming
districts are deacribed es follows:

- B8 -
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Mot all Aesidential Planning Districts will be optimum aize. Portions of Reaidertial Planning

Districta mey also contain nonrresidentis! devetopmeant or uses that do not relete directly to the !
necda of 1he area. When this ocours, Tabie 3.2 8 to be utilizec to determine the reduciion
factar as well as the deslgned dwallng unita and popuiation for sech type of residsntal

planning district.

TABLE 3-2
RPD F‘opulat:on & Dwelling Units — Reduction Factors

Percent Reducton Urban RPDC Suburban RPD Fural APD

of Area’ Fector Population Units Population Units Population  Units |
10- 19% A8 16,100 8300 10,200 3,700 2,500 800

20- 29% 28 14,200 7,300 9,000 3,300 2,200 800 i
30- 39% 35 12400 6,400 7800 2,900 1,900 700 R
a0- 49% 48 10,500 6,400 8,600 2,400 1,800 800

50- 74% . B3 7,000 3,800 4,400 1.600 1,100 400 4
75-100% 88 2,300 1,200 1,400 500 400 200 :

'parcent of land area in other uses not llated In the RPD residential or non-resicantal standards

Bs apacified In Table 3.1,
NOTE: Population and dwalling units may not correlats dua to raunding.

E. MIXTURE OF DENSITY CATEGORIES WITHIN .
RESIDENTIAL PLANNING DISTRICTS L,

While each of the sforementioned types of residentisl planning digtricte define an overall ’
character of develcpment, a varigtion in residential densities can De expected 1 occur within h
sach RPD. Esch af the threa types of living environments and sceormpanying lifestyles include |
g range of residential categories. For axampie, sn Urban Residertial Planning District can L.
inelude both high-density apartmants and amall lat single family harmes, The Rural Residential -
Planning district is desigred to parmit a range of housing from conventionai sangle tamily tract

romes, o estate size singles family homes on saveral acrea.

The population and density capacities for eech of the roaidential planning districts are
sumrarizad in Tabie 3.3, o
-
] !
3
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i
N
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TABLE 3-3
Residential Planning Districts Planning Capacities
Population Per Dwelling Units Peaple Per
RPD Type Square Mile Per Square Mile Gross Acre
Urban 17,000-18,000 9,800 26.6-29.7
Suburban 11,000-12,000 4,400 17.2-18.8
Rural 2,500- 3,000 1,100 3.9- 47

Table 3.4 sets forth guidelines for the mix of residential densitias that can be expected in asch
type of residentisl planning district. f ong of the density catepories is exceadad in any
porticular residontial planning district, the difference must be made up from other density
categaotiea in order to maintein the same overall character and daneity pattern within the
residential planning district,

. TABLE 34
RPD Density Ratios
Percent of Residential Land Area by Type of Dwelling Unit Density

Density Category. High Madium Medium Low Low Rural
DUrs/
Grogs Acre Qver 20 12-20 6-12 3-8 0-3
RPD .
Urban 50% 26% 26% 0 Q
Suburban [} 10% 60% 30% ]
Rural 0 o v] 16% B5%

F. COMMUNITY PROFILE SYSTEM

Comrmunity Profiles are designated areas of the Clty comprising two or mora residential
planning districte and having e predominant or homogensous characteristic, such as the City's
"Sowntown” Braa or the medical facillty araa in the vicinity of the Southern Neveda Memoriad
Hogpital, The cammunity profile msps reflect the preferred location and density ranges for the
various typee of land uses throughout the City. Conseguently, there may be moare ares
designated for certaln typeg of land uses and grester densities then would ultimately be
allowad for the pumoss of providing development oplions.  The amount of Isnd silccatad to
the land uses and the densitieg on sach protile mep are continually balanced by City staff in
conjuneation with the Rssidental Planning Gistrict Systern to raauit in the designed rurnber of
residential dwelling units and support uses.
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Sixtean Community Profiles, each with 8 separats land use map and supporting text, camprise
the General Plan study area. Thia systern of profile areas can be expended as circumsatancas
require, Theae profile maps and texts enabla the Chy 10 raview individual develcprment
projacts in terme of Jand Lse and tha policles contsined In the General Plan, Thus, land use
wials will change over time as davelopment GCCUrs end the desired balance of usegs ig

achievad.

-7 = I i
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19.18.027

PD District, subject to the limitations set forth in Sections 12.55.010 and
19.55.020
(Ord. 3224 § &, 1986)

19.18.027 Conditiona] uses. The following additional use j
mitted in the R-PD District, subject to the securing of a spe
permil in each case as provided in Chapter 19.90:

{A) Residential facility for adult care, provided it
criteria set forth in Section 19.10.060,
(Ord. 3251 § 13, 13986)

19.18.030 Density designation. The number of dwelling units
permitted per gross acre in the R-PD Districi shall bedletermined by the
Greneral Land Use Plan. The number of dwelling Ainits per gross acre
shall be placed afier the zoning symbol “*R-PD™; for example, a develop-
ment for 5iX units per gross acre shall be designgdted as "R-PD6.”
{Ord. 1582 § 3 (part), 1972: prior code § 11-1-1X.B(C))

19,18.040 Size. The minimum site drea requested in the R-PD
District shall be five acres, except the rd of Commissioners may
watve the minimum site area.

(Ord. 1582 § 3 (part), 1972; prior code/d 11-1-11.B(D))

1918050 Presubmission cofference — Plans required.

(A} Generally,a presubmiséion conference shall be required fora
planned unit development with/the developer, or his avthorized repre-
seniative, gnd staff of the Plinning Department to discuss density
requirements and preliminayy site planning. }

{B)} Plans necessary/for submission with an application for 2
planned unit development are as follows:

(1) Five se$ of complete development plans showing the
proposed uses for the property including dimensions and location of ali
proposed structures,/ parking spaces, comincn areas, private drives,
public streets and e exterior boundaries. If the development is to be
constructed in phdses, each phase shall be delineated on the site plan.
Each set of pland shall include floor plans and elevations of buildings;

(2} / Drainage information which shall consist of either a
contour map/or sufficient information indicating the general flow pat-
tern or pergéntage of slope;

(3} Onecopy of the conditions, covenants and restrictions

).
82 § 3 (part), 1972: prior code § 11-1-1LB(E))

s Vogas 3.37) 930

o
L

.
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 0 0 0 6 49

MEETINE OF
APRIL 4, 1590

ZONE CHANGE - PUBLIC HEARING

3. Master Davelopment Plan Amendment related to Z-17-90

This 1s a request to amand @ portion of = previously approved Master
Plan far the Peccole Ranch Property, Phase II. Phase II contains 536.4
acres and comprises property located south of Angal Park betwaen Durango
Drive and Hualpai May extending south to Sahara Awenue. There are 4,247
units proposed and the gross density for Phase II 1s 4.3 dwelling units
per acre. A related {tem, Z-17-90, 1t Item X.&.%2. of this agands.

Master Development Plans imve been approved for this property in 1981,
1936 and 1989, The portfon identified as Phasa 1 was mpproved as part
of the 1989 PFlan and ¥s5 currently under develogment. The signiffcamt
changes to this plan from tha 1989 plan is tha addition of & ga1f course.
& Targer rasort/casine site and the 100 acre commercial center zite norih
of Alta Drive, batwesn Durango Orive and art Boulevard. The proposed
miti-fanily usas haye Desn reduced from 103 acras to 60 acres. A 19.7
acre schopl sita 1& designated om a sita south of Charlasten Boulevard.
TRe 1'1}!11“1-19 tabla indicates tha proposed land uses and acrwage for
Phase 1I:

LAND_USE PHASE I[ ACREAGE  PERCENT DF SITE
S5ingle Fumily 401 40,308
Ml $1-fand Ty 60 £.02%
Ma{ghbarhood Commercial/0Ffice 194.3 19. 50%
Resort/Casing 56.0 5.628
@ol1f Coursa/Drainage 2118 21.24%
Schgol 12.1 1,312
Rights-of-Way 6.4 6.07%

At the Planming Commission meefing, staff indicated that the demsity
of this Master Plan was within tha average density of 7 ohits per acre
recgmmended in the General Plan. Staff recommended, howeaver. that Appla
Lame should be extended to Durmango Drive in conjumction with the shopping
center stta. The Plarping Commission recommended epproval of the Plan
subject to the resort sita and shopping center usss being posted with
sigms to indicake the proposed uses. THe Flanning Commission also required
that the surrounding property owners be notified when development plans
far the resort and commerciz] canter sites are subeitted for review.

There were saveral protestants at the meeting who woiced their objection
to the size of the shoaping center cfte and the proposed destination
rasort sita.

Planning Commission Recommndation: APPROVAL

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL

PROTESTS: 5§ (at mesting)

SEE ATTACHED LOCATION MAP

Y sl

DEPARTHENT GF COMMANITY PLANNING
AND DEVELOPHENT

e
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MAYOR RON LURIE CITY OF LAS VEGAS

S—

SCOTT HIGGINSON *

1§
CORRECTED LETTER

Japuary 29, 1991

W1111am Peccole 1982 Trust
2760 T1oga Pines Circle
Las Yegas, Nevada B9117

RE- Z-17-30 - ZONE CHANGE

t1
Gentlemen “

The €1ty Council &t a regular meeting held Apm1 4, 1990 APPROVED

the request for reciassification of property located on the east

s1de of Hualpal Way, west of Durango Drive, betwaen the south boundary

of Angel Park and Sahara Avenue, from: MN-U (Non-Urban)({under Resolu- "
tion of Intent %o R-1, R-2, R-3, R-PD7, R-PDB, R-MHP, P-R, C-1, C-2

and C-¥), to: R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence), R-PD7 (Residential

Planned Development} and C-1 (Limted Commercial}, Froposed Use

Single Famtly Dwellings, Multi-Family Owellings, Coomercial, Office -
and Resort/Casino, subject to:

1. A maximum of 4,247 dwelling units be allewed for Phase [I

2. Conformance to the conditions of approval? for the Peccole -
Ranch Waster Development Flan, Phase TI.

3. Approval of plot plans and burlding elevations by the
Planning Comnission Tor each parcel prior to development.

.

4 At the time development 15 proposed on each parcel appro-
priate right-of-way dedication, street improvements, drainige
plan/study submittal, drainageway 1mprovements, samitary

| S

sewer collection sysiem extensions and traffic signal system ¢
participation shall be provided as required by the Department
af Public Werks

—

400 E STEWART AVENLIE « LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 + (702) 386-6011
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W11112m Peccole 1982 Trust

Janyary 29, 1991
z2-17-

RE.

Page 2.

5

10,

il.

12,

Sincarely

%0 - ZONE CHARGE

S1gns shall be posted on the resort/casino and commercial
center si1tes to indicate the proposed uses.

The surrounding property owmers shall be noti1fied when
tha development plans for the resort/casine and commercial
center sites ave submtted for review.

The existing Resolution of Inftamt on this property 1s
axpunged upan approval af this application.

Rasplution of Intent with a five year time Timt.

Sat1sfaction of Ci1ty Code requirements and design standards |
¢f all €1ty cdepartments.

Approval of the parking and driveway plans by the Traffic
Engineer.

Repair of any damage to the existing street 1mprovements
resulting from this development as required by the Department
of Public Works

Provision of fire hydrants and water flow as required by
the Department of Fire Services.

Sl 7

KATHLEEN M TIGHE

City Clerk

KMT.cmp

cc:  Dept.
Dept
Dept
Dept.

1515

of Community Planning & Bevelopment
aof Public Warks

of Fire Services

of Burlding & Safety

Land Development Services

Mr. A. Wayne Smith

A. Wayne Smith & Associates
Sid=E, M1ssouri, Suite 100
Phoenx, Artzona 85014

VTN Nevada
2300 Paseo Bel Prado, A-100
Las Vegas, Neyada 89102

Sean Mchowan
2300 W. Sahara, Box 10
Las VYagas, Nevada 89102

ROR023157
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SOUTHWEST SECTOR

| The Southwest Sector of the Master Plan Is locatad along
Cheyenne Avenue 16 the north, portions of Rainbow and Jones
Boulevard to the 2ast, the Bruce Woodbury Beltway to the
west, and the city limit boundaries to the south. Many of the
city's more recently developed areas such as Summerlin and
Lhe Lakes are located within the Southwiest Sector Plan. The

i following Master Devetopment Plan Areas are lacated within
the Southwest Sector:

Canyon Gate Desert Shores
The Lakes Peccole Ranch
Summerlin West Sun City

|
‘
|
|
| South Shares summerlin North
|
|
\
\
|
[ ]

4
=l
?
3
g
g

[ [Fge 2 | FD-0006-J5-201 RS LL2_RMP
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Exhibit 4:
Southwest Sector Map

Printad: Novamber 18, 2008

1 Bun City 4 Summerlin Wiest 7 Paccole Ranch

2 The Lakes 5 Summerlin North & Canyon Gate

3 Desorl Shoves . 6 South Shores Southwest Sector
/N Freeway

Futura Land Use

PD-00D5-05-2012 R5 L_HIP
ROR023162
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Planning Commission
Meeting of
February 14, 2017

Submitted at Meeting —
Photographs of Golf Course
— Submitted as Backup for
Items 21-24 by Eva Thomas

FILED WITHIN MINUTES
BINDER
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Patrick M. Spilotro
8177 Bay Colony
Las Vegas, Nevada 89131

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA, LAS VEGAS DIVISION

In re CASENO.: BK-16-11627-BTB
STONERIDGE PARKWAY, LI.C,

Drelbtor OBJECTION 10 DEBTOR’S SECOND
AMENDED DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
FOR THE AMENDED PLAN OF
RIEORGANIZATION OF STONERIDGE
PARKWAY LLC |DKT 502]

AND

DECLARATION OF PATRICK
SPILOTRO

DECLARATION OF PATRICK SPILOTRO

I am & Homeowner in Silverstone Ranch, and have resided at 8177 Bay Colony, Las Vegas. Nevada
89131, since the Home was built and completed to my specifications in May of 2006, Having been a
resident of Silverstone Ranch prior to thal, living &1 8160 Imperial Lakes, [ preselected my lot
bordering the Silverstone Golf Course, ordercd my custom options, watched them construct my
home, and at closing ,also paid a $70,000 Lot Premium for my location on the Golf Course,

All the statements provided in this declaration are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, and
have heen derived from a variety of sources including public record, testimony and court
documents, as well as material obtained through various ncws articles subpoenas and diselosures,

including public statetnents made 10 News agencics and on other media.
Submittsd 3t Planning Gommiszion

e o2 § s//? S Yy
éu'? ,f/@o,MO
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L. Background Facts

1. Mountain Spa

Mountain Spa Development LI recorded a single development plan on April 15, 1994 and
the single largest parcel of the property at the time was over 570 acres when first recorded in
July of 1994, Mountain Spa Development LI became Mountain Spa Resort Development
{Golf Course and resort), and Mountain Spa Residential Devclopment, who n 1998 had built
three initial homes. Also in 1998, the first "Reciprocal Easement Agreement and Covenant to
Sharc Costs™ was recorded on September 11, 1994,

Meadowhrook was brought in to build the Golf course in 2000, and by Fall of 2001, it had
opened with a temporary clubhouse. With only six homes built, Mountain Spa Suspended
Salcs in 2001, The "Amended and Restated (rolf Development Agreement and Amended and
Restated Agreement of T.ease and Reciprocal Fasement and Covenant to Share Costs" was
also recorded (hat year on February 14, 2001,

Also at that time, Pulte and Meadowbrook came to agrecment with Mounlain Spa and the
approximately 630 acre development was divided into the Silversione Ranch Golf Course
Community (residential} and Silversione Goll Course {open space). They also recorded the
"Second Amended and Restated Reciprocal Hasement Agrecment to Share Cosls" on June
14, 2002. News reported the sale of 323 acres (actually over 357 acres afler 2001 merger and
re-division}, to Pulte for $75,000,000 (actually 373,145,214 recorded 6/14/02), and "the
other half (actually 272.3 acres recorded 6/14/02) of the 830-acre community will remain
under the ownership of Meadowbrook .. that built the 27-hole Silverstone Golf Club...”
Meadowbrock also recorded its June 14, 2002 purchase for $3,800.020 as Meadowbrook
Mountain Spa LLC. The T'ype of property listed on the State of Nevada Declaration of Value
was "Other - Golf Coursc™.

Pulte paid roughly $210.000 per acre for the "Agreed upon residential land', Meadowbrook

paid roughly only $14,000 per acre for the Golf course that contained the Drainage

2
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Easement. Meadowbrook reecived an operating 27 hole Golf Course with a 32,000+ sqfl
Clubhouse, 2000+ sylt Golf school building and the Maintenance yard with structures. Pulle
got dirt, but paid 15 times more per acre than Meadowbrook did.

* Parcel #480-310-002, aka #125-10-01-001, recorded Doc #19940701:01100, 572.47 acres
(7/1/94). The total footprint of the developmenl was -630 acres at the time it was re-titied in
the 2002 sales.

2. Silverstone Golf Course

As reported, Meadowbrook buill, and then bought in total the Silverstone Golf Course for
$3,800,020 on June 14, 2002 as Meadowbrook Mountain Spa LLC, When they filed for
Bankruptcy in 2010, the golf course went to SPE MD Holdings LLC as a Deed in Lieu of
Foreclosure for $14,835,000, written down 10 $3,138,510.34, on September 3, 2010.

PAR72 bought the Silverstone Golf Course from SPE MD on December 3, 2010, for
$3,100,000, and operated the Golf Course until it was sold again on September 1, 2015 for
$3,650,000 to Desert Lifestyles LLC {DL), who then CLOSED the Silverstone Golf Course
and tarned off the walter in an atlempt to destroy the Golf Course. On September 23, 2015,
Ron Richards' D-Day Capital LLC recorded a Deed of Trust for the Golf Course. Like in the
case of Rancho Mirage Comntry Club {znother gol! course snatched up by the Principles of
D-Day Capital LLC), they closed the Silverstone Golf Course, erected a fence around the
oolf course clubhouse and attempted to strip the cquipment from the site, but was stopped
from committing waste by a group of fast acting homeowners whe filed for and eventually
obtained injunctive relief

The Iiomeowncrs and HOA prevailed in Federal Court on November 10, 2015, and a
Preliminary Injunction, with an Order to restore the Golf Course, was decided by the
Honorable Richard F. Boulware, [1. On December 9, 2015, defendants filed appeal of the
injunctive rclief, and then on Docember 11, 2015, D-Thay assigned the Deed of Trust and the
%5M Note for the Golf Course o the newly created Aevitas LLC. Shortly after, Desert

3
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Lifestyles transterred the title of the Golf Course, and all of the deposits and asssts of
property, to the also newly created, and totally asset-less, Stoneridge Parkway LLC. This
was dote on or about December 15, 2013, two days prior o the next hearing in Federal
Court to examine court ordered restoration plans for the golf course.
Counsel for Desert 1.ifestyles told Judge Boulware's Court (Document 123 of that case), on
December 16, 2015,
*Defendants, by and through their undersigned counsel of record, hereby provide
Notice to the Plaintiffs, the LIGA, and this Court that late on December 15, 2015,
Defendant Desert Lifestyles sold the property in dispute in this case...
In conjunction with the sale of the property, Defendant Westem Golf will help
facilitate the transition to the new ownet, but Western golf will have no management
responsibilities for the new owner and will have no engoing relationship to the
property subsequent to the bricf transition.
Because Defendants retein no interest in he property and have no authority or ability
to bind the new owner, Delendants will not be presenting testimony of submitting
cvidence at the hearing on December 17, 2015, Defendants feel it would be improper
to submit evidence on a plan for restoring the golf course, or ask questions about the
HOA's plan to restorc the golf course, when the Delendanis have no interest in the
property or ability to bind (he new owner"
Also on December 16, 2015, Judge Boulwarc issucd a Minute order,
Pthat Defendant Desert Lifestyles, LLC shall produce, under seal for the Court's in
camera review, all documents relating to the sale of the golf course property in
dispute in this case. This filing shall include, but is not limited to, the purchase and
sale agreement and documents evidencing the names of the owners, members,
managers, and/or real parties in interest of the purchusing entity, Stoneridge
Parkway, LI.C. This filing shall also include 2 sworn alfidavit from Ronald Richards,

4
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1 attorney and manager for Desert Lifestyles, stating whether any ownets, members,

2 managers, or real parties in interest of Stoneridge Parkway, LLC have a preexisting
3 relationship with Desert Lifestyles, LLC, Western Golf Properties, LLC, Ronald
4 Richards, or Michael Schlesinger, and if 80, cxplaining the nature of such
5 relationship.”
6 The next day, Judge Boulware issucd a Joinder for the new owners' on December 17, 2015,
7 Stoneridge Parkway then filed for Chapter 11 Bankruptey Proteciion on December 18, 2015
8 Also of significance are the Filings for Electronic Notification on the new Bankrupley case.
9 On December 18, 2015, within minutes of each other, Ronald Richards, Mathew Abbasi and
10 Howard Madris all filed requests for electronic notification almost immediaicly after the
11 Chapter 11 case was [tled that same day.

12 ||I._The Second Amended and Restated Reciprocal Easement Agreement 1o Share Costs

13 || The Silverstone Goll Course was buill in 2000-2001 by Meadowbrock as part original Mountain

14 || Spa development. It opened wilh & temporary clubhouse in the Summer of 2001 and the clubhouse
15 || was added and operational by the Spring of 2002. Shorily thereafter on June 14, 2002,

16 || Meadowbrook recorded the (itle of the 272.3 acre, six parcel golf course property for a price of just
17 ||$3.8 million($15.000 acre), as an "other - golf course". Also on that day, Pulte recorded the litles ol
18 || the remainder of the property as residential development property that they paid $75 million

19 || ($210,000 acrc) for. Both parcels were also subject to the developmenl agreement for the planned
20 || community, and The Second Amended and Restaled Reciprocal Easement Agreement to Share

21 || Costs was recorded with mutual agreement as o the rights and duties of the parties.

22 || Article 3 of the agreement is titled und contains the, "Use restrictions on the golf course property”.
23 || The Agreement was very specific aboul the Intended use of the Golf Course Property, the

24 || maintenance of the property, thui both parties arc bound by, and rely upon the agreement and lastly,
25 || that the agreement "shall continue in perpetnity”. This specifically includes any 7oning Changes

26
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which would require consent of the Residential Property Owner, which consent Residential Property

Owner may withhold in its sole and absolute discretion.

Article 4 "Restrictions on residential property owner" and Article 5 Easements further delineates the

rights and obligations of the partics to the agresment. Most notably it states in,

Article 13 Generzal Provisions, provides the scope and structure of the Agreement and is very

specific as to termination of and amendments to the Agreement,

3.1 Golf Course Use, The Goll Course Owner Hereby covenants and aprees that the Golf
Course Property shall be operated and maintained solely as a 27-hole (or more),
championship golf course ... The Golf Course Owner shail maintain the Goll Course
Propertly in a clcan, safe, atiractive and reasonably weed-free condition. The Golf Course
Owner further acknowledges and agrees that Residential Property Owner has acquired and
will develop the Residential Property in reliance upon Golf Course Owner’s covenants in
this Section 3.1. Subject to sections 13.2 and 13.3 below, the restrictions in section 3.1 shall
continue in perpetuity.

3.8 Zoning Changes. The Goll Course Qwner shall not seek any zoning changes concerning
the Goll Course Properly withoul prior written consent of Residential Property Owner,

which consent Residential Property Owner may withhold in its sole and absolite discretion.

5.1.1 Binding Bffect of Easements, ... "This Agreement shzll remain in {ull force and effect
and shall be unalfected by any change in ownership of the Residential Property or Golf
Course Property.”

5.2.3 Drainage and Relcniion Casements. ... "notwithstanding anything in section 5.2.1 or
5.2.2 hereof 1o the contrary, Golf Course Qwner shall at its sole cost and cxpense, maintain
and repair that certain drainage channel more particularly described on Exbibit T hereto (the

"Golf Drainage Channel™).

13.2 lerm; Method of lerminalion.
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13.2.1 This Agreement shall continue in full foree and effect until terminated in
accordance with the provisions of Section 13.2.2.
13.2.2 This Agreement may be terminated at any time only if such termination is
approved by Golf Course Owner, Residential Properly Owner (if Residential
Property Owner then owns any Unit or any other portion of the Residential Property)
and the affirmative vote or wrilten consent, or any combination thercof, of seventy-
five percent (75%) of residential Unit Owners.
13.3 Amendments
13.3.1 This Agreement may be amended only with the written approval or the
affirmative vole, or any combination thereof, of (1) the Unit Owners {including,
without limitation, Residential Property Owner) owning not less than seventy-five
percent {75%) of the Units within the Residential Property which have been annexed
pursuant to the terms of the Declaration, (if) the Residential Owner (for so long as the
Residential Owner owns any pertion of the Residential Property, and thereafter the
Association), and {11} the Golf Cowrse Gwner.
Regardless of who, or what entity owns the goll coursc property, they would have had to voluntarily
accepled the terms and conditions of the agreement as a part of the conveyance. The original owners
and all subsequent owners, would huve had “actual, constructive and inquiry notice®, and cannot
therefore then claim to be innocent victims of the quagmire that they not only volunteercd {or, but
crcated. By aceepting the property, the goll course owners in succession have agreed to the terms of
the Covenants and Restrictions that ‘run with and touch the land®. It prohibits terminaiicn or
amendmen of Agreement, changing the golf course, without first attaining 75% vote of the
residential properly owners, peried. In previous golf course cases in particular, the Courls have
consistently recognized this "equitable servitude” created by Express written documents creating
restrictive covenants, as well as implied restrictive covenants where noe physical documents

rcecorded.
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Given the facts. even if the deblor was a Good Taith, bona fide purchaser, he would have no claim 10
be an unfairly encumbered by the restrictive covenant, or that the restrictive covenant was a burden
on alicnation. Both Nesert Lifestyles and Stoneridge Parkway knew, or should have known this
prior lo purchase. According to 341 hearing teslimony throughout this case, Debtor and Debtot's
council have acknowledged they knew of the golf course agreement, the 75% requirement, as well
as the pending Jegal action, Debtor then chose 1o proceed in a transaction whete Danny Modab
stated he did no duc diligence, made no investment, had no experience, and that he relicd solely on
his attorney and friend of 15 years, Matt Abbasi. Maodab testified he had surfed the internet for
information, and that was the cxtent of his due diligence [or the $5 million transaction. Certainly,
debror's Council, Abbasi, was fully aware of all the facls involved, especially as Modab later that
Abbasi represented both Modab/Stoneridge and Richards/Desert Lifestyles in the transaction, This
is information that was withheld from the Court, in direct defiance of Judge Boulware's December
2015 Minute Order, and was not divulged until the 341 Hearing on August 16, 2016.
The Golf Course Agreement was created by the parties involved, and made to exisl for the benefit of
the Homeowners/Association until the Parties to the agreement MUTUALLY agreed to change or
terminale it. Section 13 even has provisions in the event of a Bankruptey and very case we have arc
involved in today. Tt even addresses a dehtor’s use of the powers under 55363 and 53363,
Article 13.25.2 The partics hereto have entercd into this Agreement with the intent of
having this Agreement, and all of the rights and obligations of the parties hereunder,
unaltered in any bankrupley proceeding that may be commenced by or agalnst either party
under title 11 of the United States Code (the “Bankruptey Code™) or any other similar laws.
Iaving been fully advised as to the difference between such rights, the parlies agrce that
their respective obligations under this Agreement arc in the nature of property interests
rather than contractual rights. The parties further agrec (hat the rights and obligations
conferred through this Agreement cannot be diminished, impaired, avoided, or othcrwise

altered in any bankruptey procceding under the Bankruptey Code or any other similar law,

B
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including without limitation) any attempt by cither parties hereto, or any other person or
entity, 10:
(i) sell the property addressed in this Agreement frec and clear free and clear of this
Agrecment pursuant 10 a:
(&) motion filed under Bankruptey Code subsection 363 or any similar law; or
{b} plan proposed under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Codc or any similar
law; ot
{if) reject this Agrecment under Bankruptey Code subsection 363 or any similar law.
The rights and obligations under this agreement shall run with the land that is subject to this
agreement, and any subsequent sale of the real property that is the subject of this Agresment
shall be subject to all of the ferms and provisions of this Agreement.
"Ihe Golf Coutse Owner is clearly osligated under this Agreement, and is barred from using
Bankruptcy Protection us a means of circumventing and avoiding the obligations and equitable
servitude. Cases such as this with Fxpress Restrictive Covenants are clear cut in their language, but
even in the cases where NO cxpress agreement exists, all Courts have found consistently that
Equitable Servitude, whether express or implied, exists and cannot simply be ignored. In the casc of
Silverstone, the Express Writicn Agreement is paramount. [l even addresses exactly what the
Drebtor's obligations arc and the avenues availuble for relief, In this case, changed circumstances,
mismanagement, intentional destruction and even Bankruptey are accounted for, By accepting
conveyance of the property, the Goll Coursc owner, with proper Notice, is bound by the Agreciment
they aceepted when they purchased the land, it was their choice. They cannot now claim ignorance,
having virtually destroyed any value in the asset and secking sctilement to the detriment of the
Homeowners, the only innocent victims in this tragedy. The Bankruptey and other Federal and State
Courts have all recognized this, even in cases where the Restrictive Covenant is simply implied, let

alone express.
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III, Restrictive Covenants and the Courts

For over a Decade, the economy and induslry changes have had a significant impact on Golf Course
ownership. However, the Courts have been able decide consistently that Homeowner's rights are not
io be simply ignored or brushed aside by Owners, or subsequent Owners, who claim changed
circumstances have allowed them right to ignore the legal obligations they agreed 1o when
purchasing a resiricted or impaired property. Such is the case in Silverstone. Foriunately the Courts
have provided excellent guidance and consideration in these cases. These five applicable cases
encompass situations arising in State and Federal Courls, ineluding several that arose from Federal

Bankruptey Courts.

1. Ute Park Summer Homes Ass'n v. Maxwell Land Gr. Co. - Supreme Court of New
Mexico, 1967,
In Ute Park Summer ITomes Association v. Maxwell Land Grant Co., 1967, the developer
stmply promised to build a Golf Course and distribuled maps containing an arca marked
"gol{ course." The simple existence and use of the map was found 1o be enongh evidence for
the Court to find an easement and slated,
"| W jhere land is sold with reference to a map or plat showing a park or like open
arca, the purchaser acquires a private right, generally referred to as an easemenl, that
such area shall be used in the manner designated. As stated, this is a privale vight and
it is not dependent on a proper making and recording of a plat for purposes of
dedication.” 77 .M. at 734, 427 P.2d at 253.
The Map was not recorded, there were no recorded covenants, yet, The New Mexico
Supreme Court held that lot owners still had a legal right to use of the area as a golf course,
and an implicd easement had been ereated. This right, the court held, came into existence
because of maps and represcntations used by the developer's agents. Silverstone Ranch

showed an abundance of smaller maps, a big one in the sales office, many news interviews,

10
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advertisements and articles, e1c. There are numerous examples of these in (he case of the

Silverstone Ranch Golf Course Community,

2. Shalimar Ass'n v. DOC Enterprises, Lid., 688 P. 2d 682 - Ariz: Court of Appeals, 1984
The Judge in "Shalimar' actually cites 'Ute Park' in a case where the 'new owners’ of golf
course sought to simply develop it without regard for the equitable rights of the neighbors.
Quoting from the first page of the Decision,
"OPINION - FROEB, Judge.
This case involves zn attempt by the new owners of a golt course to develop the
property for other purposes. No specilic restiiction as to the usc of the land was ever
placed of record with the county recorder. The surrounding homeowners brought this
action to have the court declare and enforce against the new owners an implicd
reslriction limiting the use of the property to a golf course. We hold that a covenant
restricting the use of the property is implied from the tacts and circumstances and is
enforecable against the new owners because they arc not bona fide purchasers
without notice."
Again without a recorded document the courts have found covenants enforceable against the
subsequent or ew' owners, who simply 'should have’ known it was a Golt Course. and the

implicd restrictive covenant would apply.

3a. Skyline Woods Homeowners Association Ine v, Broekemcicr, Supreme Court of
Nebraska 2008,

In 2004, in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court in Nebraska. The homeewners in the Skyline Woods
development were not included in the Skyline Country Club ereditor's matrix, and their
claimed restrictive covenants were nol specifically raised, On February 9, 2005, the

bankruptcy court entered an order approving the sale of the golf course property (o Liberty,

11
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which is owned and operated by David A. Broekemeier and Robin Brockemeier. In 2003,
Skyline Country Club issued a warranty deed to Liberty, conveying the property "free [rom
cneumbrance excopt covenants, casements and restrictions ol record.” In 2006, the HOA
sued, won, and prevented, "any actions that would inlerfere with or damage the golf course
or prevent the property from being used as a goll course.”, sounding very similar to the order
in the Silversione Golf Coursc case.
Ir. 2007, the distriet court granted partial summary judgment in favor of ITOA on the issue of
whether restrictive covenants "limiting the use of the property to that of a golf course” ran
with the land. The court also concluded that the bankruptcy order did not sell the property
froe and clear of the restrictive covenants, as the restrictive covenants are third-party
property rights belonging to the Homcowners.
In deciding the case, the Nebraska Supreme Court stated, that in Wesscl v. Hillsdale Estales,
Inc.,', they were faced with actual express profective covenants by the developer Lo preserve
land for a park for the surrounding homeowners' enjoyment, but the amount of land was in
dispute. They concluded that the amount of land used Lo build the park had to be in
accordance with 1he buyer's expectations, stating,

“A restriclive covenant is 1o be consirued in connection with the surrounding

circumslances, which the parties are supposed to have had in mind at the time they

made it; the location and character of the entire tract of land; the purpose of the

restriction; whether it was [or the sole benefit of the grantor or for the benefit of the

grantee and subscquent purchasers; and whether it was in pursuance of a general

building plan for the development of the property.”™

1. Wessel v. Hillsdale Estates, Inc., 200 Neb, 792, 266 N.W.2d 62 (1573}

2. id. at 801, 266 N.W .24 at 6§ {guoting Tund v. Orz, 181 Neb. 361, 148 N'W.2d 309

(1967)..
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1 ‘Skyline' cites both Ute Park' and 'Shalimar’, and in analysis of the Bankruptcy sale, the
2 Courl found, "that the bankruptcy sale has no effect on implied restrictive covenants and that
3 as such, Liberty and the Broelkemeiers are still bound by them.” Subsequent owners are
) bound by the Implied Covenants, and the sale in Bankruplcy had no effect on the Implied
5 Covenants. The Court also noted that,
6 "In Tn te Rivera’, the court concluded that covenanis nmning with the land are
7 property interests that cannot be removed in a discharge becausc to do so would be
8 taking a property interest away from a third party and giving the debtor a property
9 interest which the debtor never had."
10 3. Inre Rivera, 256 B.R. 828 (M.D. Fla. 2{(}J).
11 In conclusion, the Court siated,
12 "we aflirm the order of the district court that the implied covenants require that the
13 property is (o be used only as a golf course. As o mainicnance, the golf cowrse shall
14 be maintained according 1o standards (1) through (7) of the June 13, 2006, joint
15 stipulation of the parties. Accordingly, we modify the districl courl's order regarding
16 the required standards of maintenance.”,
17 This decision acknowledges nol only the covenants, but the right to preper maintenance of
18 the Golf Course!
51 | (RS S EREE
20 3b. On Appeal: IN RE: SKYLINE WOQODS COUNTRY CLUB, Debtor. Mid-City Bank, &t
21 al., Appellants. v. Skyline Woods Homeowners Association, et al., Appellees, United States
22 Court of Appeals, Bightl Circuit, 2011,
23
24 On Appeal, in the Eighth Circuit, the Court wrote:
25 "Before LOKEN, ARNOLD, and BYE, Circuit Judges. Anna M. Bednar, Robert
26 Frederick Craig, Robert F. Craig, P.C., Omaha, NE, for Appellants. Robert . Bathe,
13
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Michael Thomas Eversden, McGrath & North, Omaha, NE, for Appellecs. 1f so
authorized, the purchaser of real property from a bankruptey estate acquires title Lo
the land "free and clear of any interest” identified in 11 U.S.C. § 363([). After an
affiliate of Liberty Building Corporation ("Liberty ") purchased the Skyline Woods
Golf Course in Douglas County, Nebraska, from the estate of a Chapter 11 debtor,
residents of the surrounding planned community sued the purchasers to enforce
express and implied restrictive covenants. The Supreme Court of Nebraska held that
the bankruptey salc did not extinguish equitabic interests in having the property
maintained as a golf course. Skyline Woods Homeowners Ass'n, Inc. v. Brogkencier,
758 N.W.2d 376, 392-93 (Neb.2008). Liberty and its secured lender, Mid-City Bank,
now appeal the bankruptey comrt's denial of their motion to reopen the closed
bankruptey proceedings in order to declare the Supreme Court of Nebraska judgment
void and to enjoin the residents from enforcing it. We conelude denial of the motion
te rcopen was not an abuse of discretion because, in 2 reopencd bankrupley
proceeding, the state-cowrt judgment would be entitled to the [ull faith and credit
mandated by 28 U.S.C. § 1738, Accordingly, we affinn."

Also of note, in a review of Skyline 2 titled, "Finality of 'Free and Clear' Sale Orders by

Bankruptcy Courts" (April 28, 2011}, George W, Shuster, Jr., Katelyn R. O'Brien, John D.

Sigel wrote,
"The Boltom l.ine - Purchasers rely on a bankruptey courl's "free and clear” order
when purchasing property. Many purchusers may anticipate that, if the sale order is
Jater challenged, they can return to the bankruptey courl and resolve the dispute in a
favorable forum. Mid-City Bank v. Skyline Woods Homeowners Association
illustratcs that when purchascrs buy free and clear under Section 363 of the

Bankruptey Code, they should consider, among other risks, the risk that a non-
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bankruptey courl will decide issues of whether the sale was "free and clear,” and thal

its decision will be adverse o and binding on the purchasers.”

4. 1Teatherwood TToldings, LLC v. HGC, Ine. (In re Heatherwood Holdings, I.LC), 746 [.3d
1206 (11th Cir. 20143 2014

This Birmingham Alabama golf course case involves a situation where losing moncy
cventually and lezitimately foreed 1Teatherwood into a chapter 11 bankruptey. After filing,
Tleatherwood wanted to sell the golf course property frec and clear, asking the court to shed
all encumbrances, covenants and restrictions. HGC filed an objection, contending that the
properly was subject Lo an implied covenant ruming with the land restricting its use to being
& golf course. The Bankruptey Court asked several questicns of the State Supreme Court,
including whether statc law would recognize cr imply a restrictive covenant with respect to a
g0lf course constructed as parl of a residential development. The State Suprems Court
responded in the alfirmative and the bankruptey court [ound the property was subject to the
restrictive covenants. The district court affirmed it, and it was appealed to the 11th Circuit,
On appeal to the 11th Cireuit, the Court agreed with the lower courts, noting the
development was used exclusively s a golf course community for over 20 years, and that
Homeowners were induced to buy based on the existence ol the golf course. Also, that the
developer always intended the development to be a golf course community. In answer to
whether the purchaser was bound by the restrictive covenant, the | 1th Circuit also agreed
with the Bankruptey Court's finding that the buyers had actual, constructive and inquiry
notice of the restrictive covenant. In addition, the I 1th Circuit apreed with the Bankruptey
Court's rejection of the doctrine of integration. They fuund that regardless of the scope of the
agreement between the scller and buyer, the seller did not represent every homeowner that
was relying on the restrictive covenant, so it could not have been destroyed by agreement
between the buyer and seller. Lastly, as to the claim of the doctrine of changed
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circumstances, the 11th Circuil also agreed with the Bankruptey Court, in thal the
homeowners® benefit from the continued covenant outweighed the detriment to the debtor.
Accordingly 11th Circuit affirmed the lower court judgment.
'The Georgia [.aw Review, May 20, 2014, "FORE! Eleventh Circuit Upholds Implied
Restrictive Covenant for Subdivision Golf Course”, summed the ¢asc up well when they
Wrote:
"In affirming an Alabarma Bankruptcy Court’s finding of an implied restrictive
covenant on the golf course that is the centerpiece of a suburban Binningham
subdivision in In re: Heatherwood Holdings, LLC, No. 12-16020 (Mar. 27, 2014),
the 11" Circuit agreed with the aggrieved subdivisicn homeowners that the property
at issue was subject to an implied restriction to be used enly as a golf course, and the

forcelosing lender was not entitled 1o markel and sell the property as residential lots.

Confirming the Alabama Supreme Court’s holding that while the facts at issuc bad
not been addressed in Alabama state court previously, they were sufliciently similar
to those at issue in a decision from the Arizona Ceurt of Appeals, Shafimar Ass’n v.
D.0.C. Enterprises, Ltd,, 688 P.2d 682 (Ariz. C1. App. 1984}, which similarly
invalved a community specifically designed around a golf course, and viewed the
actions of the original developers and subsequent residential lot purchasers as
consistent with the creation of an implied covenant. Citing the bankruptey court’s
substantial findings of the original plat maps and site plans noting the presence of a
golf course, golf course themed road names, and the numcrous individual covenants
and easements placed on each residential lot, the Court acknowledged the principle
purpose of this subdivision was the creation of a golf community.

Most imporiantly, the Court recognized that based cn witness testimony, most, if not

all, Heatherwood homeowners had been induced 10 buy within the subdivision based

6
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on the presence of 4 golf course, Given this finding of the golf coursc as an integral
part of the development, the Court agreed with the Alabama Supreme Court’s
rationale from Shedimar in finding an implied restrictive covenant, and thus viewed
First Commercial and Heatherwood Iloldings™ attempt to argue there was no such
restrictive covenant a naked altempt o sceond-guess the Alabama Supreme Cowrt’s

answer to a certified question of law.”

3, Riverview Communily Group v. Spencer & Livingston, Wa. 8t. Supreme Court, 2014
In Rivervicw, the Washington State Supreme Courl found that a group of homeowners wha
bound together specifically for this case did indeed have standing, and that the actions and
promises of the Developer did indeed create an cquilable servitude. An equitable servitude is
a non-possessory interest in land and usually this type of servitude must be created by
writing. However, a5 we can sec consistently, when applicable, an implied servitude can be
created, so long as the landowners have notice of the agreement. The Supreme Court found
that plat limitations, regardless of whether the restriction appears on fitle, can be enforced
under an implied equitable servitude.
"Qur dacision that an cquitable servitude may be implied is bolstered by a similar
case from Orogon, Mountain High Homeowners Ass 'nv. Jf. Ward Co., 228 Or.
App. 424, 209 P.3d 347 (2009). Similarly to the case hefore us, the homcowners in
Mountain High had bought homes in a development that contained a golf course
complex. Jd at 427. Alsc like the case before us, "prospective buyers who asked for
assurances that ihe golf course would remain in place werc told that the golf course
would continue 1o be there and that there was no need to worry about it.” /i Also
like the case before us, the golf course [ell on herd financial times and the owner shut
down operations, /@ at 429. Afler a full trial, the Oregon trial court imposed an

equilable scrvitude on the goll course property limiting 1ts use to & golf course and
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entered an injunction requiring the developer “to reconstruct, maintain, and operate
the ninc-hole golf course for 15 years." Jd. at 431, The Court of Appeuls «flirtmed. /d.
at 438. Tt reasoned (hat the imposition of an equitable servitude and an cnforcing
injunction was justified because
"[d]efendant represented to buyers that Mountain High was and would
continue to be a golf course community. That representation was made both
expressly and implicdly. 1t was reasonably forcseeable that, in deciding
whether to purchase land within Mountain [ligh, a prospeelive buyer would
rely on those representations and substantially change position as a result of
that reliance, The owners did, in fact, purchase property in Mountain High,
substantially changing their positions as a result of defendant’s
reprosentations, It was reasonable for buyers to tely on the representations of
the doveloper of Mountain High and the owner of the Mountuin High goll
course in making their decisions to purchase in the community. Under all the
circumstances, incloding the condition of the golf course property as of the
date of trial in this case, it would be unjust for defendant 1o bencfil from the
successful marketing o Mountain High as a "golf course community" without
the imposition of the servitude. Accordingly, we conclude that the trial court
did not ere in declaring the existence of the equitable servitude. fd. ot 438-39."

We agree."

Tn this line of Golf Course specilic cases, as with the bulk of the golf course Case Law, the courts
have consistently found that Planned Golf Course Communities have & Restrictive Easement, and
the Homeowners who bought homes based on a Golf Course being the center piece of the

Conuriunity have an 'equitable servitude' on which to rely on, and that the Dedicated or 'romised

Golf Course/Open space would remain as such.
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From Washington and Oregon, across to Alabama, and from Nebraska down to Arizena and New
Mexico, the U.S. Circuit and State Supreme Courts have consistently recognized Easements that
restrict the use of the land when it comes to Golf Courses that arc an integral part of the community,
and that these rights and intcrests cannot be ignored. Nor can they be modified or discharged by the
courls, even in bankruptey, regardless of the Debtors reliance on subsections 363 andfor 365 of the
bankruptey Code for relief.

Tn the case of Silverstone Ranch, there is more than just an implied easement, but also an Express
Written Agreement on top of that established and defined the golf course, specifically assigns
residential and golf course Easements on both parties, and the Express Restrictive Cavenan(s on the
goll course owners and their suceessors to maintain the golf course. As the Court has noted
previously, the required 75% Ilomeowner consent (o change the polf course cannot he waived. We
can also see that such Restrictive Covenants have been upheld by the Courts in post Bankruptcy,
'Free and Clear' sales.

Even if the Debtor was a bona fide buyer and debtor, and even if the Credilor Acvitas was a bona
fide creditor, they both had actual, constructive and inquiry notice of the Covenants, and the
pending legal action prior to the Stoneridge possession. Given the close connection between the
various parties in this case, it would be virtually impossible for them not have had notice. As such,
all the parties involved voluntarily entered into the various transactions that have occurred since

Par72 owned the operating polf course on August 31, 2015,

IV Nevada Revised Statues and Public Policy
1. NRS278A - PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
NRS 278a is th; -scction of Nevada law that defines and regulates Planmed Unit
Developments{PUDs), including Zoning and Enforcement. Especially in cases where
unlawlul atlempts by land speeulators to develop designated “open space” arisc. In the case
of this PUD, Mountain Spa/Silverstone Ranch, land expressly designated as golf course is
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1 open space and drainage, sought and obtained through approval by the original developer.

2 Now, over a decade later, and this Planned Development’s close out and completicn, a new
3 propetty speculator secks to inject himself into and fundamentally change the netghborhood.
4 Nevada law expressly precludes changes in an approved PUD  for the economic bensfil of a
5 private party. The law protects PUDs from such disruption and requires that any land use
& changes must be for the benefit of the neighborhood as a whole.
7 When Pulte built Silverstong, they sold premium residential lols surrounding the already
8 buill polf course, and over for the next decade top datc, (hal land has served as the approved
9 open space, parks and required drainage for the PUD. To simply assume [easibility herc
10 would be a mistake as debtor’s plan flies in the face of the NRS,
11 NRS 278a.400 Enforcement by residents,
1. All provisions of the plan shall run in faver of the residents of the planned
12 unit residential development, but only to the extent expressly provided in the plan
P pressly p P
13 and in accordance with the terms of the plan and to that exient such provisions,
whether recorded by plat, covenanl, easement or otherwise, may be enlorced at law
14 or equily by the residents acting individually, jointly or through an crganization
designated in the plan to act on their behalf.
15 NRS 278A.410 Modification of plan by city or county,
2. No modification, removal or release of the provisions of the plan by the city or
16 county is permitted exeepl upon a finding by the city or county, following a public
17 hearing that it:
(a) Is consistent with the efficient development and preservation ol the entire
18 planned unit devclopment;
(b) Does not adversely affect either the enjoyment of land abulting upon or across
19 a street from the planned unit development or the public interest; and
20 (e) Ts not granted solely (o confer a private benefit upon any person.
21 2, NRS 361A - TAXES ON AGRICULTURAL REAL PROFERTY AND OPEN
SPACE
22 . . . .
It's the Open Space part of the title thal matters, but not as a tax issuc. n fact, il you do a
23 . . . .
scarch of the entire NRS for the term “goll course”, you find 73 hits, with well over hall of
24 . . . . . . -
those in NRS 3614, thirty cight hits. The next highest is NRS 244 with [our. #61 a delines
25
apen space, golf courses and agricultural property and provides tax breaks based on then
26
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being open spaces. The Legislative Declaration makes Intent ol the law and public policy

very clear.

NRS 361 A.040 “Open-space real property” “Opcn-spacc real property™ means:
1. Land:

(a) Located within an area classified pursuant to NRS 278.250 and subject to
regulations designed to promote the conservation of open space and the
protection of other natural and scenic resources from unrcasonable
impairment; and
{b) Devoted exclusively Lo open-space use.
2. The improvements on the land described in subsection | that is used primarily to
support the open-space use and nol primarily o increase the value of surrounding
developed property or seeure an unmediate monetary return.

3. Land that is used as a golf course.

NRS 361A.050 “Open-space use” defined. “Open-space use”™ means the current
employment of land, the preservation of which use would conserve and enhance
natural or scenic resources, protect streams and water supplics, maintain nataral
features which enhance control of floods or preserve sites designated as historic by
the Office of Historic Preservation of the State Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources. The use of real property and the improvements on that real
property as a golf course shall be deemed to be an open-space use of the land.

NRS 361A.090 Legislative declaration.

2. The Legislature hereby declares that it is in the best interest of the State
to maintain, preserve, conserve and otherwise continue in existence
adequate agricultural and open-space lands and the vegetation thereon to
assure continued public health and the use and enjoyment of natural
resources and scenic beauty for the cconomic and social well-being of the
State and its citizens.

3. The Legislature hereby further finds and deelares that the use of real
proeperty and improvements on that real property as a golf course
achieves the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural and scenic
resources of this State and promotes the conservation of open space.

NRS 3601A.170 Designations or classifications of property for open-space use;
procedures and criteria.

L. Property used as a golf course is hereby designated and classified as open-
space real property and must be assessed as an open-spacc use.
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T seems clear in considering NRS 278a, il requires that any PUD change is *Is not granted
solely to confer a private benefit upon any person™, and that aceording to NRS 361a, Golf
Courses are “open spaces”, and they are in the “best interest of the State to maintain,
preserve, conserve and otherwise continue in existence”, it would seem that without
conmunily supporl, Ne such changes would be allowed. Any proposal such as ihe onc in
Diebiors Plan, that is NO'T a benefit to the community at large and would bencfit one non-
resident land speculator, would be DOA (dead on urrival) at any Planning Commission or
City Council, Without the required re-entitlement, the Plan has no feasibility and the debtor
will ultimately fail again. Without zssets to cven maintain the property, it is hard to believe

they have the time or money to procccd down a irial and error path of this kind.

V. Objections fo Debtor's Disclosure Statement and Plan of Reorganization

1. Debtor has acted in bad faith, Based on the facts that Modab came into the (ransaction
totally blind, without any resources or plan Lo operate or maintain the property by simply
taking over a shell corporation, smacks of irresponsibility, and ‘“New Debtor’s Syndrome™.
A simple search comes up with plenty of cxamples like the following and the similaritics are
just more reason why the Courts should understand that Modab and Stoneridge are simply
alter egos of Richards and Desert Lifestyles. In the case of Stoneridge, the Debtor was a
shell corporation until shortly before its filing, when real property under threat of legal
action was transferred 1o it. The Following example is illustrative,

“TN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
FOR THL NORTHERN DISTRICT OFF CALITORNIA
In re NPNGN, INC., No. 1-90-01145

Memorandum ol Decision

The debtor was a shell corporation until shorlly before its filing, when real
praperty being foreclosed upon was transferred to il by its principal. The foreclosing
creditor, the FDIC as Receiver for North America Savings and Loan, promptly
brought a motion for reliel from the automatic stay, arguing that the petition was
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filed in bad faith. Alter taking testimony, the court found that this was a classic "new
debtor syndrome" sitation and granted relief as prayed. However, the court found
that the case had been filed on the bad advice of counsel and his incorrect belief that
the filing was proper, Accordingly, the court stayed the relicf granted to FDIC briefly
to give the debtor's principal time to consider his options. The deblor then made the
instant motion to dismiss these proceedings.”

On September 1, 2015, Richard/Desert Lifestyles bought, ¢losed and turned off the water to
the golf course in an attempl (o destroy il. Alter losing in Judge Boulware's, Court, they
translerred the property to the new shell corporation, Stencridge Parkway, and by way of
financing through yel another, even newcer shell corporation, Aevitas. Since the transfer
made the very expensive preliminary injunction basically moot, and while under proteetion
of the stay, the debtor has since let the golf course dic, and the clubhouse be vandalized. Far
from doing anything to proteet the asset, tho debtor has done more to destroy it instead,
almost as if Stoneridge and Western Golf were agents of Ron Richards. This was the original
goal of Richards and Desert Lifestyles from the beginning. Now that the course is destroyed,

the debtor’s infeasible plan is to carve up the corpse and turn it into gold.

2. Debtor’s Plan is not Feasible, and has no chance of success. 1F Debtor acknowledges that
they will never gel the 73% [Tomeowner support required 1o change (the property, the
remaining options are non-starters. They would need to compel the Court to strip away the
restrictive casements. This will not solve the Debtors dilemma,
A. The restrictive covenant will endure, the case law shows that stripping the
sasement will be short lived until the Homcowners appceal and the equitable servitude
is restored by reinstating Lhe cxpress eascment, or finding an implied easement..
B. Removing the “reciprocal easement” agreement would literally land fock the bulk
of the properly as the recipracal means that both parties are involved. Removing the
golf course agreement would also remove the easement for the residential access

streets only allowing access to the 2.2 acre parcel at Rainbow and Grand Tcton and
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the 19.2 acre parcel # 125-10-110-009 on the west side of the golf course that
touches a Public street.
€. The Plan is contrary to the NRS 278a requirement thal any change “ls not granted
solcly to confer a private bencfit upon any person.”™, and absolutely contrary 1o public
policy in NRS 361a in that, “The Legislature hereby further finds and daclares that
the use of real property and improvements on that real property as a golf course
achieves the purposc of conserving and enhancing the natural and seenic resources of
this State and promotes the conservation of open spuce.”

1. The Plan Exhibit 1} is either not allowed or requircs extensive engincering or the taking

of HOA communily property not in proper casements
A, Subdivision 1 is 100% in the drainage easement, and while not unbuildable,
cannot be simply designated as buildable land without a drainage study.
B. Subdivisions 2 and 3 have no access to drivable strects, The parcel is actually a
single pizee, and the only golf course parcel with a Drainage Study. Unfortunately
for the debtor, it is also Jandlocked by HOA property, having only Golf Cart and
Maintenance access. According 1o the plan cxhibit 12, and access 10 parcel #125-10-
110-014 containing subdivisions two and three, ingress and cgress crosses Parcel
#125-10-197-031, Subdivision common element. Short of scizing HOA property,
there is no accass 1o that parcel.
C. Subdivisions 4 and 5 suffer from the same problem as 2 and 3, except for this
ingress and egress crosses parcel #125-10-597-018, also a Subdivision commot
element.
D. Subdivision 6 has no access as designed. The proposed access si nol onlt a fire
access easement, but also uses residential streets as access roads. Lven if the Debtor

was able to seize and eross parcels #125-10-597-009 and #125-10-512-083.
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E. Subdivisions 2, 3 and 6 Have Ilomes and roads buill over emergeney fire access
casements.
F. Subdivisions 4, 5 and 6 have homes and roads built over water and sewer
sasements.
G. Subdivisions 2, 3, 4, $ and 6 would not only need to seize and cross HOA
property, but all the traffic waonld be using, and overloading Cupp Drive, a two lane
road that atready has plenty of Silverstone traffic.
4. The Plan unfairly disadvantages the Hoa and Homeowncrs. Debtor’s plan to satisty the
requirements of the Bankruptey Code by taking 60-67 acres of land to be repurposed and
s0ld creates significant hardship.
A. The course is destroved, the clubhouse is vandalized and the debtor admits it is a
liability in its present state. While the Deblor assumes his property will be free and
clear, and that the City will magically just agree to re-entitle the property, the reality
is different. The first step would be the dismissal of the restrictive easement and the
75% homeowner support requirement. Even if the courls cooperate, the city would
be hatd pressed betfore allowing the dismantling of a planned Development that has
been complete for over a decade,
B. The Debtor proposes to donate over 200 acres to the HOA as compensatien for its
claims, but this is a fraction of the destroyed Golf Course, mostly dominated by 2
Drainage Bascment that is far from compliance and more of a liability than any kind
of usable asset. More to the point is that the Valuations arc not correct. While Debtor
benefits from the provisions of the Plan, they leave the HOA with practically all the
liability and expense of the Public Drainage Easement, and a clubhouse that would
require the HOA to secure and maintain, Whether the HOA is expecled to spend
millions to restore some kind of Gelf Course or is expected Lo salvage some kind of

REQUIRED open space, the HOA cannot be expected 1o assume such liability and
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cost. Basically, even if the Debtor could somehow manage to retain, and scll property
for residential building, the left over land would be required to satisfy “open space
requirements” and thus not only unbuildable and worthless, but would require
significant funding to maintain the properly. The Debtor is NOT giving the HOA an
asset, but a liability.

While Debtor claims to hope to harvest $300,000 per acre land for development for
60+ acres and claim $18,000,000 in procceds, the realily [or the HOA and
Homeowngrs is that they would be lefl with worse than uscless property that would
end up significantly impairing the HOA and costing the [lomeowners significantly.
This is NOT {air and equal trealment to provide all the benefit for one class and cost
an impaired class countless costs going forward.

II the Ilomeowners on the Golf Course have lost a VERY congervative $20 1o $30
thousand per house, and there are 749 homes on the course, that is a loss of beiween
$15 and $22.5 Million in losses sulfered alrcady. The permancnl closing of
Silverstone would compound that loss. Now, debtor proposes further losses for the
Ilomeowner, not only in lower home values, but by FORCING a liability on them.
C. The Debtor plan will ultimately fzil, as will land sales o perspective purchasers
onee they realize that liability siill exists and the land is not free and clear of future

legal action that will take years 1o resolve.

¥1. Conclusions
1. The original sale on September 1, 20135 was a naked and bold attempt to destroy the treubled
Silverstone Golf Course. Without any required prior notice, Richards/Schlesinger using Desert

Lifestyles, 13-Nay Capital and Western Golf closed the club. Onee halted by the actions of the
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Homeowners and HOA, the property was transferred in another atlempt 1o ibis tine avoid the

Judgment in Federal Courl by using a ¢hange in ownership and these Bankrupley proceedings.

Having fuiled 1o check the recorded Documents for ALL six parcels, practically nobody knew of the
existence of D-Day and it's relation to Richards at the time of the sale to Stoneridge. It is important
to also note practically nobody knew about Aevilas also, let alone Madris, and his conneciion to the
case. This information was zlso never brought to the altention of Judge Boulware when he issued his
minute order one day after the Course was sold, in the middle of his case, and despilc his

specifically asking for such relovant information in the December 16, 2015 Minute Order.

The facts surrounding the original transaction, the involvement of the related parlies, and the actions
they have taken, as well as the circumstances surrounding the subsequent sale to Stoncridge were
kept concealed from the Courts. They were also held back as well from the only true viclims in this
situation, the Homeowners. This is even more obvious when considering that not only was Judpe
Boulware not informed of the relation of Richards and [-Day, or the invalvement of Madris/Acvitas
and N-Day, but also when considering a determination of whether it was true arm's length
transaction. The Court was never told:

A. The true relalionship between Richards/Schlesinger and D-Day

B. The involvement of Howard Madris as lawyer for DD-day as well as Aevitas.

C. The 15 vear relationship between, Modab and Abbasi, and that Abbasi was also

cennected to Richards. They even had Modab sign a Conllict Waiver,

D, That Modab had/has NO investment al all in the 'Book Eniry' transaction to Stoneridge.

E. That ihe lawyer Abbasi, a 15 year friend of Modab, who did ALL the due diligence for his

client, and was the key individual who arranged, negotiated and helped struciure the deal

was actually ALSO representing Richards and in the transaction. This was not even revealed

until August of 2016 in 341 testimony by Danny Modab.
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Had Judge Boulware known about D-Day and Aevitas and whe controlled them, il would have cast
doubt that Danny Modah/Stoneridpe Parkway was ever a bona fide purchaser. The involvement of
Abbasi is also in direct contradiction to what was previously told to the courts, sspecially in light
that Modab did NO due diligence, not even a site visit, and he relied solely on the advice and
puidance of Abbasi who was also representing Richards/Desert Lifestyles. Compounding this issue
is the fact that aceording to HOA recerds, Richards is still involved, having had a conference with
HOA lawyer Dan Lev as recently as July of 2616, well after time that he claimed he had no longer
had an interest in the property back in December. (Exhibit _ }With all of the doubts and talk of New
Debtor Syndrome, Sweetheart Deals and whether this was a true arm’s length transaction, one must

seriously question why this case has gone on for as it has given the circumstances.

2. The golf course ownet, whether it is Danny Modab, Ron Richards, Michael Schlesinger, Desert
[ifcstyles, Aevilas or the supposed Stoneridge Parkway, they had to have at least Constructive and
Inquiry Nolice of the Restrictive Covenants that touch and run with the land, Tn any case, Modab’s
due diligence/web surfing would have at least revealed the 3 month old legal battles that involved
the property. The goll course owner and/or the Debtor KNOWINGLY entered into the transaction
and cannot simply disrupt and destroy a planned community while ignoring the obligations they
signed onto by purchasing the property. [ any fault or blame exists, it lies with the golf course
owner. The owner that now asks the Court to penalize the [Tomeowners and IHOA, who through no
fault or actions of their own, are the only lesers in this casc. At the same time, they ask the court to
allow a breach of the Home owners right 1o equitable servitude, while bestowing a benefit on the

golf course owner and its successors they are not entitled to.

3. The legal precedent to successfully sirip the Restriciive Covenants from the land and redevelop it
without the consent of the Homeowners simply does not cxist. Whether written and running with the

land, or implied by the facts and actions of the developer, the courts consistently side with the
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recognition of the Bquitable Servitude that touches and runs with the land. The Court has said it
lacks the ability to strip the 75% vote requirement, and the case law supports that cenclusion.
Further to that point, the case law goes much further in recognizing that absent an operaling golf
colrse, owners are still obligated to maintain the properties, Judge Boulware’s Court recognized this
and also came to this conclusion. What the Debtors plan does is ask the courls lo harm the residents
of the community because they entered into land speculation deal. A decision to strip the restrictive
covenant, the only way this plan can proeced, should not, and would not survive serutiny. All that is
being achieved here is the unwarranted destruction of the golf course in a naked attempt Lo bully the
homeowners into relinquishing their rights. 1t has already cost the community more than the debtor
could ever recover under the plan, and the plan only further harms the communily while rewarding
both the potential bad actors, Modab/Stoneridge and Aevitas.

‘I'he Court has indicated it is nol in the business of restoring golf courses, only to resiructure debt.
Accordingly, this dispute should be between Stoneridge and Aevitas, not as an adversary situation
between the Homeowners/HOA and the golf course owner. In considering the plan, the Court
should also recognize the rights of the Homeowner, and that by adopting the plan, would inlact not
only be destroying the way of life of the community, but would also be ordering the almost
complete restructuring of the aggrieved community on top of that. By forcing this action on any
impaired class, the court would in essence be allowing the Debtor 1o use Bankruptey Protection law
as a weapon against its adversaries in a ong-sided land speculation that would otherwise NT'VER be

allowed.

4, Even in the event the plan is allowed to procced, and if it is not stopped on appeal, it would
certainly be contrary (o the NRS planned community guidelines and current State public policy. The
nature of, and the faets involved with this would almost assure that any plan lu re-entitle any part of
the property would either be DOA, or debated and restricted well into the nexi decade, Even if the

proposal ever saw the light of day, it would once again simply fall back to the Courls once again. In
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any event, there won’t be any progress anytime soon, and any Developer getting involved could
expect similar treatment. The casiest way to demonstrate this is that nothing has cver been proposed

or even discusscd with the Authorities needed 1o proceed.

This is no more than a simplc case of aggressive land speculation by individuals seeking to make a
prolil of the misfortunc of others, What it has svolved into is a case where a speculator has made a
veiled atternpt 1o circumvent the lawiul orders of a Federal Tudge, while also continuing to atterpt
force a square peg inlo a round hole. [ ask the Courts to look deeper into the facts and motives of the
parties involved. and find that the only innocent victims are the same party being disadvantaged by
this plan, the [lomeowners. Modab has invested and lost nothing, and Richards FULLY understood
what he was doing in (his FI'L1L of EIGHT known golf course assaults, I would ask the Courts
udjust the debt, resolve the issues between the Debtor and the Creditor, dismiss this filing and leave
them with the quagmire they have CREATED for themselves. [ also ask that the Courl NOT
FURTHER harm the only innocent parties, the Homeowner and HOA, who have done nothing but
losc, and continue pay for a problem NOT of their making, forced upon them for the sake of a land
speculator too lazy to find proper, legilimate land to invest in and markei.

‘Thank You for your time and consideration. The Court is welcame to any and all

information and sources [ am privy lo, and will be available upon request.

DATLL this 317 day of January, 2017,

Patrick M. Spilotro
8177 Bay Colony
Las Vegas, Nevada 89131
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on January 31, 2017, I filed the [oregoing document with the Clerk of
Bankruptey Court, which will send notification of such filing to parties in the case. We also hershy
certify that we have mailed this document by U. S. Postal Service to the following attorneys who

sent us the Notice of [learing for Approval of Disclosure Statement al the addresses listed below:

| Samuel A, Schwarlz, Esq.

Bryan A. Lindscy, lisq.

SCHWARTZ FLANSBURG, PLLLC
6623 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 300
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

DATED this 31st day of January, 2017.

Patrick M. Spilotro
8177 Bay Colony
Las Vegas, Nevada 89131
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