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City of Las Vegas

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING

Seott D Widney CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING
DIRECTOR: TOM PERRIGO [ ]Consent [X] Discussion
SUBJECT:

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

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:
Planning Commission Mtg. 412 Planning Commission Mtg.
City Council Meeting City Council Meeting
RECOMMENDATION:

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

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1. Request to Withdraw Without Prejudice - Submitted by, 180 Land Co, LLC Acres, LLC and
Fore Stars, Ltd. - MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]

2. Location and Aerial Maps

3. Staff Report- MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]

4. Supporting Documentation- MOD-63600, DIR-63602, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-
63491]

5. Photo(s) - MOD-63600, DIR-63602, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]

6. Justification Letter

7. 2016 Major Modification of the 1990 Amendment to the Peccole Ranch Overall Conceptual
Master Plan - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]

8. Economical and Fiscal Benefits Study - 2016 Major Modification to Peccole Ranch Master
Plan - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]

9. Zoning Verification Letter - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRIJ-
63491]

10. Analysis/Statement from Peccole & Peccole, Ltd., Attorneys at Law - MOD-63600, GPA-
63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]

11. Revisions Tracking Charts by George Garcia Submitted at the July 12, 2016 Planning
Commission Meeting - MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491]
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016

12. Traffic Study Submitted by Greg Borgel at the October 18, 2016 Special Planning
Commission Meeting

13. Verbatim Transcript from the October 18, 2016 Special Planning Commission Meeting

14. Protest/Support Postcards — MOD-63600 and GPA-63599

15. Submitted after Final Agenda — Presentation Binders Volume I and I and CD by George
Garcia for GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 [PRJ-62226]

16. Submitted after Final Agenda — Protest/Support Postcards for MOD-63600 and GPA-63599
[PRJ-63491], Letters of Concern and Protest/Support Emails for MOD-63600, GPA-63599,
ZON-63601, DIR-63602 [PRJ-63491], GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 [PRJ-62226]
and Request Letter from Shauna Hughes for MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-
63602 [PRJ-63491]

17. Submitted at Meeting - Protest Postcards by Robert Peccole and History of Abeyance
Requests and Findings of Good Cause by Shauna Hughes for MOD-63600 and GPA-63599
[PRJ-63491]

18. Combined Verbatim Transcript for MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601, DIR-63602
[PRJ-63491], GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 [PRJ-62226]

19. Backup Submitted at the October 18, 2016 Special Planning Commission Meeting

Motion made by BOB BEERS to Withdraw without prejudice

Passed For: 4; Against: 3; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0

RICKIY. BARLOW, CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, STEVEN D. ROSS, BOB BEERS;
(Against-BOB COFFIN, LOIS TARKANIAN, STAVROS S. ANTHONY); (Abstain-None);
(Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None)

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

Minutes:
Appearance List:

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, Mayor

BRAD JERBIC, City Attorney

TOM PERRIGO, Planning Director

SHAUNA HUGHES, Representing Queensridge Homeowners Association
CHRIS KAEMPFER, Legal Counsel for the Applicant
STAVROS ANTHONY, Councilman

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER

TODD BICE, Legal Counsel for Homeowners

BOB COFFIN, Councilman

RICKI Y. BARLOW, Councilman

BOB BEERS, Councilman

LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman

JIM JIMMERSON, Appearing on behalf of the Applicant
CLYDE TURNER, Queensridge Resident
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016

FRANK PANKRATZ

AUDIENCE

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER

STEVEN D. ROSS, Councilman

BART ANDERSON, Engineering Project Manager, Public Works, City of Las Vegas
STEPHANIE ALLEN, Legal Counsel for the Applicant

LUANN D. HOLMES, City Clerk

GREG BORGEL, 300 South 4th Street

PATRICE TEW, Clark County School District Trustee, District E
STEPHEN COLLINS, Queensridge Resident

MICHAEL BUCKLEY, Representative for the Frank and Jill Fertitta Family Trust
ELAINE WENGER-ROESNER, President of the Queensridge Homeowners Association Board
GEORGE GARCIA, 1055 Whitney Ranch Drive, Henderson
FRANK SCHRECK, Queensridge Resident

YOHAN LOWIE, Applicant

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

BRAD NELSON, Land Developer

BRIAN GORDON, Consultant, Applied Analysis

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

BOB PECCOLE, Queensridge Resident

STEVE CARRION, Queensridge Resident

DAVID MASON, Developer

TOM LOVE, Queensridge Resident

HERMAL AHLERS, Queensridge Resident

ANTHONY CASABIANCA, Citizen

LEONARD SCHWIMMER, Queensridge Resident

ANNE SMITH, Queensridge Resident

CLYDE SPITZE, Citizen

ELISE CANONICO, Queensridge Resident

SUMMER DAVIES, Queensridge Resident

JUSTIN DAVIES, Queensridge Resident

TRESSA STEPHENS-HADDOCK, Queensridge Resident

KRIS ENGELSTAD, Queensridge Resident

PAULA QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident

DR. JOSEPH QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident

DINO REYNOSA, Representing Steven Maksin, CEO of Moonbeam Capital Investments
KIMBERLY TOBERGTE, Silvestone Ranch Resident

DARRYL ROESNER, Queensridge Resident

TOM BLINKINSOP, Henderson Resident

DUNCAN LEE, Queensridge Resident

MICHELLE KOMO, Queensridge Resident

LUCILLE MONGELLI, Queensridge Resident

FRANK PONTO, Queensridge Resident
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 16, 2016

CAROL JIMMERSON, Queensridge Resident
SIGAL CHATTAH, Sigal Chattah Law Group
SHAWN KING, The Equity Group

KEVIN BLAIR, Owner of Sr. Williams Court
TERRY HOLDEN, Queensridge Resident
ROBERT MARSHALL, Queensridge Resident
NOEL GAGE, Queensridge Resident

RICK KOSS, Queensridge Resident
ELIZABETH FRETWELL, City Manager

See Item 45 for related discussion.
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180 Land Co LLL, Seventy Acras LLL and Fore Stars Lid.
1215 5. Fort Apache Rd., Sulte # 120
Las Vepas, NV B9117

Mavembear 1, 2016

Mr. Tom Pemgo, Planning Director
City of Las Vegas

Drepartment of Manning

333 North Rancho Dove

Les Vepas, NV 83106

RE: Applications MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-53601 & DIR-63602

Dear Mr. Perriga:
Please be advised that Applicants are withdrawing the above referenced applicalions
without prejudice.
Yours truly,
180 Land Co LLC, Seventy Acves LLC and Fore Stars Lid,
Nevada limited liabilily companies

By: EHEB Companies LLC
a Nevada limited liability company

lis: Manager
——
By: i .
Name: Frank Pankratz
[ts:  Manager
Daie: if i ! 1 &

RECEIVED 11.1.16
11.16.16 CC
l|Page
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0 1000 2,000
CASE: MOD-63600 (PR.J-63491) e 21

RADIUS: 1000 FEET FROM PHASE | AND |1 i
GENERAL PLAN OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: PR-0S (PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE) +

PROPOSED GEMERAL PLAN OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: DR (DESERT RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
AND H (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL)
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o 1,000 2000
CASE: MOD-63600 (PRJ-63491) s 2

RADIUS: 1000 FEET FROM PHASE L AND II %
GENERAL PLAN OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: PR-OS (PARKS/RECREATION/CPEMN SPACE) “‘L'

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: DR (DESERT RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL,
AND H (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL)
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]

0(17 o{ Las V%
AGENDA MEMO - PLANNING

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

** STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) **

CASE REQUIRED FOR
NUMBER RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL
MOD-63600 Staff recommends APPROVAL.
GPA-63599 Staff recommends APPROVAL. MOD-63600
MOD-63600
ZON-63601 Staff recommends APPROVAL. GPA-63599
** NOTIFICATION **
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS NOTIFIED 44
NOTICES MAILED 6966 - MOD-63600 and DIR-63602 (By City Clerk)

6966 - GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 (By City Clerk)

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

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

CONCERNS 7 - MOD-63600 and DIR-63602
6 - GPA-63599 and ZON-63601

RORO000008
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
Staff Report Page One
November 16, 2016 — City Council Meeting

** STAFF REPORT **

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

ISSUES

e A Major Modification of the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan is requested. It affects only
the acreage that includes the Badlands Golf Course.

e The Badlands Golf Course was enlarged from the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan and built
in a different location than was shown on the 1990 plan.

e A General Plan Amendment (GPA-63599) is requested to change the General Plan land use
designation of the Property from PR-OS (Parks/Recreation/Open Space) to H (High Density
Residential) on the east 67.22 acres of the Property and to DR (Desert Rural Density
Residential) on the remaining 183.70 acres of the Property.

e A Rezoning (ZON-63601) is requested to change the zoning designation of the Property from
R-PD7 (Residential Planned Development — 7 Units per Acre) to R-4 (High Density
Residential) on the east 67.22 acres of the Property and to R-E (Residence Estates) on the
remaining 183.70 acres of the Property.

RORO000009
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
Staff Report Page Two
November 16, 2016 — City Council Meeting

e If the Major Modification and this General Plan Amendment (GPA-63599) and Rezoning
(ZON-63601) are approved, the concurrent General Plan Amendment (GPA-62387) and
Rezoning (ZON-62392) requests would be stricken, as they would no longer be necessary.

e A related Development Agreement is to contain a unique set of development standards for
the development of property in the proposed R-4 and R-E zoning districts. The analysis and
report for the Development Agreement are under a separate Director’s Business item (DIR-
63602).

e The proposed amendment would allow for up to 2,400 multi-family residential units and 200
assisted living apartments to be built on the eastern 67.22 acres of the Property.

e The proposed amendment would allow for up to 75 single family residential estates
(minimum 0.5 acre) to be constructed on the western 183.70 acres of the Property.

e No new commercial is proposed, except for ancillary uses associated with the multi-family
residential complex proposed in Development Areas 2 and 3 (as shown in Exhibit J-2).

e No new schools are proposed within the Plan area.

ANALYSIS

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

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

ROR000010
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
Staff Report Page Three
November 16, 2016 — City Council Meeting

What the Proposed Major Modification Does

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

e Amend the land use designation of the 250.92 acres that make up the current boundary of
the Badlands Golf Course from Golf Course/Drainage to Multi-Family Residential on the
eastern 67.22 acres and from Golf Course/Drainage to Single-Family Residential on the
western 183.71 acres.

e Allow for the City of Las Vegas General Plan land use designation of parcels that make
up the Property to be changed through an associated General Plan Amendment (GPA-
63599) action.

e Allow for the zoning of parcels that make up the Property to be changed through an
associated Rezoning (ZON-63601) action.

e Allow for redevelopment of the Property for multi-family and single-family residential
development. The Modification provides a general framework for a Master Development
Plan in conjunction with a Development Agreement between the Property’s owners and
the City of Las Vegas.

e Allow for installation of drainage infrastructure that will remove the FEMA floodplain
designation from some of the existing adjacent properties outside of the Property.

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

e The proposed Multi-Family designated area will largely be located in lower elevations of
the Property, where single-family dwellings are less desirable and where existing
viewsheds can be retained. This area provides density near a Major Arterial (Rampart
Boulevard), which provides access to nearby retail services and office space. Open space
and recreational amenities will be provided for this segment of the development, which
are established through the related Development Agreement.

e The proposed Single-Family Residential area, which is entirely located adjacent to
existing low and medium density single-family residential dwellings, would cover
approximately 73 percent of the Property. The proposed DR (Desert Rural Density
Residential) General Plan designation and R-E (Residence Estates) zoning designation
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
Staff Report Page Four
November 16, 2016 — City Council Meeting

would severely limit the number of new units that could be constructed in this area,
allowing for large areas of open space and reduced impact to existing developed lots
outside of the Property.

e Traffic, sewer and drainage studies were completed prior to the requested entitlements to
determine the impact of proposed redevelopment of the golf course on the existing
property and on adjacent properties. The studies determine the locations where
infrastructure improvements would be necessary and appropriate.

e Development standards established through the related Development Agreement will
ensure that single and multi-family development does not exceed maximum densities
determined to be compatible with the existing adjacent development. Densities decrease
as the multi-family development approaches existing and proposed single-family
development.

FINDINGS (MOD-63600)

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

FINDINGS (GPA-63599)

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

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

The Peccole Ranch Master Plan must be modified to change the land use designation from
Golf Course/Drainage to Multi-Family Residential and Single-Family Residential prior to
approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment to H (High Density Residential) and
DR (Desert Rural Density Residential). If approved, the associated densities would be in
conformance with the Peccole Ranch Master Plan as amended. The proposed H (High
Density Residential) portion is located adjacent to a General Tourist Commercial
classification, which also allows densities greater than 25.5 dwelling units per acre. The
existing ML (Medium Low Density Residential) designation on the existing lots outside
the Property allows up to 8.49 dwelling units per acre; this area would be buffered from
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
Staff Report Page Five
November 16, 2016 — City Council Meeting

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FINDINGS (ZON-63601)

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

1. The proposal conforms to the General Plan.

With approval of the companion General Plan Amendment to H (High Density
Residential), the proposed reclassification of property to an R-4 (High Density Residential)
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]
Staff Report Page Six
November 16, 2016 — City Council Meeting

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

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

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

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

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

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

Alta Drive, designated as a Major Collector and Rampart Boulevard, Charleston
Boulevard and Hualapai Way, designated as a Primary Arterials by the Master Plan of

Streets and Highways, are adequate in size to address the requirements of the proposed
R-E and R-4 zoning districts.
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MOD-63600, GPA-63599 and ZON-63601 [PRJ-63491]

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

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

12/17/80

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

04/15/81

The Board of City Commissioners approved a General Plan Amendment
(Agenda Item IX.B) to expand the Suburban Residential Land Use category
and add the Rural Density Residential category generally located north of
Sahara Avenue, west of Durango Drive.

The Board of City Commissioners approved a Generalized Land Use Plan
(Agenda Item IX.C) for residential, commercial and public facility uses on the
Peccole property and the south portion of Angel Park lying within city limits.
The maximum density of this plan was 24 dwelling units per acre.

05/20/81

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

05/07/86

The City Council approved the Master Development Plan for Venetian
Foothills on 1,923 acres generally located north of Sahara Avenue between
Durango Drive and Hualapai Way. The Planning Commission and staff
recommended approval. This plan included two 18-hole golf courses and a
106-acre regional shopping center. [Venetian Foothills Master Development
Plan]

The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0030-86) to reclassify property
from N-U (Non-Urban) (under Resolution of Intent) to R-PD4 (Residential
Planned Development), P-R (Professional Offices and Parking), C-1 (Limited
Commercial), and C-V (Civic) on 585.00 acres generally located north of
Sahara Avenue between Durango Drive and Hualapai Way. The Planning
Commission and staff recommended approval. [Venetian Foothills Phase
One]

02/15/89

The City Council considered and approved a revised master development plan
for the subject site and renamed it Peccole Ranch to include 1,716.30 acres.
Phase One of the Plan is generally located south of Charleston Boulevard,
west of Fort Apache Road. Phase Two of the Plan is generally located north
of Charleston Boulevard, west of Durango Drive, and south of Charleston
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Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc.

02/15/89

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

04/04/90

The City Council approved an amendment to the Peccole Ranch Master
Development Plan to make changes related to Phase Two of the Plan and to
reduce the overall acreage to 1,569.60 acres. Approximately 212 acres of
land in Phase Two was planned for a golf course. The Planning Commission
and staff recommended approval. [Peccole Ranch Master Development Plan]

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

12/05/96

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

03/30/98

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

03/30/98

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

07/07/04

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

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

07/07/04

The City Council approved a Variance (VAR-4207) to allow a side yard
setback of 239 feet where residential adjacency standards require 570 feet on
20.10 acres on the south side of Alta Drive, approximately 450 feet west of
Rampart Boulevard.

The City Council approved a Site Development Plan Review (SDR-4206) for
a 385-unit condominium complex, consisting of two 16-story and two 18-
story towers with ancillary uses, clubhouse, and a 17,400 square foot, single-
story office building on 20.10 acres on the south side of Alta Drive,
approximately 450 feet west of Rampart Boulevard.

01/12/06

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

01/12/06

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

01/12/06

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

08/06/14

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

08/06/14

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

08/06/14

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

06/18/15

A four-lot Parcel Map (PMP-59572) on 250.92 acres at the southwest corner
of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard was recorded [Book 120 Page 49 of
Parcel Maps].
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Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc.

11/30/15

A two-lot Parcel Map (PMP-62257) on 70.52 acres at the southwest corner of
Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard was recorded [Book 120 Page 91 of Parcel
Maps].

01/12/16

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

03/08/16

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

03/15/16

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

04/12/16

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

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

05/10/16

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

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

07/12/16

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

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

08/09/16

The Planning Commission voted [7-0] to rescind the action taken on 07/12/16
to hold GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393 in abeyance to the October
11, 2016 Planning Commission meeting. Action was then taken to reschedule
the hearing of these items at a special Planning Commission meeting on
10/18/16.
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Related Relevant City Actions by P&D, Fire, Bldg., etc.

08/09/16

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

Most Recent Change of Ownership

04/14/05

A deed was recorded for a change in ownership on APN 138-32-202-001.

11/16/15

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

Related Building Permits/Business Licenses

There are no building permits or business licenses relevant to these requests.

Pre-Application Meeting

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

Neighborhood Meeting

3/28/16

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

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

were placed on tables for attendees to pick up.
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Neighborhood Meeting

03/28/16

Concerns included the following:

e Residents purchased homes with the understanding that the golf
course would remain.

e Excavation: Grading cuts and fills would use existing earthwork
material, and therefore there would not be trucks moving dirt in and
out of the development.

e The development agreement calls for 24-hour construction, which
raised concerns over noise. A provision would be added that no noise
would be generated during regular nighttime hours.

e Adding over 3,000 units would strain water resources and raise fire
and flood insurance premiums.

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

04/04/16

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

10/06/16

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

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

Attendee concerns included the following:

e Possible traffic congestion at Tudor Park where residents would enter
the site

e Why no traffic signal at the Phase 1 entrance for 720 units?

e Traffic from this project going northbound on Rampart would have to
make U-turns south of the site

e Why the increase from 60 to 75 lots?

e How will the landscape be maintained and where will the water come
from?

e Asked about the timing of improvements in the Preserve. Sections A
and D will take longer because drainage improvements must be made

in those areas.
SS
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Neighborhood Meeting

10/06/16

e Asked about maintenance of remaining portions of golf course during
construction. Per the Development Agreement, the green areas could
be grubbed and cleared, rough mowed, while the desert areas would be
left alone.

e There have been a number of fatal crashes at Alta Drive and Hualapai
Way. What will be done to address this?

e How will developments in the Preserve affect my views?

e Height of buildings near homeowners’ houses

10/07/16

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

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

Attendee concerns included the following:

e Developer stated that traffic study found that an additional 13 vehicle
trips would be added at peak hour as a result of the project. Neighbors
were concerned about the congestion this would cause.

e There have been a number of break-ins and robberies in the
Queensridge area in recent months. How would the area be secured
any more than it is now?

e Neighbor frustrated about lack of transparency in the process. Not sure
what the final plans and documents are because they have changed so
many times.

e Concern over possible flooding due to change of the landscape

e This project would significantly change the unbuilt environment and
wildlife habitat of this area. Why was no environmental impact study

completed?
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Field Check
The overall site includes a mix of various uses, including single family
residential of varying density, multi-family residential, schools, parks and
03/03/16 other civic uses, neighborhood commercial and a 27-hole public golf course.

A majority of the single family residential areas situated around the golf

course are gated.

Details of Application Request

Site Area
Net Acres (MOD) 250.92
Net Acres
(GPA/ZON/DIR) 250.92
Surrounding Existing Land Use Per Planned or Special . . . 3
Property Title 19.12 Land Use Designation Existing Zoning District
Recrommercial PR-OS R-PD7 (Residential
Subject Property (Parks/Recreation/Open | Planned Development — 7
(Outdoor) — Golf .
Space) Units per Acre)
Course
Multi-Family
Residential GTC (General Tourist PD (Planned
(Condominiums) / Commercial) Development)
Club House
Hotel Casino SC (Service C-1 (Limited
Office, Medical or Commercial) Commercial)
North Dental
ML (Medium Low R-PD7 (Residential
Density Residential) Planned .Development -7
Single Family, Units per Acre)
Detached MLA (Medium Low R-PD10 (Residential
Attached Density Planned Development —
Residential) 10 Units per Acre)
Office, Other Than SC (Service C-1 (Limited
Listed Commercial) Commercial)
South Single Family, ML (Medium Low R-PD7 (Residential
) . . Planned Development — 7
Detached Density Residential) .
Units per Acre)
. . R-PD10 (Residential
Single Family, Planned Development —
Attached M (Medium Density . P
Residential) 10 Units per Acre)
Multi-Family R-3 (Medium Density
Residential Residential)
ROR000022
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Surrounding Existing Land Use Per | Planned or Special Existing Zoning District
Property Title 19.12 Land Use Designation 8 s
Shopping Center SC (Service PD (Planned Development)
Office, Other Than . .. .
. Commercial) C-1 (Limited Commercial)
Listed
. GC (General .
East Mixed Use Commercial) C-2 (General Commercial)
Utility Installation PF (Public Facilities) C-V (Civic)
. . R-PD10 (Residential
Single Family, Attached M (Med.l um Dens1ty Planned Development — 10
Residential) .
Units per Acre)
Single Family, SF2 (Single Farplly
Detached — 6 Units per
Detached
Acre)
West Golf Course P (Parks/Open Space) P-C (Planned Community)
Multi-Family MF2. (Medlum Dens@y
. . Multi-family — 21 Units
Residential
per Acre)

Master Plan Areas Compliance
Peccole Ranch Y
Special Purpose and Overlay Districts Compliance
R-PD (Residential Planned Development) District Y
PD (Planned Development) District Y
Other Plans or Special Requirements Compliance
Trails (Pedestrian Path — Rampart) Y
Las Vegas Redevelopment Plan Area N/A
Project of Significant Impact (Development Impact Notification Assessment) Y
Project of Regional Significance Y
Residential Units under 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan
Phase | Allowable Units | Existing SF Units Existing MF Remaining Allowable
Units Units
1 3544 1898 1646 0
4247 1825 591 1831
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Proposed Development Areas™*

e | A Proposed Prop(?sed Max. ) Max. )
Area ) Proposed Land Use** General | Zoning | Dwelling | Density
Plant i Units (du/ac)
1 17.49 | Multi-Family Residential H R-4 720 41.2
2 20.69 | Multi-Family Residential H R-4 1880 378
3 29.03 | Multi-Family Residential H R-4 )
4 183.71 | Single-Family DR R-E 75 0.41
Residential
TOTAL 250.92 2675 10.7

*Established through the associated Development Agreement (DIR-63602) and provided here by reference.
**Proposed through a Major Modification of the Peccole Ranch Master Plan (MOD-63600)

tProposed through the associated General Plan Amendment (GPA-63599)

t1Proposed through the associated Rezoning (ZON-63601)

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

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

Proposed R-4 lots:

Standard Title 19 Standards Proposed
Min. Lot Size 7,000 SF 7,000 SF
Min. Lot Width N/A N/A
Limited only by height | 41.2 du/ac (Development Area 1)

Property):

Dwelling Units per Acre and underlying General | 37.8 du/ac (Development Areas 2
Plan designation & 3)
Min. Setbacks:
e Front 10 Feet 10 Feet
e Side 5 Feet 5 Feet
e Corner 5 Feet 5 Feet
e Rear 20 Feet 10 Feet
60 feet from the PL of any
existing single-family dwelling
(7.49 du/ac or less)
Adjacency Setbacks For buildings over 15 50.fe.et frorp the .PL of any
. L o existing residential dwelling
(from PL shared with existing feet in height, setback
development outside of the under 3:1 slope from (greater than 7.49 dw/ac)
10 feet from the PL of any

protected PL

commercial use

In all cases, Title 19.06.040
Residential Adjacency
Standards shall be met
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Proposed R-4 lots:

Standard Title 19 Standards Proposed
75 feet from the PL of any
No Building Structure Zone N/A existing single family lot located
(Development Area 3 only) outside the Property; no
buildings permitted in this area

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

e Up to 4 stories 55 Feet

e 5-6 stories 55 Feet 75 Feet

e Towers (7+ stories) 150 Feet

Buildings within the area 75 feet

T g o e o Bl
Height N/A

(Development Area 3 only)

the height of the tallest existing
adjacent residence located
outside the Property

Max. Accessory Structure Height

2 Stories/55 Feet or the
height of the principal
dwelling unit, whichever
is less

Height of the principal dwelling
unit

Trash Enclosure

Screened, Gated, w/ a

Screened, Gated, w/ a Roof or

Roof or Trellis Trellis
Mech. Equipment Screened Screened
. . 20,000 SF (no lot is to be smaller
Min. Lot Size . 20,000 SF than any existing lot outside of
(Lots < 1 acre in size)
the Property)
Min. Lot Width 100 Feet 100 Feet
Max. Dwelling Units per Acre 2.18 du/ac 0.41 du/ac
Dwelling Units per Lot 1 1
50% - 1 acre lot
o5 -
Max Buildable Area 33? 3 acre lot
(Lots > 1 acre in size) N/A 25% - 5 acre lot
= 25% - >5 acre lot
Proportional — other lot sizes
Min. Setbacks:
e Front (public) 50 Feet 50 Feet
e Front (private/easement) 30 Feet 30 Feet
e Side 10 Feet 10 Feet
e Corner 15 Feet 15 Feet
e Rear 35 Feet 35 Feet
Min. Setbacks Must meet buildable area
. Same as above L.
(Lots > 1 acre in size) restrictions
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Proposed R-E lots:

Standard Title 19 Standards Proposed
e 60 feet from the PL of any
existing single-family
Adjacency Setbacks dwelling (7.49 du/ac or less)
(from PL shared with existing N/A e 50 feet from the PL of any
development outside of the existing residential dwelling
Property): (greater than 7.49 du/ac)
e 10 feet from the PL of any
commercial use
Accessory Structure Setbacks:
* C.O mer Side 15 Feet None, with no structure
* Side 10 Feet separation requirements
e Rear 10 Feet
Max. Lot Coverage N/A N/A
Max. Building Height 2 Stories/35 Feet 3 Stories ov;:zeljasement/ >0
Max. Accessory Structure Height 2 SFOHCS/SS. Feet, Lesser of 3 Stories/50 Feet
whichever is less
15-foot setback to side,
Patio Covers rear and corner side PL None
from posts
Existing Zoning Permitted Density Units Allowed
R-PD7 (Residential Planned
Development — 7 Units per 7.49 du/ac 1,879
Acre)
Proposed Zoning Permitted Density (proposed) Units Allowed
R"égghgez?;;‘jlty Unlimited, except by height Limited by height
R-E (Residence Estates)* 0.41 du/ac 75
Existing General Plan Permitted Density Units Allowed
PR-OS
(Parks/Recreation/Open N/A None
Space)
Proposed General Plan Permitted Density Units Allowed
H (High Density Residential) Unlimited Unlimited
DR (Deser‘F Rurgl Density 2 49 du/ac 457
Residential)

*The R-4 and R-E Districts are as proposed by the Major Modification.
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Functional Actual Compliance
Street Name Classification of | Governing Document | Street Width | with Street
Street(s) (Feet) Section
. . Master Plan of Streets
Rampart Boulevard Primary Arterial and Highways Map 100 Y
. . Master Plan of Streets
Alta Drive Major Collector and Highways Map 84 Y
. . Master Plan of Streets
Charleston Boulevard | Primary Arterial and Highways Map 130 Y
. . . Master Plan of Streets
Hualapai Way Primary Arterial and Highways Map 98 N
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DEPARTMENT (OF PLANNING

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Casz Number Mo D-63600 APN: 138-31-702-002; 138-3 1-801-002

Mame of Property Owner; 180 Land Co L1LE

Name of Applicant: 180 Laad Co LLC

Namc of Representative: Frank Pankratz

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or
Flanning Commission have any financial intercst in this or any olher property wilk the
property owner, applicant, the property cwner or applicant’s general or limited parmers, or
an officer of their corporation or limited Hability company?

Cves

Mo

If yes, plense indieate the member of the City Council or Flanning Commissicn who s
invalved and list the name(s} of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds
an interest. Also [ist the Assessor’s Parcel Mumber if the property in which the interest is

bl (s dilferent fom the case parcel.

City Official:

Panmer(s}:

APN:

EHE (Bt Sant &8 L8 [ s pts a66€
Sipnature of Property Cwner: 3

g
Print Name: F/fdﬂﬁﬂ 2T L= ﬂ; A//,a,wdt/’

Subscribed and sworn before me

W:M

Publidin and for said County and State

Revised 11-14-06

_____ ]

atary Pullic, e al Head
Appoanmen bo. 1652431
My AppL. Expiees Dol 24, 7038

il

- -y

PRJ-63491
I'epeivipezaleon FackelSomement ﬁf}%lmm mr
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DEPARTVMENT O0F PLANNING

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Case Mumber: Mo D-63600 AP 138-32-3001-005; 158-32-301 -(N&

Name of Propatty Owner: Seventy Acres LLC

Name of Applicant: Sevenly Aeres LLC

Mame of Represeruative: Frank Pankretz

To the best of your knowledge, docs the Mayor or any member of the City Councit or
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant’s general or limited partmers, or
an officer of their corporation or limiled lability company?

O yes ENe

If yes, pleasc indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds
n interesk. Also list the Assessor's Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is
held is different (rom the case parsel-

Ciry Official:
Parmen{s):
APN: s
EHB Bt fap s €5 LLL, ’%ﬁfcfé‘f
Signaturz of Property Owners € o

s
Print Name: ﬁm%%%&ﬂ

Subscribed and sworn before me

day urfﬂﬂ&@_vs_. 20la

s KATHLEEN K MOMOT
| Movary Pubfc, $5ate of Myvada
ARPOIIETIHE Mo, 14152031
My AL Eaplen O 24, 2018

This

lary Public in and for said County and State ) T v
Revised 11-14-06 Tt pelizmion mmﬁm#ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ}%iqm pl
ROR000029
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Cate Number: Mo D-63600 APN: 138-32-202-001.

Name of Praperty Owner: Fore Stars, Lid

Name af Applicant: Fore Stars, Litd,

Name of Representative: Frank Pankratz

Ta the best of your knowledge, dues the Mayor or any member of the City Counncil or
Flanning Commission have amy financial interest in this or eny other property with the
propenty owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant’s general or limited parmers, or
an officer of their corporation or |imited liability company?

ves B Mo

If yes, pleass indicate the member of the City Council ot Planning Commission who is
wnvolved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the Ciry Official holds
#n interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel Number iF the property in which the interest is
held is different from the case parcel.

City Official:
Partner{s}:
APN: ’
EHE Compldnres, L4C, 1M IVTELE
H : =
Signnture of Property Owrner:

Famepuy 16 T
1 H Hotaty Public, State af Merds

Public'm and (or seid County and State

Revieed 11-14406 gl ication Pack e Stmigem B Fekh ke par
02/29/16

ROR000030
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DEFARTMENT OF PLANNING
APPLICATION / PETITION FORM

F

LN o/
g e T e R e o ﬂ"fj;l/g
e Proposed Use el

ﬁ;)[ Assessor's Parcel #(s]  Multiple Ward # _2
Genersl Flan: existing W& proposed  BMA&  Funing: existiog A, proposed MA
Commercial Square Footage Filoor Area Ratio
Grows Acres 1LBBR0E 7570 27 LatsInile Depsidy .

I‘r Additional Infarmmation N .

PROPERTY OWNER Multiple Chintuet o
Address fhone;_ _ Far;
Ciry Slate Zip
E-mail Address - . —

APPLICANT 180 Land Co LLE

Address 1215 Soldh Port Apache Suite 121)

Contact Erank Pankratz

[Fo2) G40 pa T

Phowe:_ o2 9406690 Fyx;

Citr Las Yeoas
E-muil Address Frank@ehbecompanies.com

.. State Mevads

zip BT

REPRESENTATIVE GCW fho.

Address 1585 Soulh Balnbow

Contaet Cindie Ges

Phane: VM2 po o, PO 8042250

City Las Vagas o
E-mait Address _Cesffacwangineefing com

State Newvada _ Zip 88146

1 enrtify Faa! [ mm Hre oyl end 1het the = Lrnsime rshoited wird s ppliemim is lue wd 20amils g berl oF me eemdudze e behof, | nderaied e e Uy 4 oor eespacnble Lar
rsserazicn 11 infemesion preamnted, ad the susirciar, Frlae inf~msiop or in=sop s sppliseizn may =ypae fhe anpeabizg ko b pgeoed, | famber coonfs i | L e e o oF pebiaee

oz oplica hoder o the fampety imecd v iohis Wﬁ?’ﬁ&&b heszma o Eau fulty artarizd e the WEI{I_I]O\" this wubamiion, e dodicared Ly e vt Sipu o belos.
WMo e

ey -l:qnhg e

Prnperr_',' Dwner Signalure”

FOR DEFARTMENT USE ONLY

¥ o muharvad sgert ey mmllmnfuﬁwppnﬁmcmnﬁj‘ l;'qqﬂ &Fﬂﬁv &

Priat Name Frank Pankigtz

Subscribed and swormn before me
Ths_ A5 dayotfFlsigily A S
146, % T B .

[

Caze ﬂMOD-63600_

Meeling Date:

Total Fee:

Date Hecelyed:*
Reecived By:

il B . o o

s, LEEANM STEWART-SCHEMOKE

Hotary Pubdic, £18e o Bavady

T Appoinimens Mo, DF-4284.1
Wy Apl. Expires Juy 28, 2015

Falary Pi:blie in and for zaid County aod

[rvised 12708

&Tha appficqtinn will mat e denerd oomplece wedl m

daibore] b
bﬁ!’mﬁnf?.ﬂﬁdmﬂdﬁ wl.mln
st of e Efikg Srdigans o )

'depor applion o PackiAppimisn Fomepd
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CCSD¥

S100 WEST SAHARA AVENUE » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89146 » TELEPHONE (7o) 705000 CLAREK COUNTY

RECEIVED SCHOOL DISTRICT
October 17, 2016 BOWRDOF SCHODL TRUSTEES
OCT 18 20016 -
olLas Vegas runmlonGe
Dopl. o Pamieg  JokChl el

Carndyn Edwaride. Maabar
Ireanne L Saight. Menibes

Eliznbeth M, Fratwell Poas el Suuprasinswalen:
City Manager

City of Las Vegas

Las Vegas City Hall

4935 South Main Street

Laz Vegas, Nevada B9101

Diear Ms. Fretwell,

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the Clark County School Distriet's (“Distriet™) position
on a proposed master-planned development located et the existing Badlands Golf Club,

Based on information provided by the City of Las Viegos (“City™), the proposed Badlands Golf Club
development isa 2,675 single-family and multi-family residentinl unit development. The sito is
situated an approximately 250092 acres of land located af the Bodlands Golf Club that is adjscent (o
One Queensridge Place, There nre four areas to the development plan that has been submitted to the
City of Las Vegas Planning Commission:

Args  Acres Proposed Land Use Drwslling Units
1 1749 Wulti-Family Residential 720 412
2 20,69 Mfulti-Family Residential 1,880% 37.8
3 29.03 Mlti-Family Residential .
4 1#m Single-Family Residential 75 04
Total 25052 2675 10,7

*Areas 2 and 3 combined total 1,880 units

The Districd has reviewed the mformation provided by the City of Las Vegas utilizing the Distriot's
Demographics, Zoning, and GIS Department s “student yield™ formula. This analytical ool hes been
used by the Distriet for decades, The student vield formula predices that the currently approved plan
will yiedd an additional 350 clementary school students, The dlementary schaols in (he surounding
area arc elready over capacity. For example, John W, Bonner Elementary School Is at 160,04 percent
of ita progrummed planned cepacity and is currently utilizing 17 portable classrooms in order to
provide sufficient space for all of’its 209 students.

Submittod after final apanits
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Cily of Las Vegas
Page 2
October 17, 2016

The Districi’s position on this proposed development is that il developed as it Is currendy
planned, or if modified to allow even more units, this project will result in the District either
building a new elementary school (or schools) or will require hundreds of students o be rezoned
to uther schools, the closest of which are already overcrowdad.

Planning for such a Inrge development is o complex, multi-faceted task. To thut end, the Distric
and master developers have entered into Memaoranda of Agreement (MOA) ta work out mutually
agreeable solutions that will become pari of the development agreement. The MO process is
successfully working at the Tule Springs und Skye Canyon housing projects and presgnts the
maet efficient method to conduct and monitar the detailed planning required.

In eonclusion, the District appreciates and spplaods the effort the City has always shown in
supparting the best interests of students and families. We hope this proposition meets with your
approval and we stand ready 1o participate in this process,

Sincerely,

Pat Skorkowsky

Superintendent of Schools
“Every student in every classroom, without exception, without "

MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 and DIR-63602
GPA-62387, ZON-62392 and SDR-62393
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o Pesrage

Sy By

FW!: Redesslopmant of Badlancs Golf Course
\Wednesday, Moverrber 16, 2006 11.33.11 AM

e

From: Sims, David [masito:david sima@nsgen.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2006 8:13 AM

To: Carodyn G, Goodman; Staven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Ricki ¥, Bariow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffin; Lois
Tarkanian; Tom Perrigo

Ce: eliss queensridge (elise.queensridge@gmai, com); hnniiiqueensridgeioa. com

Subject: Radevelopment of Badands Golf Course

Ladies and Gentlemen,

It is oy understanding that you will be reviewing the recommendations of the City Planning
Commission’s approval of thres of seven applications proposed by Seventy Acres LLC far the
redevelopment of Badlands Golt Course. We appreciate the tima spent to review thess applications
ard thank you for your service to the community.

My wite znd | are owners of 9231 Tudor Park Place, located in Tudor Park, and adjacent to the galf
calrse, We purchased aur ome in 2007 while | was employed in Las Vegas, and retained
owrership when we relocated in 2012 Al of the homeowners located along the Badlands poil
course paid a lot premiem of 100,000 1o banetit from the views of the golf course and open space.
Whe topk comfort |n the fact that the land in which the golf course was located was Master Planned
a5 Parks/Open Space. Despite our move, we retained ownership of our home, as we recognized the
walue of the apen space and the planned community that surounds s

‘We recognize that Master Plans and Zonlng can be changed. We also recognize that golf courses
around the country have been redeveloped whet goll proved not (o be economic. The proponst
and current owner has indicated that Badiands is unecanomic to operate, and will be forced to close
if his applications are nat approved.

Specific to the applications before you today, we have the following comments:

Item 1 - The City of Las Vegas [CLY) General Plan for the 17.49 acres currently Identifies the land a5
PARKS/OPEN SPACE. The Developer propases to change the designation to H |HIGH DENSITY
RESIDENTIALY. That amendment recelved a City Planning stafl recommendation tor appraval
followed by the Planning Commission wate recommending spproval. The General Plan Amendmeant
request far "H" allows a density of 25 dwelling units per acre or more. There is no upper nd
maximurm to that density

Thie Devalaper requested density 15 41 umits per acre. If the H designatian is granted, it should be
accompanted with a stipulation that the Ceveloper enter Inta a Development Agresment with the
City, wherein the remaining Badlands acreage will remain upen space, that sufficient water rights be
altocated rothe open space to ensure 3 park-llke setting, and an apprapriate entiny selected to be

iﬂdw [of=(e7
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respansible for maintaining the land. There are numerous ways in which the developer can benefit
fromn this, swuch as the granting of a consarvation easement on the remaining coen space, which
would provide the Deweloper with a significant tax benefit, and create deed restrictions that govern
the futere use of the land, All of this can easily be dealt with In a Development Agreement,

Ibem 2 - Currenth, the land is zoned RED-T tﬂes.idenﬂal Fianned Development T units per acre). It
was ceiginally envisioned in the Opesnsridge Master Flan that the entine area would be zoned 8RD-

7. This included certain higher density areas off-set by open space recrestional (PROS: Pack
Recreation Open Space] for an overall average density of 7.49 units per dcre. The developer =
puking that the site be rezoned to R-4 {High Density Residential). The R-4 zoning woult set the
deveicpment standards for the site at a maximum height of 55 feer, The Develoger has requestad a
482 foot heght approval but that sould be changed through the subsequent Site Review process, and
affect future phases. The execution of a Development Agreemant could limit the height design in
Phase Twa and Three of the project that is compatible with the surrounding nelghbarhood,

Itern 3 — The Daveloper’s Site Development Plan propoeses 720 units of MultiTamily Resldential. The
Developer's plan consists of four, faur-story bultdings on 17.49 acres. However, the Site Review
process allows for changes 10 be made without a public hearing nor input from neighboring
residents. Again, a Development Agreement can deal with soch issuss

As homeawners along the Galf Course, the greatest conpern to us i that the Developer has asked
the City that the four tems nat approved by the Planning Commission on Detaber 18th be
withdrawn without prejudice. If that request is granted by the City Councl, it would mean that the
Developer could resubmit refated applications without waiting for the one (1) year resubmission
period that would octherwise be required. We as affected homeowners are then faced with
continued uncerainty as to the Tuture of the adjoining property, Concelvably, the Developer could
return to Council and request similar higher density 2long the areas that serve as goif course
fairways, clearly in conflict with the current Open Space plan.

The process of rezoning is a negotlation process under which the landowner, the affected neighbars
and the Gty come together and make a decision as to what ls best for the property. It should not be
handi=d ina placemeﬂ fashion. The current applications before you should provide sufficient value
to the Developer that he can agree to pevmanentiy withdraw the balance of his applications and sst
aside the balance of the land for Open Space, as was originally planned, and vpon which we all as
homeowners mada our investmerit decisions, The City clearly has the nght to enler into a
Development Agreement that establishes these criteria, and that would provide certaingy to all of
the homeowners in Queensridge and Tudor Park.

Yours truly,

David and Libby Sims
9221 Todor Park Place
las Vegas, NV BSL4S
Work: {113 5B0-6335

Tell (713} 301-5871 —_— =
Email: david sims@nsgen.com
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Tom Porign

Carman Bumcy
FW: EBM Projict Preposal
Weriresday, November 16, 2018 11:35:36 AM

4

—Crlginad Message-—

Trom: Mat Smidh | i

Sener Tuesday, Movember 15, J086 4119 PM

T Carolyn (. Goediman: Stever: Ros) Steveos Anthony; Ricks Y, Barlow: Bob Beess; Beb Coffia: Lofs
Tarkaniang Tom Perrigo

Subjiect: EBH Praject Propoaal

Deer Hovomahde Mayor and City Coumeil:

By way of background | am a resident in the North Queens Rikdge development, | have lived in Las Yiegs since
1934 and 1 lave boen imvolved In healtheare delivering physical thermpy services to he Lis Vepes community, As
the Mayar ks | have been involved Ina Pay It Porwand compabpn with at Fsk grade schoods as well os serving
o0 mumerous aonprofii boards and giving geaerously 10 variys chariiable organizations throsghout the year
Including our county school distdet. | carreaily siv on the Board of the Latin Chamber of Commerce Foundation
el started thir coflege scholurship program for at gk kids 1o seek out  heald related degree and bring Bar
degres back 1o Los Vegas be It a-doctor, nurse or physical therapist.

1 am sire voul have seseived a lot communidation Froam residents of Queensridges so [ weon'l be retindant bug t sy [
viry much oppass Use plans by EREL My past &perfones in abempting 1 léase retuil space indicates to me thal Me
Lawviié is nos o mun of honor in keeping s word, This concerns me given Uhe seope of this project or any project
frankly.

In splic of what EHB says they have been completely ignoring our colls to micet ond find a mulual sobution o their
development plans nnd sticfy the needs of the revidenss. They have had no intenesl in eny prductive disoossione,
negmisions or compromise, | kave tiked to many home owners who waakd suppont his ight to develop bur seoukd
Ik simelking more collsborutve.

Ouiside of all the technical aspeets and rule of low [would ke to point oul @ eouple of other issues that | find
oihersoms,

1t b Ineradidous that Councilmian Beers eraniad o website w openly campaign for thie prafest
It & my opinion that he should recuse himself rom any viste oo Uds os be clearty appesss to be canllicted. e stould
rapresent ithe volee of his commumity and waig il afl fects are onthe toble before be mukes o pablic wote,

1t i nksa increduious that the city would use publicly cwned assets for the develnper o morket his praject und give
tha appearanon thar the ety i2 already bekind hs private project.

1 know you bve been inunsdated wih g lot of ether related mformatien including Amited envimonmenial impagt
atidies on this devalopment which give me greal soncert 84 & relates 1o upsiream excayation 10 satiefy te meeds of
his downsircam development, | hepe the pepular vese and influenee of your constituents matters, | think cur recent
election has ghown thil the public is tired of instietions] politics and backdoos deals. We would like (ransparcrey
bl alae have you all do what is right foe the péople thid Impacts.

1k [vorm years n dlse community thed whenewér a zoning change, develapment or a masdussn loense Is noeded
people go i Juy Brown and gercrally get whis they are politically and financially fooking for, This pass election
ws  peferendum on ihe influsnce of labhyists ond the insider influence they bring, T hope this is nol e case 39
oo ponder your deciion. — EEREIANS —

l;%bhb l}ﬂl*tGT

ROR000991

23293

23270



Thank yew fior saking the tme 1o read ihis beief gmail and | hope you consider the many leticrs and infarmestioen thai
has besn presemied o you,

Sy,

Platt Smith
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Queensridge Homeowners -

The City of Las Vegas Planning Commission voted on October 18, 2016
to recommend approval of three (of seven) applications that had been
filed by the developer Seventy Acres LLC. Those three items regarding
the 17.49 acres located to the southwest of the intersection of Alta
Drive and S. Rampart Boulevard will now be forwarded to the City
Council for a final vote on November 16, 2016. Here is an explanation
of what you will see on the agenda with respective concerns.

APPROVED PHASE ONE ITEMS ON THE AGENDA:

Item 1 - The General Plan Amendment. The City of Las Vegas (CLV)
General Plan for the 17.49 acres currently identifies the land as
PARKS/OPEN SPACE. The Developer needs an amendment to that
designation to develop the 720 apartments he is proposing. The
amendment would change the designation to H (HIGH DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL). That amendment received a City Planning staff
recommendation for approval followed by the Planning Commission
vote recommending approval. (See Concern Below)

Item 2 - Zone Change. Currently, the land is zoned RPD-7 (Residential
Planned Development 7 units per acre). It was originally envisioned in
your community's Master Plan that the entire area would be zoned
RPD-7. This included certain higher density areas off-set by open
space recreational (PROS: Park Recreation Open Space) for an overall
average density of 7.49 units per acre. The developer is asking that
the site be rezoned to R-4 (High Density Residential). The zone change
request received a recommendation of approval by City Planning staff
followed by a Planning Commission vote recommending approval,
{See Concern Below)

Item 3 - Site Development Plan Review for the proposed 720 unit
Multifamily Residential. The Developer's plan consists of four, four-
story buildings on 17.49 acres. Planning Commission voted to

Submilted afier final aguncs
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recommend approval. (See Concern Below)

MNote: Additionally, the Developer has sent a letter to the City of Las
Vegas asking that the four items that were not approved by the
Planning Commission on October 18th be withdrawn without
prejudice. This request will also have to be voted upon by the City
Council at the Movember 16th meeting. If that request is granted by
the City Council, it would mean that the Developer could resubmit
related applications without waiting for the one (1) year resubmission
period that would otherwise be required.

APPLICATION CONCERNS:

1. The General Plan Amendment request is for “H" which allows for a
density of 25 dwelling units per acre or more. There is no upper end
maximum to that density. The Developer requested density on this
project Is 41 units per acre. By way of comparison, the Queensridge
Towers are at 19 units per acre. There is not a project of this
requested density closer than 4 miles away at Lake Mead and
Jones. Therefore, the requested density is not “harmonious and
compatible” with your neighborhood.

2. The R-4 zoning would set the development standards for the site at
a maximum height of 55 feet. The Developer has requested a 48 foot
height approval but that could be changed through the subsequent

Site Review process. If approved, the allowance of R-4 zoning on this
Phase One application/project could set a precedent allowing the
Developer to request the same R-4 and 55 foot maximum height for
Phase Two and Three of the project. And there is no Development
Agreement in place that would limit the height design in Phase Two
and Three of the project.

3. The Site Review process allows for changes to be made without a
public hearing, i.e. Queensridge resident input.

4, The technical drainage study is not yet complete. Therefore,
there Is no way to know at this voting time what drainage
improvements will be required upstream, if any, to allow for

the development of this 17.49 acre project.
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The City Council Agenda shows that this item will NOT be heard before
3:00 p.m. | would strongly encourage residents to attend the meeting
and express their views about the items that will be considered. If
residents are not able to attend because of the time, they should
email the Mayor and all Council representatives to express their
views, All written correspondence will be entered into the record.

Further, | encourage all Queensridge homeowners to remain project
vigilant as the above action represents only the first application in the
Developer's total project, | anticipate in the very near future a
separate application regarding the development of land bordered by
Alta Drive and S. Hualapai Way will be submitted for Planning
Commission and City Council vate.

Shauna Hughes
shughes@gcmaslaw.com

Gentile Cristalli Miller Armeni Savarese
410 5. Rampart Blvd.

Suite 420

Las Vegas, NV 89145

Phone: (702) 880-0000

Fax: (702) 778-5709

Gentile Cristalli Miller Armeni Savaresa

Standard Disclaimer DO NOT read, copy or disseminate this
communication unless you are the intended addressee. This e-mail
communication may contain confidential and/or privileged
infarmation intended only for recipient(s) of this electronic
communication. If you have received this communication in error,
please call us (collect) immediately at 702.880.0000 and ask to speak
to Shauna Hughes, Also please e-mail the sender and notify the sender
immediately that you have received the communication in error,

ROR000995

23297

23274



Tax Opinion Disclaimer To comply with IRS regulations, we advise that
any discussion of Federal tax issues in this E-mail was not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used by you, I} to avoid any
penalties imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or, ii) to promote,
market or recommend to another party any transaction or matter
addressed herein,
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Fram: Toin Partion
Tai Cariz Burren
Bubject Fi: badiand gelf
Dsta:

Wednesday, Newamber 16, 2016 11:55:42 AW

Fromt sandya@gettingmall [maito:sandva@gettingmaill.com]

Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 11,31 AM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stavros Anthomy; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing
[tarkanian@lasvegasnevada goc; Tom Permge; Rickl Y. Barow

Subject: badiand golf

My name 15 Sanford Allison and have been a resident of Queensridge for aver 15 yvears. | am
writing this email to voice my objections to the propased changes to the genaral plan and
roning changes for the golf cowrse.

1 general plan amendment to 41 units per acre is not compatible with the neighbarheod
which has a density of 19 units per acre the closest density of 41 units

per acre ks 4 miles away

2 Zone change RPD =7 which is 7 units per acre to high density residential @ 41 units per
agre Is not harmonious or coempatible with the area

3 drainage study has not been dong

4 additional students Tor the area has not been addressed

5 in and out of the praperty has not been addressed

& this property was originally developed as parks, open space recreation open space AND
MNOT 2500 APARTMENTS

THANK YOU

Submitted aher fins! aganda

i f q 3
Date [/ 4 [/( hem feil-fe?
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Taxn Pierign

Cesmian Burmey
w: Baclands Redevelopmong Frogect (Novomier 18)
‘Wednezday, Nowember 16, 2016 12-03:42 PM

17

. Goodman
Sent: Wednesdoy, Nowember 9, 2016 4: 10 PM
To: Tom Perrigo; Brad Jerhic
Subject: W Badlands Redevelopment Project {November 16)

CAROLYN @, GOODMAN, MAYOR
Las Vegas City Hall

495 5. Main Street

Las Viegas, NV 3101

[702)228-6741

Cety Hall & cfased an Fridoys

From: Trevor Atkin -

Sent: Wednesday, Novernber 09, 2016 11;31 AM

To: Carglyn . Goodman

Cc: Steven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Rickl ¥, Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing Les Tarkanian; Tam Perrigo
Subject: Badlands Redevelopment Project {Movember 16)

Dear Mayar antd Council Members,

| am writing relative to the upcoming vote on the Badlands Redevelppment Project slated for
November 16, | reside at 8717 Gavin Stone Averiue, within the Queensridge master PLANNED

commun ity = emphasis on the term PLANNED, Needless to say, the purchase of one's home is
perhaps the largest single investment a family makes, | trust you have all been reminded of this
countliess times when voting an amendments to a master plan. | also trast most, f nat all of youw, hawe
purchased hones based in large-part on yourunderstanding of the master plan in place. | made the
Informed decision almost 10 years ago when deciding to purchase my home. Before that | resided for
B years in Peccole Ranch, another master planned community,

The commiunities armund Peocole Ranch and Oueensridge are wonderful 2nd have thrived in large part
because they are master PLANNED. You and your predecessors have done an excellent job over the
years of making the cormct decissons on what i, and i not, compatible withinand around these
cemmunities. The correct misture of residential, mult)-Family, and cormmercial 2oning has warked
quite well, and hopefully will continue to work — provided the City Council wotes on what is best far
our master PLANNED communities. The General Plan Amendment for high density being proposed is
NOT what i In the best interests of the community, but rather, a singls land owner,

The proposal of changing the MASTER PLAN from 7 units per acre ta "H™ which allows for a density of

Submetted after final agendo
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25 dwelling units, with the developer requesting density of 41 units par acre is ludicrous. T say that
such a radical departure from the current plan -ane which has proven ta work quite weli for 20 years;
Is "harmenious ard compatible” with the current master PLANNED neighborhood, s nonsensical at
Best, |t's nat even a close call,

| wnderstand that the Badlands Goll Course is nob profitable, and respect the owner's desloe to alter 15
use. However, the amendments beirng sought are beyond reasonable and certainly nenwhere near
being “harmenious and compatibfe” with the existing master FLANMNED neighborhood, It would be
another thing if the course was baing clesed and the MASTER PLAN of 7 acres per unit maintained
with the bullding of more homes conduclve to the exsting plan, but this Is not what is being apanly
oroposed. |t k5o far oul of line with the existing plan that | can only présune the developer has
oublicly appiied for an amendment knowing full well that he will eventually “settle” or "campromise”
an density much closer  the existing 7 acres per unit,

| trust that you, our Mayor, and the City Councilpersans, will soundly reject the General Plan
Amendment being propoesed

Thank wou for yaur time and consideration of this emiall and also the publie comments next
Wednesday.

Respactfully yours,

Trevor L. Atkin
1117 Sauth Aancha Drive

A TKIN WINNER &S HERROD L= Vesss, Wy E510:

PHOKE (702) 243-T000 | FAX Y02} 243

A HNEVADA LAW FIRM 055
Lathin@awsliwers.com
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Fromi T Bemign

Tar Camman Eumey

Subjiech W Badlarch GAf Course Developirent
Date: Wedreariay, November 16, 2016 11:45:33 AM

From: Robert Baker [mailto: robertbgovationdey.com]

Sent: Sunday, Novernber 13, 2016 645 PM

To: Bob Beers

Ce: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stovros Aathany; Ricki ¥, Barlow; Bob Coffin; Lots Tarkenian;

Dear Counclman Beers,

I live at 9628 Gawin Stone Ave. within Queensridge South. [ will try to be as boef 45 1 can,
I to hate long emails. 1've lived within the community for almost & years and enjoy what
this community has to offer very much, T understand Mr. Lowle is 8 businessman and
bought the golf course so he could develop it, no problem, but I'm sure you can appreciate
that allowing him to develop the land bo the detriment of Queensridge resldents shouldn't
be allowed to happen.

Here's whial 1 ask:

1. Please don't allow Mr, Lowie to Increase the zoning density as this certainly doesn’t
seem harmonious with what is In place.

2. The drainage study should be complete prior to a vote.

3. Landscape design should be complete in plans and not renderings.

4, Close any loapholes within the development contract. Nathing should be left to
market conditions. I believe that essentially means he can do whalever he wants at
a later date,

Thank you for your time, and yes as you can see balow, [ work for a developer,
Respectfully,

Rolert Badien

Project Manager

OVATION

Owvation Development

B037T 5. Fi. Apache Road Suile 110
Las Vagas, NV 89148
T02-890-2380

ﬁ Plezee conzider the anviranment: befora printing thi= amall

Submitred altes final agenda
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Fram: Tom Pemiga

Toa Eaman Sumigy
Suhject: Pi¥: Quesrridoe Cramer
Daten Wednesdey, Moverrber 1, 2010 11-54:00 AM

Fram: Sandy Bedich [mallto:shadich@earthilink, net]
Sent: Saturday, Mowembes 12, 2016 11:08 AM

To: lerkandasiegasnevads gov

Ce: Tom Perrigo

Subject: Fwd: Quaensidge Owner

Sent from my (Pad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Sendy Bedich < i

Prate: Movember 12, 20016 at 10:57:33 AM PET

To: i
Subject: Queenridge Owner

Please stop this development project from happening. My hushand and 1 have
lived here for almost 20 years, We paid extra for the prime lot on the golf course,
We went through some bad times when the economy went bad and almost lost
our house! We took all our saving to make it through and now thar is all we
have. Please do not let these greedy developers do this to hard working people!
We love this quiet community and this would couse high traffic and lower home
values. Even now homes are not even selling because of the unknown! Please

stop this from happening it is just not right!

Thank vou,

Sandra and George Bedich
G300 Provence Garden Ln
LV,NV 85145

Sent from my iPad

Submitted sfier tnal agenda
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Fromi Tom Pemag

Tar Carmian Burscy
Subject: Pl Badlecs Solf Courss Redevsiopment
Date: Wiedneaay, Nowember 18, 2016 11:46:07 A

From: Carolyn G. Goadman

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 12:27 PM

To: Brad Jerhic; Tom Perrigo

Subject: FW; Badlands Golf Course Redevelopmant

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, MAYOR

Las Vegas City Hall
4535 5 Main Street
Lag Viegas, NV 3101

[702)229-6241

City Hali is closed on Fridays

From: bigler1 9056 anl.com Ws
Sent: Sunday, Novernber 13, 2006 6:48 PM
Tot Carolyn G.
Tarkanian
Subject: Badlands Golf Course Redevelopment

Daar Mayot and Gity Gouncil Membars,

Goodman; Steven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Rickl ¥, Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffin; Lols

W lhve In @ very troubled world, Hate and violence are prevalent in our daly lives as we watch the news

and ses our the lack of brotherly love on this planst.

Our wonderful country is expediencing the worse division and hatred since the civil war. We are a houss

divided,

Thio Easl place we noed contantion is in our own beloved neighborhood and homes. This is whene we

shaould come for PEACE.

Unfortunately, the last year s8 we have watched our country enguffed in a hatefd and bitter political

balile. our homes 100 have also become & batthe ground,

Melghbor sgainst neighbar, councll members sgnlnnt consiftuents, developers against those that bought

homes and land from them.

Vehare does it end, Wiven our humanity is mone imgontant than the mighty doar?

When our ives are over, the most impartant thing anyons will ramemiser about us & hew we treated
othars. Our integrity and haonest and fair dealings with our fellow man is psramount.  [t's not about how
much money we made, or how many big fanoy things we have ous name on

i about how we treated our fellewman |

Submilted after lined aganda
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Ag our city fathers, you are inteligent ana thaughtful people who uphold the values of our community.
You moet likely cherish your awn family, heme and neighbarhoods,

Thiis Badtands Golf Course |5 where our families (va, 1t s our HOME, How would you fesl If thés
monsirous over-development was happening o you or your loved ones?

I imglore you 1o leave the legacy of the Peccole Family as it s now: a "Jewel In the Desert”. | am sure
Mre. Pecoole ks rolling in her grave as she sees how greed is destroying this beautiful neighborhood.

| impdore you all to ponder your hearts and think of the Golden Rule: Do Unto Othaers,

Hincemaly,

Sally M, Bigier

9101 Alta Drive Ling 901
Las Vegas. NV E9145
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From T Derig

Tai (arman Barne'

Subiet FW; Badiands Develooment

Db Wersnday, Novermber 16, 2016 11:46:24 &M

From: Carolyn G. Goodman

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 12:26 P
To: Brad Jarbic; Tom Ferrigo

Subject: FW: Badland's Developrment

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, MAYOR

Las vegas City Hall
495 5, Main Street
Las Viegas, NV B9101

(702)229-6241

City Hell s closed on Friduys

From: Gregory Bigler [maitto: drbigier@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, November 13, 2016 7:45 PM

To: Sheve Caria

Cc: Bob Beers; Carolyn G. Goodman, Steven Ross; Bob Coffing Lols Tarkanian; Ricki Y. Barlow; Stavros
Anthony

Subject: Re: Badland’s Devalopment

Councilman Beers,

There you go again,

Could you explain the difference between calling the complex a "done deal” and "itx
development seems & certainty.”

When was the Inst time the city allowed an spartment complex to be built in the battom of 5
wash?
The developer brags that the roof of the proposed four stery camplex will not go above our
"ground floor."
I'his mesns ke must sink the apartments deep into the wash. A routine mountain rain spreads
water o good 150 feet outside the middle of the wash,
Have we looked at the potentinl wash damage in the proverbial 100 vear flood?
I am sure you are aware of the 100 million law suit that Is pending apain the builders o the
Cueenstidpe Tower, some of which is because of failure 10 foresee water damage here,
A miscaloulation this time, in the wash, will mean that people will die.
TURN AROUND.......

DONT DROWN
You wouldn't drive into the water in a wash, why would you allow people to live there?
Dr. Greg Bigler

Sent from my iPhone
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Froam: Lo Perigh

T
Bubject: Pl Queensndge
Date: Wednesday, Novermber 16, 2015 11:41:38 AM

Attachments; Scannert from & Xerne swliifarction dewicedd . ool

—{iriginal Messpge-—

From: Bowling, Chuck | malltocehiwlingifmendaleyvboy com|

Hent: Tuesday, November 15, 2016905 AM

To: Bob Beers

Ot Carolyn O Coodmen; S1even Rogs; Staveos Antlay; Ricki Y, Barlew, Boly Coffn; Lois Tarkanias; Tom

Ferrige
Subject: FW; Quecnaridae
Councilman Beers, per your request | have stmchod @ response to yoor letter. 1 look forwnnd 3 yous tmely response,

CHUCK, BOWILIMNG

President and Chief Operiting Offkeer

Mandalay Bay Resort & Cosine] fu T2/%632-9705 | £702/632-7712
cmiil: ehowlingi@mardainybay com

——Lirigima] Mesage---——

Tiroan: [Boh Bear [mailio-bhesciLasy ceasMovada GOY)
Seni: Monduy, November 14,2014 %:36 AM

To: Bowling, Chuck

Cer Jolm Beor: Vieky Skilhred

Subject; RE: (uemsridge

HE Me. Bowling -
Uniortunntely, the fand has been zoned residentinl from before v movesd nest i it, The eniy legal way 1o prevent

devedopment uider the existing enthlement would be Tor the city 1o purchass the land, of currend market valies, ino
process called imvense condemnation, and that would ot be e w02l the sher taxpeyers b the city.

Every one of the purchase agreements 1 have seen hive disclosunc inlthaled by the purchaser, siating tha
the community hos no Interest in the goll course land, and that |t can go away. Have you chedked yours!

The n:"n:tin'z 2oming is roughly quarier. fo hillocre lus up and down the existing 250 acres. Exisiing homéownirs
shpuld expect & Lot the sanve size as theirs and @ house the same size as theing will nbut their propery. The owner is
suggesting thid devieloping under the existing gondng would not resull In the highes property values for existing
owners, aver the long mun, compures with the aliernative plen that was firsg pul forth more than & year age, They ore
ready o de develop the exising soning 1 e city insists, and have-already met with aff on il The mop from thal
mecting was requested by your HOA's representatives, [Hd they share {8 with yoa?

| am sy for the |ogs of your view, Development of Badlunds seams o cortalnty, tough your HOA or an indvidml
hemeowner may yet develop s legal srgument 1o fnfercede. | would pote that such w contzaciaal dght at Silversione
Tearnch ebsewlere b ety linlis hos resuloed 1o thai gol§ course Selng dry and abondonsd Toc over a year oo,

Pl free to write with further thoughts.

Rash Bozrs
Las Vegas City Council, Ward 2
Submitiod allat fingl agends

"ﬂ'v%ﬁ; v 217
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mesriginal Messagesss=
From: Bowling, Chisck | £

I
Sent: Satunday, November 12, 2016 5:56 PM

T Carodym (5. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Rickl Y. Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing Lols Tadkanian

Ce: Tom Perrigo
Subject; Queensridge

CHUCK BOWLING

President and Chief Cyperating Officer

Mandalay Bay Resen & Casingl p TO2032-9705 | £.702/632-7722
emnil: cbowlingEimandnleyboy.com
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Movember 15, 2016

Councliman Bob Beers
Dear Councilman Beers:

I'm in receipt of your response to my letter, and | beg to dizagree. There are offictal
city maps which show very clearly that while [ may nat be entitied to a golf course, 1
and every person in Queensridge is in fact entitled to the open space and more
importantly the food control protection afforded by the open space, The
Queensridge master plan states this very clearly.

The area currently proposed for development, behind my home is proposed to be
zoned at 41 units per acre, (which is actually six times what the developer belleves
he's entitled to, not eight as my previous letter stated, nevertheless, it's egregious).
If you had any Interest in protecting your constituents you would require the
developer to have meaningful conversations with the neighbors, that encompass
glve and take, rather than just presentations by their attorneys, city staff and the city
attorney. Not only were questions left unanswered; there was absolutely no room
for compromise.

Your lack of understanding regarding the concept of inverse condemnation is very
clear. If you deny a developer many times what he believes he is entitled to while he
is at the same time threatening that “all options” are on the wble for the remainder
ol his land, there is no inverse condemnation, 1f that were the case, then there
would be no need for a Planning Commission, a Zoning Commission or 8 Planning
Department. Everyone could simply develop the maximum they felt they were
allowed, orin this case, six dmes that maximum they helleve they are entitled to. In
Fact, your own clty attorney, along with many other atterneys have stated that there
is no inverse condemnation here, so your story has notonly been arbitrary and
capricious, it has been incorrect and to the detriment of your constituents,

On one of the varions websites you're using to promate this project,

you state that this land use request and your case for
“inverse condemnation” compares to the “Pappas” case. That case did not involve
Inverse condemnation, but the use of eminent domaln whereby the City took
possession of private property and turned it over to another developer, The case
went to court for many years, and the city last or ultimately settled.
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If your rationale In promoting this project is because the developer "might” sue you,
I"m sure you realize that a group of neighbors is already suing the city, Why not take
thelr side and require the developer to negotiate? What would lead you, when even
your city attorney disagrees with you, to believe that the developer will sue you
AND win? Hawve they threatened such a lawsul? Do vou always bow to threats?

Can every developer now claim inverse condemnation if they don’t get what they
want, and every resident in this city be on constant guard about what might be
proposed around them?

Itis my understanding that councll peaple have a dufy to aot make a dacision
regarding a land use application until it has had a proper public hearing before
them. [t's very clear to me that you made your decision on this proposal, in any of
its various iterations, many months ago, well in advance of public presentation of all
evidence.

You do not appear to be open to anything that the taxpayers in this community have
to say, and neither does the developer. At every mecting, the only discussions
centered around telling us what the developer WILL be doing - not what might
make it more palatable for neighbors, And now, all of the hype about a forest with
7,500 trees, a conservation easement, etr... {5 clearly shown to have been just that, a
bait and switch. The developer has pulled that portion off and is asking for a poorly
designed 41 apartments per acre behind us.

I have had my home on the market for months during this abgolute fagade of a
development application, Not one potential buyer even contacted us and we
uitimately took it off the mariet.

You state that development of the Badiands is a certainty. It's only a certainty if the
City allows it The underlying land use Is Parks, Recreation and Open Space for 2
reason. 1U's because that's what [t was always intended to be under the master plan.

Respectiully,

HA7_—

Chuck Bow

oo Mayor Carolyn Goodman
Planning Commission
Steve Ross, Mayor Pro-Tem
Councilman Stavros Anthony
Counciiman Ricki Barlow
Councilman Bob Coffin
Councllwoman Lols Tarkanlan
Tom Perrigo, Planning Director
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November 11, 2016

Mayor Caralyn Goodman
City of Las Vegas

4495 Sguth Main Strest
Las Vegas, Mevada 89101

Dear Mayor Goodman;

As an 18 yvear taxpaying homeowner in Queensridge, | have been in limbo since September 2015, Since
that time our community, reskdents you have promised to protect and represent, have lost incredible
value in thelr real estate investment and endured ongoing stress because this developer has not done
his homewark, not involved the community and sttempted to use his relationships in the city to
steamrall a development project for his personal gain. |, and as you have keard from many others, find
this unacceptable,

The applications have been on the agenda since January and then April and have been held repeatedly
without gond cause. There has never been, ta my recollection, a meeting to discuss the final thres
applications before you on November 16" which camy many unknowns. The meetings that have been
held have been conducted either by the developer's attorneys, basically to teil the residents that the
developer holds all the rights, or by your own city staff which many neighbors find not anly unusual and
Intimidating, but as having the appearance that the city has moved from the role of arbiter to advocate,

Without any consultation with Oueensridge homeowners, the developer has consistently changed his
plans to keep us guessing and in the dark. The plan you will have before you requests an amendment
that would gve him density on this project of 41 units per acre. That's far different than what he caims
the land is currently zoned for at 749 per acre and nertalnh.l not harmonbous and l:ompa-tlhhe with the
current neighborhood. There are height ssues and again, no technical drainage plan, The
recomimended site review process allows for changes that would not include a public hearing or input
from the Queensridge community. Further, | understand that the developer has already held a pre-
applicaticn meeting with the city for yet an additional plan. What kind of community partner is that?
And more impartantly, wiy would the Council condone such behavior?

The developer has stated i the Review Journal that he is looking at “all options” for the property, Why
not ask him, as you have asked others befare, to look at those options |n consultation with those of us
who will be mast Impacted by his development.  And given the forthcoming application, why in the
weorid would the city even consider approving this, the highest density project within miles of our
neighborhoed, knowing full well that there is more to come. ‘We need and deserve the protection of
afforded by a complete plan accompanied by & real development agreement, with real protection for
the neighbors.
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We know you are to hear three items this week that are clearly not well thought and which equal EIGHT
TIMES the purported soning for this land. You akio have before you his request for withdrawal without
prejudice on the other amendments he originally submitted. Based on the incredible negative impact
this project has caused to your city and specifically the Queensridge development and its homeowners,
it Is impartant you only accept these withdrawals with prejudice. Since the developer has made it clear
that the 41 units per acre before you this week is only the beginning, it only makes sense to have him
come back with a complete plan so that we as residents, after of a year of uncertainty, can take comfort
in the fact that our elected representatives will be a voice for us and truly represent those who have
placed gur trust in you.

Respectiully,

Chauck Bowling

-} Steve Ross, Mayor Pro-Tem
Councilman Stavras Anthony
Councilman Ricki Barlow
Coundlman Bob Beers
Councilman Bob Coffin
Councilwoman Lols Tarkanian
Tam Perrigo, Planning Director
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Fram: Tom Penian:

Tai Carman Burhey

Subrject: i Badlarel's 3

Daits: ‘Wedneaday, November 15, 2005 11:58:21 AM

From: Bob Beers

Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 3:31 PM
To: 'Steve Caria’

Ce: John Bear, Vicky Skilbred

Subject: RE: Badland's Development

Thanks For writing Mr, Cariz,

Unfortunately, the land has been zoned residential from before vou moved next to it, The only
legal way to prevent development ander the existing zoning would be for the ity to purchase
the land, at current market vabue, in 8 process called inverse condemnation, and that would
not be fir to all the other taxpayers in the city.

Every one of the purchase agreements 1 have scen have disclosure statements, initialed by the
purchaser, stating that the community has no interest in the golf course land, and that it can go
away. Have you checked vours?

The existing woning is roughly quarter- 1o kolf-sore Jots up and down the existing 250 aeres,
The owner is suggesting that the altermative plan would provide more value 10 more people
owver the long-term compared (o moving Torward with the existing soning, but they are réady
to e that if the ciry says no to the-alternative, and Bave already met with siafTon il The map
from that meeting was requesied by vour HOA s representatives. Did they share it with you?

I wm not planning to recuse myself, and nobody over said “1t*s a done deal™ except for Frank
Shreck, near ps anyone in the media hos been able o research. Frank was called out on that
[ive on KNPR o couple of months back.

Actually, there is something adjacent that hias similar density. Although the tower has 24 units
und acre, those are each much larger than 3,000 sq ft ezch and hoose multiple humans. 1f
those units were half size, there would be twice as many of them, and the deénsity woubd be
higher than what is requested with units much less than half size of what's in the tower now.

Three separate engineering groups, two paid by taxpayers, have been throwgh the traffic sludy
#nd pronounced it sound. Usually there is onby one check.

| am soary I you have suffered o drop in the value of your home doe to the closure of the golf
course, Its development seems a certainty, though | continue to hope thot your HOA or an
individual homeowner has a legal argument. [ would note that such a contractual right at
Silverstone Ranch elsewhers in city limits has resulted in the property being dry and
abandoned for over a year now.

Existing nearby residentiol entitloments loom very large on Planning’s radar, All have been
included in all studics,

Gulmitied after final agenda

nﬂh%"ﬁ. em fg /1977 0
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I do not think the cwner got any specinl consideration from the eity, although we did make
more demands on this developer, such ais having an unprecedented number of public meetings
andd hiring independent engineers go through the teehnical aspects, which | don’t think we
ofien do.

Bob Beers
Las Wegas City Councilman Ward 2

From: Sigve Carla ;

Sent: Thursday, Novamber 10, 2016 11:06 AM

To: Carolyn G, Goodman; Steven Rass; Stavros Anthory; Ricki Y. Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffin; Lo
Tarkanlan

Subject: Badland’s Development

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

I request that this project is rejected by all members of the council and mavor. 1t is clear thar
Councilman Beers has made stalements that show he ls either unaware of the facts (despite
the City Attomey’s atternpt o explain o him) regerding Inverse Condemnation or he is o
closely aligned with the developer and should recuse himsell from all declsions maide
regarding this development.

At the Planning Commission meeting, one statement by the PC stated: “this project should be
conforming to the community, and it should not cause harm to the residents of the
community”, Yet the PC went ahead and approved R4 zoning, although this is not
conforming with cur community, In fact, there is nothing similer to this zoning within a four
mile radius of our community. Alse, there has already been substantial harm 1o the valics of
our properties as this development i3 causing buyers Lo stay away., Many property owner's
have recelved nothing but low ball offers, and told that this development kas devalued our
properties. Henee, this development does neither, conforming fo the existing community and
5" causing harm (o the residents.

Both Mr. Lowie and Mr. Beers are on recond telling residents that this development is "a done
deal”, This certainly appeared 1o be the case in our meeting with the PC, with Staff rubber
stamping many issuss ie; developer agreement (or inappropriste lack thereof), in addition (o
several other irregular items it looks like indeed it is a "done deal”, This is not to mention the
traffic study provided by the developer just doesn't represent the overcrowding of Rampart
Blvd. and Charleston Bivd, during different perinds of the day.

Already there are entitlements for residential growth basically next doar with o high rise next
to One Queensridge Place, Tivoll and likely to follow Renaissance properties/developments,
These project woild add hundreds of units, but doesn’t seém Lo be on anyone's radar from the
PC and probably the City Coungil.

The greater majority of the Queensridge community s adamantly opposed this development
and ther: area signed petitions supporting opposition,
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On the surface, many of my neighbors question "how this developer has received such
favorable treatment from the PC Staff Planning Commisston and potentially the City Council
and Mayer, Without question this development will eause harm 16 our local elementary
sehool already over 140% oceupied and yet no agreement prior to the PC approval, Also, this
doesn't address a realistic waffic flow smdy (other then the skewed report provided by the
"developer”) on Rampart Blvd. and surrounding main anleries like Charleston Blvd, Mor docs
it address that there are noe apartments within this community at the time, nor is there any R4
zoting other than this cutlier.

The list goes on, and it will be curiows to see if in fact, “this is & done deal”. All indications
e S i

Disgruntied and disappointed citizen,

Steve Caria
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From: Tum Perios

‘Canran Bames
Sishject: P Bpcland™s
Digkes Wedneddsy, MNovemiber 16, 2118 11453 AN

From: Carolyn G. Goodman
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 12:37 FM
To: Brad Jerbic; Tam Pemiga

Subject: FW: Badland's Development

miars

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, MAYOR
Las Vegas Clty Hall

433 5, Main Stree

Las Viegas, MV B3101

(702)229-6241

City Hall i closed on Fridoys

Fram: Steve Caria -
Sent: Saturday, Novemnber 12, 2016 11:23 AM
To: Bob Beers

Cet Caralyn G. Goodrmian; Steven Ross; Bob Coffing Lols Torkanian; Ricki Y. Barow; Stavros Anthony
Subject: Re: Badland's Development

Councitman Beers,

There seems to be no end to your ever changing story. A few months back at a Sun
Coast developer meeting you tald Mr. Swimmer and mysell that you preferred for the
golf course to stay but the city would have to pay the developer $100,000,000
inverse condemnation fee if not allowed to develop on this property. A few months
later | see a leafiet stating a $30,000,000 cost. Which is t? Where do you get these
figures? From a CPA genie?

You also stated to Mr. Swimmer and myself that Mr. Lowle and his development
group could build 7.48 units per acre, which also has proved (o be completely
incarrect Now you are stating that the developer has the right to build 1/4 to 1/2
acre parcels throughout the 280 acre property. This is not what Mr, Brad Jerbic just
stated clearly at a recent meeting at OQP for residents attended by the Brad Jerbic
and Mr. Perrigo, head of Staff Planning. Mr. Jarbic said that the property neads o be
conforming to ROP-T by building on lots similar in size to the abutting properties. For
example, one acre lots next to existing 1 acre lots and 1/4 acre lots next to 1/4 acre
lats. Obwiously, you see things different than Mr. Jerbic, the City Attorney, Maybe
this is one reason why-so many people-are questioning yourintantions.
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There are so many inconsistencies in this development, the process and your
statements. This project was rubber stamped by staff without the normal protocol,
developer requests for delays seem unprecedented, putting multiple project requests
on the same agenda at the PC seems unreascnable {most people couldn't decipher
between one request or the other causing confusion among everyone but the
davelopment group—is this something you support?). Approvals for R4, a changs in
zoning, were pemmitted without a developer agreemant or agreement with the schoal
district, among a number of other inconsistencies. Are you saying this is nommal
procedure? | might alse mention that the Planning Commissioner that you appainted
Mr. Trowbridge (excuse the spelling if incorrect) gave approval to absolutely avery
reguest made by the developer.............. Wow, what representation|

The traffic study was presented by the developer, and is more than guestionable.
Anyone that lives in this community understands with the aiready exizting
entittemants in place that fulfillment of this project and other approved residential
properties will create massive backlogs and imperil drivers on Rampart. near
capacity now, Alta, Charleston and surrounding arteries. Also, if the R4 development
already approved by zoning becomes reality it appears that the only access to the
project will b= a right turn in and right turn out onte Rampart all day, every day.
These constructions trucks alone will jam our roads and create onerous delays and
imperil drivers on this extremely busy roadway,

The Queensridge Residents HOA has clearly stated that 80% of the homeowners in
that community adamantly cppose this development, and at QQP the residents who
oppose this development far surpass those residents that are in favor (we have
signzd petitions opposing), Clearly you are not listening to your constifuents that are
directly impacted So what is your justification? Da you have a survey fram others
surrounding communities in your district thal supports this project, or is everyone to
rely on your flipflopping comments?

Although you have not represented the interests of the Queensridge community
favarably to date, few of us expect that you will do the correct thing by recusing
yourself from this matter. Hence. your haughty response to this reguest comes as no
suprise,

In closing, | would add that Mr. Shreck is not the only person that reports they heard
you state that “this is a done deal", so your characterization of Mr. Shreck being a
lone walf is incorrect! The inconsistencies by staff, planning commission, you, and
others invoived with this project just doesn't pass the smell faste!
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From: T Peirigo

Tan Camnac Bumey
Smbject: fa ion 30 Devel of Badiands Goif Course
Data Wiednecay, Mowsniner Lh, 2006 10-37:20 &M

From; jerry choate [mallto: jwchoatel 1@hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2056 1:43 PM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stawros Anthony; Rickl Y. Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing Lois
Tarkanian; Tom Perrigo

Subject: Coposition to Development of Badlands Golf Course

We are opposed to the proposal to bulld 2600 apartments, and 50-70 homes on the
Badlands Golf Coursel!

PROPERTY VALUES

Since the applications have been filed, homes in Queensridge have been difficult to sell. While
proparty values surrounding us continue to apprediate, our own home values have fallen
singe the applications were filed with the city,

Recently, a home owner recelved an offer from a buyer which stated as follows: "We
understand (our offer) is low, ... we based our price on the golf course going away." The
golt course does not benefit anly thase who lve on i, but improves the value of the entire
community we call home. Experts have confirmed a minimum of 10-20% reduction In
property values in GQueensridge, should the preposed development be approved.

TRAFFIC

According to a previous City of Las Vegas staff report on these items, Rampart would be 97%
of capacity with just 720 new condo/apartments on that corner. Mora than tripling that
number of units would certainly reguire significant impravements an Rampart, Alta and
Charlestan

The developer notes in thelr application that they are relying on the City to construct light
rail from downtown Las Vegas to Downtown Summerlin along Charleston in order to

mitigate traffic concerns, The Developer has total disregard for anyone else's concerns, but
his own!

QUALITY OF LIFE [NOISE, SAFETY)

Since the mid 1990', the #adiands Golf- Course has served a5 required-flood controf, drainage,
and open space for the master planned community of Cusensridge.

Submitbad aftas sl agends
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The construction of flood contral structures, roads, and the 2,675 housing units themselves,
will severely disrupt the quiet enjoyment of residents an, and near the Badlands golf course
for an extended and unacceptabie perlod of time, There will be Inordinate amounts of dust
and dirt going into cur backyards, and pools, making our backyards unusuable, and clogging
the filters of our pools.

Page 11 of the proposed new master plan states that, ®, . . gated access being provided to
Development Arga 4." This means that over 5,000 new residents will have open access to
the interior of our existing master planned community,

The Queensridge HOA has made significant strides in reducing crime in our community this
through newly added security measures. We need to keep it that way, and not have
hundreds of people accessing our community on a daily basis for years to come.

QUALITY OF LIFE (NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE)

Tripling the density of a completed Master Planned community i unprecedented and there
s mot provision in the currently available development agreement for adding the necessary
Impravements ta streets, roads, sewer, water, electricity, schools, flood control, police, fire
and emergency medical services, and parks and open space required by the Influx of what
could bewell over 7,000 new resldents

The elementary, middle and high schools in this area are already significantly overcrowded as
stated by the CCSD representative at the last planning commission meeting. The
development could add over 700 children to the already averloaded neighborhood schools
with na prowvision far new schools or classrooms,

The addition of 2,600 apartments, some of which are contained in new high rise towers
places a great strain on limited fire, police and emergency medical personnel.

Based on the expert opinion of engineers, hired by some of cur neighbors, new flood control
measures that have besn verbally proposed, will cause storm run-off to move atsucha
rapid speed as to cause severs flooding and damage in Queensridge, and nelghboring
communities.

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

Legal sdvisors have indicated that the developer does not have a right to such density, and it

s anly possible if the city makesan unprecedented, and dangerous decision to allow
density of over 35 units per acre inside an existing master planned community.
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Homeowners are afforded specific rights/protections under the Nevada State Law NRS 2784,
addressing Planned Unit Developments. The statule protects the interests holders
{homeowners) in common Interest communities, and affards them specific rights.

FINAL NOTE

The HOW has no Bability for costs associated with contesting these plans, nos is any HOA

assessment planned. Concerned Citizens are using thesr own funds to fight this threat {0 our

_comminity, Also, the infarmation in this letter is comect based on information publicly
avallable as of this date

THIS PROPOSAL CLEARLY PLACES A SIGNFICANT RISK TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, AND
WELFARE OF QUEENSRIDGE AND THE SURRODUNDING COMMUNITY |l We urge the
Planning Commission to NOT approve this propasall...it will have far-reaching effects on
othar Planned Communities in the futurel

Thank You for your consideration,
Sinceraely, Jerry and Dizne Choate
701 5ir James Bridge Way

Las Vegas, NV §9145

We are opposed to the proposal to build 2600 apartments, and 60-70 homes on the
Badiands Golf Course!l
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Framt Tom Perige

Tt

Subrject: P Quesnsridoe Devdopment Mas

Do Widinesiy, Nowsrber 16, 201511: 30623 AM
el Mogsape—

Froam: Meil Cadics ||

Sent: Wednesday, Movember b, 2016 11:23 AM

To: Corolyn G, Coodman; Steven Rogs; Swvies Aotheny: Rickl Y. Bordow: Beb Boers: Bob Coffing Loda
Tarkanion; Tam Perriga

Ce: Sharon Colica

Sithfect: Queensridgs Develapment Plans

Lledlo all

As n resident of Queensridge snd o homemwner for the pest & yeors = T wanled (o send you s note regording (he
develipmend plam thut  being discussed and votad upon by the cily council today, This is & very bad dea for the
residenis of this neighborhood {for o mumber of pood resons) md Pm ceriain that you kave e the e in grea
detnll. What ks most chall=iglng 1o us personnlly §s that we parchased our home In this area with the mdersunding
tht the pabfcourse and atinched open spoce wis woned in o particubar way that would restrlet budlding homes in the
area. We did our sesearel ind purchased our home with this &5 one of our decizsion points; Besides ruining the
soanery and destroying the polf course « we ere very concermed obout the density ssees and the sharp neresse wa
will have in LrnfTic.crime, and congestion should this development project be allowed,

Plese don't get cumght up in the bype of the proposed developer who i looking ot thes shrough a "profitoniy™ lens,
Wi en|ay Uving here and would recommend that this ontlre prject, end all of it's phases, be rejected aml that yos
vole Wy ngpose the devglopment project und leave the zoning snd open Tiod as i, We have fo live with e aulcame
of your dectdon and shoukd ihis appen It wil cresie a tremendogs amount of turmol] ond disssiisfaction inu
commumity ihat his grown to sppreciale the mosier planned community and the cament zoning restrictions.

Thank you

Meil Colica

9225 Wihltek|rk Plasa -

Tudor Park,

Neil Colicn BN, MBA, MSM, ACC

Hospita! and Hoslthesre Executive

Chlaf MurdneChlel Operating CiTlcer

Centified Executive Coach - ACC
GI9-675-2600

Supmitind alar final agenss

o3t j%ffjﬁ Iber-j'ﬂ,f-—jg?

AGENDA ITEMS #101-107
11.16.16 CC
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Frem: Tom PesTigc:

Ta: Cman Baney
Subject FW; Rasdlancs Go¥ Courss Devplopmant and Hs EMad on Quesraridgs Homeownans
Mt Wecneaday, November 16, 2016 11:5%20 Ak

Importance:  High

From; Carolyn G. Goodman

Sent: Thursday, Novernher 10, 2016 2:53 PM

To: Brad Jerbac

Ce: Tom Perrigo

Subject: FW; Badiands Golf Course Development and is Effect on Queensridge Homeowners
Importance: High

CAROLYN G. GDODMAMN, MAYOR

Las Viegas City Hall
455 5. Main Streat
Las Vegas, NV 89101

{702)229-6241

City He s chosed on Fridoys

Sant: Thursday, Mn-rm!:u- ID II:IIE 2 :'I-Irr PM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Ricki ¥, Barlow; Bob Beers; Boh Coffing Los
Tarkanian; Tom Perrigo

Subject: Badiands Goif Course Development and its Effect on Queensridge Hameowners
Importance: High

Dear Mayor Goodman and council members,

I am 3 long time resident of Queensridge, having owned my home there for over seyenteen years. |
purchased a home in this nelghborhood duwe to the beautful golf course and qulet surrowndings. |
arm strongly opposed to the proposed high density howsing atong Alta and Rampart. Since the
announcement of the proposed development, the values of our homes have declined sharply!!
Ihere are currently a large nunher of hames for sale a5 a result of this, and none of them are
sellieg, despite drastic price reductions, Further, there Is already a tremendous amount of trafiic
tongestion, including traffic fatzlities, in the Rampart/alta area. | do not see how this area could
handie 3 project of this density. Mlease help us preserve the tradition that is Queensridge and
reconsider vou approval of this high density housing plan in gur nejghbarhond,

Sincerely,

tore Curtis —
And Kewin Curtis

Subeitied afide fnal agends

Site I‘%"ﬁ‘ em faf iy
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Fromi i Peton

Tar LCanman {umey

Bulrject: Fid: Badlands go¥f courze:

Deator Wednesday, Novernber 18, 2015 114757 &M

—---Oiriginal Mestage-—-—

From: Caralyn G, Goodmsn

et Monday, Movember 14, 2016 1 1:54 AM
Tot Bead Jerble; Tom Penigo

Suhject; FW; Radlamds goll coume

Fyl

Carolyn (i, Goodman, Mayos
Lues Vegns City Hudl

495 8. Main Stroet

Lied Vegus, NV 910

(TOZI22-6241

City Lall is closed on Pridays

B R |

From: clen! |maklio:chenicliadesifhoimall.com]
Rerintz Monday, Movember 14, 2016 10:53 AM
Tz Carolyn €, Goodman

Subject: Badlunds goll course

Dicar Mayoar Goodman,

Withall do respect please ke to heart the bome ownies pleas who s agaliet redevebopment of the goll
course. Quesnsridge is our bome and we love living heze, | um a native Lis Viegan and | heve grown with this ¢ty
ll of my S0 years, Quocrsridge i unlque and lke po wthor community in Las Vegas. We live in paradise.
{Juzensrides is.0 master-planned community and we are privileged o live here. We have a rght o the qulig
enjayment of the orpial opes apace. The developers applications don't include 8 development agreement that
controls wht he con build. Many changes make 1t confusing Lo understand what s being proposed and 1o respend
i it Troperty values hive already taken o hit 30%. We can’t afford to lose this equity we aro not weatthy, Adding
WO mew resiclenits o oar existing community of 2000 is bad pluning, o hiph a density will impact tmifie, noise,
air queality end schaols, | wanled 1o stend the Gty counch meeting but wirk during the day, Pleses belp us the
Tensgivars refain our fights a peacelsl heaatiful ecmmunity, that we sizned up oz

Thank you
Sincerely
Eleni Plindes

Send [rn my iPhone

Submitred after ingl agemts

Finte %; A‘ e lol-to7
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Froms Jom Periga

Tai Carmniian Hurpey

Subject: Pili: Badlands ool oourse

Date; Wednesday, Novemiber 15, J006 114851 AW

——Ariginal Message—
From: elent [mailiose enie ladesti otmail com]
Sent: Menday, November 14, 2006 11:05 AM
Tan: Tam Perriga

Subjec: Badlamds golf course

Diear Councilman Perrpa,

With all do regpect please take w heant the hoae owners plens who are-against redevelopmeig of the golf
eourss, Quesnsridgs iy our home Bnd we love living here. | am g native L Vegan ond | have grovn with this city
nli of @y S0 years. (ueensridge i unlque and ke no other sommunity in Las Yegas. We live in poradise.
Queensridipe is 3 muster-plarned commuenity and we ere privileged o live bere, We huve & right 10 the guiel
enjoyinent of tha orlginal apen space. The develapers applicationa don't include a development agreemend thit
comtrots what he can build, Many changes make i confusing to wderstand what Iz being proposed and bo respand
te . Property vidues hayve alneady mken o hit 30%, We can'l affond to fose this eouity we ore not wealily. Adsling
B0 new reshdents o ourexdsting comomanity of 2000 B bad planing, too bigh o dessity will impoct traffic, nolse,
wir quakity and schools. Twanted (o attend the ciry council mecting bug work during the doy. Please help us the
homecwriers retaln our Hghts o pescefi] besutlful communlty, that we signed up for,

Thank you

Sineeroly

Eleai Fliades

Senl from my iPhone

Senl from my [Phone
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Fream: Tom Pertid

Ta: Carmee Burrey
Sailrject: FU¥: General Pian Amendient GPA-62367
Date: Weilnesday, November 16, 2016 11:30:59 &AM

From: Carolyn . Goodman

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 10:36 AM
To: David Horwitz

Ce: Brad Jorbic; Tom Parrigo

Subject: RE: Genoral Plan Amendment GPA-G2387

Dear David

Thark yvou for your email and voiced opinions thersin. We are working dillgently and
comprehensively 1o mediate the issues-tor a positive resalve for all

Happy Thankaghing

CARDLYN G. GOODMAN, MAYOR
Las Vegas City Hall

495 5. Main 5treet

Las Viegas, NV 83101

|702)229-6241

City Holl s closed on Frideps

From: David Horwitz [t :
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 10:28 AM
To: Carclynt G. Goodman

Subject: General Plan Amendment GPA-62387

Dear Mayar Goodman.

| understand that the city council is scheduled to discuss this matter at its meeting
today. Due to work | cannot attend the public input part of the meeting, but | do want
to express my opposition,

A change from "Parke/Open Spaca” lo "High Densily” violates the master plan that
home buyers have relied on as the city's commitment ta maintain the neighborhood's
characier. Approving a change would indicate that the city does not honer its
commitments, and clearly makes the City of Las Vegas a less desirable place to live
of io buy a home in, Other communities, such as in Henderson or Summerlin, honer
their master plans. | would hope that Las Viegas will do likewise.

| urge you to oppose any changes to the master plan.

Thank you for your consideration

Subemiited aharfinal agende:

Yoy v bi-jo ’
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Sincerely,

David Horwitz
8101 Alta Drive Unit 702
Las Vegas
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From: T Feriad

T Lo Bamey

Susbiject; P Please Vibe M0 o4 the Badlerals Gal Courss Redevalopraent Applications (Movember 16, 2016}
Dt ‘Wennesdsy, hoveriber 16, 2056 11:84:31 AM

From: Carolyn . Goodman
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 12:40 PM
To: Brad Jerbic; Tom

Perriga
Subject: Fl: Please Vote NO on the Badiands Golf Course Redeveloprment Applications (November 16,
2016)

CAROLYN G. GODDMAN, MAYOR
Las Vegas City Hall

495 5, Main Street

Las Vegas, NV B9101

(702)229-6241

ey Holliy closed on Fridoys

From: Ran lverscn

Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 10:58 AM

Tot Carolyn G. Goodman

Subject: Please Yote NO on the Badiands Golf Course Redevelopment Applications (November 16, 2016)

Mayor Goodman:

Please vote MO on the Badlands Gelf Course Redevelopment Applications next Wednesduy,
November 16, 2016, 1 purchased my retirement home in the Queenseidge community in
Ianuary 2015 for the prestige of the area and the enjoyment of its open space. Afier
beginning an cxtensive home rencvation, the Badlands Golf Course was perchase by EHB

Companies and my concems about open space, property values and difticult to understand
Planning Commission concessions 1o this developer have dominated my life: Hereis s
summary of my concems with the applicstions before vou:

I. The General Plan Amendment, The City of Las Vegas (CLV) General Plan currently
identifies the subject 17.49 acres as PARKS/OPEN SPACE (PROS). The General Plan
Amendment request is for “H"™ which allows for o density of 25 dwelling units per acre or
morg. There is no upper end maximum to that density. The Developer's requested density on
this project is 41 units per acre. By way of comparison, the Queensridpe Towers immedinte
west of the proposed site are 19 units per acre. There s not a project of this requested density
closer than 4 miles away at Lake Mead and Jones. Therefore, the requested density is not
“harmonious and compatible” with my community,
2, Zooe Change. Currently, the proposed building site is zoned RPD-7 (Residential Planned
Development 7 units per acre). It was originally envisioned in my community’s Master Plan
fQueensridge) that the entire ares-would be zoned RPD-7, This included certain higher
density areas off-set by open space recreational (PROS; Park Recrzation Open Space) for an
overall average density of 7.49 units per acre. The developer is asking that the site be rezoned

Submitiod afisr fiviel cgund

I%%a bleie7
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to R=4 (High Density Residential). This R-4 zoning would set the development standards for
the site at & maximum height of 35 feet, The Developer has requested o 48 foot height
approval but that could be changed through the subsequent Site Review process that does not
require public input. The allowance of R-4 zoning on this Phase One application/project
winld set & precedent allowing the Developer to reguest the same R-4 oning for Phases 2
aid 3 of this project which are sure to follow if this initial application is approved, R-4
Zoning signiﬂl.am.l}' inhibits the enjoyment of open space which s a mujor value of this
community and the surrounding area.
3, Bite Development Plan Bevigw, The propesed Site Review process allows for l:hanges 1o
be made without a public hearing, i.c. public mput of interesied and u'npnc‘n:d concems in the
area, Given gl the confusion caused by und preferential treatment given to EHB Companies
during the past 15 months (multiple competing applications; public meetings which never
allowed for gathering of surrounding community coneerns; very poorly defined Development
Agreements to protect the right of the City and surrounding residents; allowance of last
minute spplication chunges causing confision and curtailing public voice; confising
application descriptions that precluded some Planning Commissions fromy fully understanding
upon whitt was being voted), the best interests of our City and community can be upheld by
ensuring the public hearing fght and allowing public voice to be heard.
4. Flood Plain Study. The technical drafnage study is not yet complete and will not be
completed for at least another 12-18 months. As such, there is no way to understand at this
voting time what drainage improvements will be required upstream in the curment natural
drainage arroyvos into the *furne| deoin™ undemeath the intersection of Alla Drive and 5.
Rampart Boulevard o allow [or the safe development of this 17.4% pere project.
3. Sghools, Impacted schools in the area are already at 160% capacity withoul considering
the effects of the proposed development, The developer and Planning Commission have
known about this fact since receiving the impact statement from school officials in February
2016 bt have denied receiving input until mid-October. Mo agreement has been reached
with school officials about how to rectify the impact the proposed development would bring;
6. MRS 2T8A. The Badlands Golf Course that EHB Companies purchased is tightly
integrated with the Quecnsridge and Queensridge Towers communities, There is an approved
Master Plan thal has governed the land use of this property since 1992 including critical open
space for lood drainage and highly valued community enjoyment.  The City maintains that
MRS 2784, which would provide substantial approval rights to existing community residents
e, subseguent development of the Golf Course, does not apply becaunse the City did not
approve its use in Las Vegas, While | fully respect the difficalt mole and strong integrity of
Mr, Jerhic and pther governing city officiuls, it is hard to understand how the City of Las
Vepas believes il has the authority o override the implementation and legal enforcement of a
mandgted state statute, Mot enforcing this important protection granted by the State of Nevada
significantly lessens the strong appeal of master communities in the state and encourages
wealth grabs at the expense of existing residents who paid a premium for the protection of
living in & master community,

Agnin, | strongly urge you to vote NO on the Badlands Golf Course Redevelapment
Applications before vou on Movember 16th, Please vote (o protect our Open Space, the
appeil ol the Badlands Goll' Course arca and the rights of my Master Community. 1 look
forward to speaking before you on November 16th and hearing vour disapproval of the three
applications.

Very Respectlully,

ROR001026
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Ronald J. Iversen
9324 Verlaine Court
Loz Vegas, Nevada 89145
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From: Tom Periay

Tt Lauman Baney
Subject: P Vot MO en the Badlands Gold Course Redestigpment Applications (Movember 16, 20151
Dabe: Wednesday, Movember 16, 3006 11:53:51 AM

From: Bob Beers

Sent: Saturday, Novemdsr 12, 2016 2:19 PM

‘ronversen’

€z John Bear; Vicky Skilbrad

Subject: RE: Vote NC on the SBadiands Gold Course Redevelopment Applications (November 16, 2016)

)

Thanks for writing Ron. Your bullet point numbers, commented..

L it you change the metric from “wnits par acre® to "livable space” per acre. the proposal is
less dienge than the Tower, Because the unit size of the proposal will be less than hall the
unit size of the tower, the "net human impact” ks equivalent between the two, which is one
thing planmers and traffic enginesrs considar. As well, the anits will be builkt upon the
parking, 50 there 15 no surface parking: The easiest way to.cut ihe proposed densizy in halt s
thie add 17 acres of surface parking, though thiat (kely wouldn't creste urban value.

2 Shaunais incorrect. Councit action to changs the density of RPO-7 land does not create 5
right far adjacent land ta have sguivalent density, at least under the Las Yegas codes. That
achjacent lang still has o density limik betiween the smoller of what's asound itand 7.5 units
peer acre before the city has to worry about isverse condémnation. A subsequent councl will
hawve to grant a change of zaning for the adjacent [and to exceed 7.5 units per acre, and
wolld be under no obligation to do so. Your concern about changes In helght without
council 2pproval is 2 good on, | think And If e motion is for approwval, | will condition it
that any change in height be rested a5@ maor rather than & minor change. That is the
distinction between coming to coundi| ar not. Helght in this case is critical to the people
liwing in the Towers

3 1 disagree with your statemant that the applicant has recelved any soecial Favors during this
process = quite the contrary, You areincoreect stating that thare has been no opportunity
tor public input it is well chronicied, The last-of dozens of oppartunities will be at 3pm
Wednesday at City Hall, One of the ways the apgplicant has been beat up & by being required
1o hold sa mamy public input meatings, compared with athers. | disagres that the list of
things you're citing as bias are any spedial saccommodations, and some aren't true. Most of
the confusion was felgned,

4. Ohwners don't fund i full flood mitigation design by engineers without first schieving project
entitlements, as the design is a sever-digit exercise This is standsrd practice (n Nevada. The
study will have to be completed, reviewed and approved befare any construrtion can start,
just as it was ror Tivali bullt over the same floodwater drainage.

5 Lam sl working with CCS0 o detarming what that impact on schools is, They are not sure
For eample, It appeass that the 71 0F kids at Borner 145 quite g bit below the number of
children who sholdd be at Bonner given QF's metrics. They are in the process of running

—esdsting it tovee what it predicts o see howeclosett s to the- ot Bonner- - alse sppems—————

that their farmula does not distinguish between a 15,000 sf home with multiple generations
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and 1,200 ft units that are propased, | wauld think that would impact the expectad number
ofchildren. Arather Factor 14 that the schood required to be bullt under the Master Plan
o't e clFiming protection unider wis convertad 1o a magnet school lase year bacauspe
enroliment had been falling for s iong. Oddly, it is closer than Bonner for anyone who
aoeesed through the Charleston gate

G The |aw is available adline, It i< clearly not & mandate. It s an optian, Cities may, not cities
mustat MRS 278A.080. It is so sad if all this has been Based on that simple oversight.

Unforunately, the land has been zoned residential from before you moved next to i, The only
legal way to prevent development under the existing entitlement would be For the city to
purchase the land, at current morket value, fna process called inverse condemnation, and that
winild it be Fair to all the other taxpayers in the city, | reconfirmed this with Brad afier [ saw
vou lest week, and he reconfirmed with me that it is the only fegal way 1o prevent
development of Badlands available to the city government,

The existing zoning 15 roughly quarter- to half-acre lots up and down the existing 250 acres,
Existing homeowners should expect a lot the same size as theirs and o house the same size as
theirs will abut their property. The owner is suggesting that the alternative plan would provide
maore value to more people over the long-term compared to moving forward with the existing
zoming, but thoy are ready to do that ifthe city says no to this alternative, and have alréady
met with siaff on it Yoo know this because you've seen the map the HOA requested from the
eily thal was handed oul ol the mecting.

S0 the choice, even narmowed down to the last theee apenda items only, s the existing
entitlement o the plan. Which will crente the most property value for the most people?

It is not & eholee berween the redevelopment applications and “protecting our Open Space, the
Badlands Golf Course area and the rights of my Master Community.”

Bob

From: roniversan [malioriversen 7300 gmallcom]

Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 11:00 AM

Tox Bob Beers

Subject: Yoie NO on the Badlands Gold Course Redevelopment Applications {November 16, 2016)

Councilman Beers:

Please vote MO on the Badlands Golf Course Redevelopment Applications next Wednesday,
Mavember 16, 201 6. | purchased my retirement home in the Queensridge community in
January 2015 for the prestige of the area and the enjoyment of its open space. Afier
beginning an extensive home reanvation, the Badiands Golf Course was purchase by EHB
Companies and my concems about open space, property values and difficult to undersiand
Planning Commission concessions to this developer have dominated my life, Hereisa
summary of my concerns with the applications before you:

|, The General Plen Amendment. The City of Lus Vepas (CLY) General Plan
currently idenitfics the subject | 749 acres as PARKSIGPEN SPACT(PROS), The General -
Plan Amendment request is for “H” which allows for a density of 25 dwelling units per acre
or more, There [s no upper end meximum lo that density. The Developer's requested density
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on this project is 41 units per acre, By way of comparison, the Queensridge Towers
immediate west o the proposed site are 19 units per acre, There is not a project of this
requested density closer than 4 miles away ot Lake Mead and Jones, Therefore, the requested
density is not “harmonious and compatible” with my community.

2. Zone Change. Currently, the proposed building site is zoned RPD-7 (Residential
Planned Development 7 units per acre). 1t was originally envisioned in my community's
Master Plan (Queensridge) that the entire arca would be zoned RPD-T. This included centain
higher density areas off-se1 by open space recreational (PROS: Park Recreation Open Space)
for am overall average density of 7.49 units per acne. The developer is asking that the site be
rezoned o R-4 {High Densiiv Residential). This R-4 zoning would set the development
standards for the <ite at a maximum height of 535 feet. The Developer has requested 48 foot
height approval but that could be changed through the subsequent Site Review process that
does not require public input. The allowance of R-4 zoning on this Phase One
spplication/project would seta precedent allowing the Developer to request the same B4
zoning for Phases 2 ond 3 of this project which are sare to follow i this initial application is
spproved. R-4 zoning significantly inhibits the enjoyment of open spoace which is o major
value of this community and the surrounding area.

3. Siwe Development Plan Review. The proposed Site Review process allows for
changes to be made withoot & public hl:::lnngr Le. public inpul of interested and impacted
concerns in the area, Given all the confusion caused by and preferential treatment given Lo
EHE Companies during the past 15 months (muliiple competing applications: public meetings
which never allowed for gathering of surrounding community concems; very poorly defined
Pevelopment Agreements to protect the right of the City and surrounding residents;
allowenee of last minute application changes cousing confission and curtailing public voice;
confusing application descriptions that precluded some Planning Commissions from fully
understanding upon what was being voted), the best interests of our City and community can
be upheld by ensuring the public hearing right and allowing public voice to be heard.

4. Flood Plain Study. The technical drainage study is not vel complete and will not be
cnmpl:led for at least another 12-18 months, As such, there is no way to understand at this
voting time what draiage improvements will be required upstream in the current natural
drainage arroyes inte the “funrel drain” underneath the intersection of Alta Drive and S,
Irampart Boulevard to allow for the safe development of this 17.49 acre project.

5, Sghools, Impacted schools in the area are already mt 160% capacity without
considering the effects of the proposed development. The developer and Planning
Commission have known about this fact since receiving the impact statement from school
officials in February 2006 but have denied receiving input until mid-October, Mo ggreement
has been reached with school officials about how 1o rectify the impact the proposed
development would bring.

6, MBS 2784, The Badlands Golf Course that EHB Companies purchased is tightly
integrated with the Queensridpe and Cueensridpe Towers communities. There is an approved
Master Plan that has governed the land use of this property singe 1992 including critical open
space for flood drainage and highly valwed community enjoyment.  The City maintains that
NRS I78A, which would provide substantial epproval rights to existing community residents
re. subsequent development of the Golf Course, does not apply because the City did not
approve its use in Las Vegas. While | fully respect the difficult role and strong integrity of
Mr. Jerbic and other governing city efficials, it is hard to understand how the City of Las
WVepas believes it has the suthority to override the implementation and legal enforcement of'a
mandated state statute, Not enforcing this important protectlon granted by the State of Nevada

“slgrifleantly lessens the strong appeal of master communities o the state and encourages ——
wealth grabs at the expense of existing residents who paid a premium for the protection of
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living in & master community.

Again, | strongly urge you to vote NO on the Badlands Golf Course Redovelopment
Applications before you on Movember [6th. Please vole to protect our Open Space, the
appenl of the Badiands Golf Course area and the rights of my Master Community. [ look
forward to speaking before vou on November 16th and hearing your disapproval of the three

applications.
Very Respectfully,

Ronald J. Iversen
9324 Verlaine Court
Las Vegas, Nevada 89143
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Fromi Tewn Premicn

Tae

Subject: Fill: Quesnzridoe Resident does not sepport rezoning of Beclands Gof Courss
Db Wednesdsy, Nowember 16, 2048 11:.37:28 AM

From: Carolyn G,

Sent: Tuesday, ﬂwﬁﬂbﬁf 15, 2006 1:30 PM
To: Brad Jerte; Tom Perrigg
Subject: FW: Queensridge Resident does not support rezoning of Badlands Golf Course

fin

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, MAYOR
Las Vegas Clty Hall

495 5, Maln Street

Las Viogas, NV BDLOL

(702} 229-6241

City Hall 15 closed on Friddis

From: Bob Besrs

Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2016 1:24 PM

Tei ‘ciohnsonidacl.com’

Cez Carolyn G, Goodman; [vnn@gusensrdoehon.com; shughesGgcmasiaw.corn; John Bear; Vicky
Skilbred

Subject: RE: Queensridge Resident does not support rezoning of Badlands Golf Course

Thanks for writing, Mr. Johnson,

Unfortunmtely, the land has been zoned residential from before you moved next-to it | am not
sure where you heand it was zoned “PARKS! OPEM SPACE", The only legal way for the eity
Lo prevenl development under the existing entitiement would be for the city 1o purchase the
land. at current market value, in a progess called inverse condemnation, and that would oot be
fair to all the other taxpayers in the city.

Every one of the purchase agreements | ive seen have disclosure stalements, initiales by the
purchaser, stating that the community has no interest in the golf course land, and that it can po
awny. Have you checked yours? I the person you bapght it from misrepresented the
fransaction, you muy have recourse pgainst them. T weuld recommend consulting an sttorney,

The existing zoning is roughly quarter- to half-acre otz up snd down the exlsting 250 acres.
Existing homeowrers should expect a lot the same size as theirs and a house the same size as
theirs will be built behind them. The owner is suggesting that the alternative plan would
provide more value to more people over the long-lerm compared 10 meving forward with the
existing zoning, but they sre ready (o do that i7 the city says no to the alternative, and have
alreddy miet with stafT on it The map from that meeting wis reguested by your HOA's
representatives. Did they shiee it with you? The chiice for the Clty Couneil Is which of those
two development plans will retain the most property value for the neighborhood.

Evivmiiad aiigy ing ogui

Yol lo1-107
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I am sy for the less of your view. Development of Badlands seems a certainty, though vour
HOA o an individual homeowner may vet present a legal argument to intercede. | would note
that such a contructual right at Silversiene Ranch elsewhere in ¢ity limits has resulted in thar
polf course being dry and abandoned for over a year now. 1 would hate to see that happen
here,

Bob Beers
Las vegas City Councilman Ward 2

From: ciohnsonl acl.com [ i

Sant: Tuesday, Novemnber 15, 2016 12:48 PM

Tao: Bob Beers

Ce: Carolyn G. Goodman; hnnfigueensadgehoa.com; shughesEgomasiaw.oom
Subject: Queansridge Resident does not support rezoning of Badiands Golf Course

Mowember 15, 2016
Clty Counciiman Besrs

| g@m @n owner of 3812 Winter Palace in Queenridge South. My house borders the Badlands Golf Course
that was recently soid to a proparty daveloper, | am writing to you for 3 reasons:

(1) 1 am 100% agains! re-development of the Badlands Golf Course and do not support re-

of the Goll Course from "PARKS! OPEN SPACE" 1o "RESIDENT|AL (regardiess of densily) *

{2) 1 urge tne city to not approve razoning at this time. and

£3) 1 hanve st about $240,000 in home value due 1o date due to the redeveispment actions taken by
the property developer. More valug will ba last if any or all of the requested rezoning is approved,

Do not approve rezoning at this thme. These ks iittle f any desire far rezoning and redevalopmant of
Badiands Gesf Course by any entify other than the developer, Lee Vegas has excess housing inventory
and insufficient waler. Moreover, the developer purchased Ihe golf course with the existing zoning in
place. = not the responsibility of City Admenistration to enable a speculative developer to realize value
ot the expense of City residents We lack anawers to simple questions such ag (a) Why does this
rezoning need to be approved at thes time? and (b} If rezoning i= approwved, who will compensate
harmeowners for their loss in homs values?

At the October 8, 2018 Badlands informational Mesting in City Hall[1][1], 3 Ouesnsridge homeownar
asked "Who will pay us for the lost value of our homes ae a resull of this redevelopment.” Tha responss
from the developer was *| cannot comment on it When pressad repeatedly by the homaownaer, the
developer responded, “We do not believe that (your homes will decreasa in value),”

The Queensridgs homaownsr was veridempt  She aksad “With all tha tlanging and banging during
eonatructian & changes from a oolf course view (o a view of mullifamily residential units, wha will
companzate homaowners for theer lost value™

Again, the developer responded “We do not baliewe that will be the case *

Logs of Yalug: | #ong with oihar homeowners have lost home value ag @ regult of the changes being
sought by the developer. Mare value will be lost if rezoning |s approved. | have bean advised by
muftinhe real catate appraksers thal the possiye redevelopment of e Goll Course has reduted the value

of my home on Winter Palace by $240,000 as of November 1, 2016 ity approval of rezoning will cause
the value of my hame to decrease even more,
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| o niot believe tho developer’s condusions, views, or opinsans during the Infarmational Mesting(s), |
paraphrase my feliow homeowner, “Does the developer think | am an idfot?” Please do not approve
tazoning. if the City does approve this rezaning | damand to be compensated by the developer for my
loss of home value.

Simcarsly,
Christian C. Johnson

9812 Winser Palaca Drive
Las Vegas, NV 83145

[1]11] This meating can be viewad at
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Franu Tom Pariag
Ta: ;Im.ﬁm
Sulnfect; P Crseensrige Resident does nob suppont menning of Barlands Goff Course
Dartn: ‘Wodnesday, November 15, 2016 11:30:59 &AM
1iacd,com [mallto:cjohnsanigaal.com)
Sent: TLIESdE'f. Movember 15, 2016 12:58 PM
To: Tom
Ce: Carolyn G. Goodman; Stoven Rosa; Stevros Anthony; Rickl Y, Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing Lois
Tarkanian

Subject: Queensridge Resident dues not support rezaning of Badiands Gall Corse

Wovemnber 15, 2016
Director Tom Pemgo:

| am an ownar of 8812 Winter Palace in Quesnridge South. My house bordars the Badlands Golf Course
that was recantly scid fo & property developer. | am writing to you for 3 ressons:

{11 1 am 100% against re-developmant of the Badlands Golf Cowrse and do not support re-

of the Golf Course from 'PARKS! OPEN SPACE™ to "RESIDENTIAL {regardiess of density) *

{211 urge the: city (0 not ABRIOYE MEZENING a1 Wis tme, and

{3) | have los!t about $240,000 In horme value due 1o date dus to the redevelopment actions taken by
the property developer. More value will b= lost if any or ak of the requested rezoning is spproved.

Do not approve rezoning &t this time, There iz littte if any desire for rezoning and redeavelopment of
Badtands Golf Coursa by any gitity other than the developer. Las Viegas has excess housing inveniory
and insufficient water. Moreover, the developar purchased the golf course with the existing zoning in
place. It is not the responaibiity af City Administration to enable a speculative developer to reaize value
at the expanse of City residents e [ack answers io simple queestions such as (a) Why does this
rezoning need o be approved at this tme? and {8 If rezonéng s approved, who will compensate
homeownes for their loss in home values?

At the October 8, 2018 Badiands Imlormational Mesting in City Hall[1)[1], a Queeneridga homaownar
asked “Who will pay us for tha lost value of our homes 83 2 result of this redavelopmant.” The mpmu
fram the developes was “| cannot comment on it.” When pressed r dly by the ho

developer responded, “We do not bafieve that (your homes vl decrease in valug)”

The Quesnsndge homeownas was verilempl. She asked “With all the clanging and banging during
construchon and changss fram a golf course view to a view of multfamily residental unds, who will
compensate hameowners for their ost value?"

Again, the developer respondad “Wa do not befievs thal wilf be the casa”

Loss of Yalua: | along with other homadwners have lost heme value as a rasult of the changes being
sought by the developer. More value will be lost if rezoning |s approved. | have been advised by
multipie real astate appraisars that the possilie redevelopment of the Golf Course has reduced the valus
of my home on Winter Palace by $240,000 as of Movembar 1, 2018, TRy aporoval of razoning will cause
thar value of my home io decreass ewen more.

| do not believe the developer's concluglons, views, or opinlons during the informational Meeting(s) |
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paraphrase my fellow homeowner. “Does the developer think | am an idiof? " Please do not approve
rezoning. I the City does approve this rezoning | demand to be compensated by the developers for my

loss of home valuea.
Sincaraly,
Christian C. Johnson

8812 Winter Palace Doive
Las Vegas, NV ER145
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From: Jom Pemign

Taz
Subject! FW: Qasenaricoe development
Date Wednesday, Novernber L6, 2005 1L-44153.4M

From: Carolyn G, Goodman

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 12:39 FM
Toz: Debra Kaner

€ Brad Jerbic; Tom Parrigo

Subject: RE: Queensridge development

Thanks, Debbie; for your emall and Tnput
Ty bast to the Tamily
caralyn

CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, MAYCR
Las Vegas Clty Hadl

495 5. Main Street

Las Viegas, NV 89101

(702)229-6241

City Hall is chosed on Fridoys

From: Debra kaner [mailto:debianerfcor.ngt]
Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 12:59 PM
To: Carolyn 5. Goodman

Subject: Queensridge development

Dear Mayor Goodman,

Hoping you and vour family are well, We last spoke at "Breakfast with The Mayor™ many
months ago, where you suggested we meel with Mr. Lowie to reach some compromise. Well,
here we are with no additional input from the Developer since the neighbors on our street met
with him.

Consequently, | urge you to requine a compromise on Development Area 3 and consider how
it would ook fike to the many homeowners, as mysell, who are horribly snd disproportionally
impacted by the high density Development plan that will abut our homes,

1 urge you to consider the homeowners”/ taxpayers’ positions, and require an open space
transition zone thai is now called Development Area 3, There already exists a
concrete path for golf carts that could extend the perimeter. The area could be a
walking trail, or & dog path, or a jogging wail, or a bike wail or a children®s park, but NOT a
road ond potential 12 foot wall.

This would maintain 2 remnant of the surrounding natural beauty of Nevada for which we, in
our master planned community, have all paid premiums, and higher taxes to enjoy.

L eonfused by the sets-ofapplications-that were-seted-on at-the Planning Commission and
it is stressful trying to understand all these sbeyanees, Since there does pot appear [0 be a

T
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Development Agreement, then | am trying to understand if there are no longer any restrictions
of height and distunce, which the Planning Commission was sensitive to, [ urge you, as our
clected official, to protect the homeowners of 18+ years from piccemeal development that is
not compatible with our beautiful Queensridge community, Please do whal is right for our
community.

Thanks, Debby

Dobra Kaner

660 Ravel Ct.

BUL45,
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T Peigl

Carniy fursey

PW; Queensidoe dovelosment

‘Wednestay, Nowember 16, 2056 11:54115:aM

1

From! Debra Kaner [mallto:debkaner 1 @ac com]
Sentr Friday, November 11, 2016 12:42 BM

Iear Councilman Perrigo,

Tam o 3% vear resident of Las Veges and on original Queensridge homeowner, | recently
retired from CCSD and have been irying to downsize and sel my house, Most of us have had
to remove our listings, or turn our homes into rental property because who would want to face
years and years of construction noise and dirt? 1 urge you o consider a compromise on Area 3
of the Development plan, and how that would effect the many homeowners/taxpayers, as
mivself, whe are horribly and disproportionally impacted by the high density Development
plan that will abit our homes,

1 urge you to require an epen space transition zone that is now called Development
Area 3, There already exists a concrete path for golf carts that could extend
the perimeter, The arca could be a walking trail, or & dog path, or & jegging trail, or o bike
trail but NOT a road and potentinl 12 foot wall. This would maintain a remnant of the
surrounding notural beauty of Nevada for which we have all paid higher wxes w enjoy.

I remain confused by the sets of applications that were acted on at the Planning Commission
and it is stressful trying to understand all these abeyances, Since there does not appear to be
a Development Agreement, then | am trying to understand if there are no longer any
restrictions of height and distance, which the Planning Commission was sensitive to.
You, as our elected official, need to protect the homeowners of |8+ vears from piecemen]
development that is not compatible with our beautiful Queensridge community. Please do
what is right for our community

DDebra Kaner

660 Ravel Ct,

BO145
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From: Toin Periag
T Camnan Rmey
Subject: Li B
Datai

Wierdnesday, Noveniber 18, 2006 11:55:22 AM

From: Dianna Bassett [mailto:dbassettSdoo.net]
Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 9:58 AM

Ta: Carolyn G, Goodman

€z Steven Ross; santhonlylasvegasnevada.gov; Rickl . Barlow; Bob Beers; Lols Tarkanian; Tom

Pel
Sobjec:

Kathy Keck

412 Granger Farm Way
L 8% Vogas, NV.BIL14E
Home; 702-255-1250
Cell  702-583-8067
kheckieo: nat

Dear Mayor Goeodman and Councl members,

As a 20 year resident of Queensridge | would Tike (o register my aplon as vebemently opposed to the
proposal of development of the high density housing on the Badlands Goll Course.  High density
howstng would ondy add to traffic congestion of the area and strain on schools and other services of
the area, diminishing the guality of ife of residents in the area.

Fespectfully,
Kathy Keck

This amail has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.

L
WiALEVESTCom

Zulimilted afior linal aganda

17;%‘, o fol=fe]
|

ROR001040

23342

23319



T Permgn

From:

Tai Cormin Burney

Subject: Fi: Badiands Golf Course bubding angication
Datei Weddnesdlay, November 185, 2016 11:30:-42 &M

From: Vincont [mailtoviatonadme.com |

Sent: Thursday, Novembar 10, 3016 3:15 M

To: Tom Perrigo

Subject: Badlands Goll Course bullding application

I don't want to take any more of your time than necessary but I feel it's
Imperative to let you know that [ STRONGLY OPPOSE the application for
Phase One of land use on the Badlands Golf Course. Our concern is that
this will of course be only the opening event (the proverblial camel's nose
under the tent) which will lead to the complete destruction of the lifestyle
of the Queensridge Community. As our representative we urge your effort
an this topic.

Thank you for yaur time.

Vincent Latona

_—l
Ao i M fol=leF ¢
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Fraem: Tom Perign

Ta Carnin Burrey
Subject: Fi: BADLANDS GOUF COURSE DEVELDPMENT
5 Wednasday, November 16, 2016 11:58:47 AM

From: Irwin Malzman [maltosicmalz@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 12:04 PM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stawvins Anthony; Rickl Y, Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffin; Los

Tarkanian; Tom Perrigo
Subject: BADLANDS GOLF COURSE DEVELOPMENT

I AM ADAMANTLY OPPOSED TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON THE

BADLANDS GOLF COURSE.,

Irwin Malzaman
9332 Fontainbleu Dr.
Las Vegas NV 88145

r%ﬁﬂn fei-107
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Movember 16, 2016

To the Las Vegas City Council:

T have been an Orthopagdic surgeon, practicing in Las Vegas for the past 28 years. |
moved to Queensridge eleven years ago because of its location, near my kids® schoal, and
the besuty and serenity of the golf course environment,

Three years later the value of my house dropped 40 percent in the subprime mongage
debacle. After that, home values in Queensridge were inching up until June of 2015 when
it became public knowiedge that an investor group, EHB, had purchased the 250 scre golf
course with the water rights for £15 million (360,000 per acre) and intended (o develop it
into hame sites and high density apartment complexes. When that was announced,
averyone in Queensridge immediately lost at least 20 percent of the values of their homes.

In September 0f 2015 EHB's underhanded scheme o push their plan through the City
Planning Commission without notifying the Queensridge homeowniers was revealed. This
devious act, and subsequent behavior on the purt of EHB engendered uncertainty in the
real esiate market and has kept our home values depressed. It appesrs w many of us thet
the developers belicve they have the right to develop the golf course in any way they see
fit to maximize the return on their investment, They only pay lip service to the
homecwners' concerns.

In its current form EHB's plan will devastate home values and the quality of life in
Cueensridge. But it’s impact won’t stop there, The density of the development in grea of
Alta and Rampart will overwhelm the infrastructure causing severe traffic congestion on
Rampert. Ingress and egress into the proposed development are net and will not he
adequate. The proposed apartment complexes will have a density of 41 units per acre
with some less than 600 square feel in size. There is nothing that comes close to that
density anywhere near Queensridge,

It is als0 not clear whether EHB gven has the will to follow through with its plan to
develop the course into estate lots. People 1've miked to in the real estate business are
doubtfil that there will be a market for those expensive properties in this location. If EHB
can't sell the bots [or estates they may decide to divide them into smaller parcels or tracts.
Wi hotmeswners really have no idea what will be in our back yards! The uncertainty of
this ill-defined project is alarming,

Like most homeowners, my home is my biggest invesiment. This development plan
represeats no less than a huge transfer of wealth from Queensridge owners to EHB who
bought the golf course at a fire sale price. The treatment we have received from EHB is

patently unfair. The beleaguered homeowners of Queensridge deserve a break and some
protection from our elected leaders on the city council.

%bx;;, (ol —jo7
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Jumes Manning, M.D.
9728 Verlaine Ct
Las Vegas, NV 891218
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From; Jom Perign
To: (aman Burney
Subjecti PW: Badiands Receveloprie Projs

From: Abraham Nagy [maiko:nagyag@nvhl.met]

Sant: Thursday, Nowember 10, 2016 9:43 AM

To: Carolyn G. &;Q:itm,ﬂtmmlms Stavros Anthomy; Rickd Y. Barow Bob Besrs; Bob Coffing Los
Tarkanlan; Tom Parrigo

Subject: Badlands Redevelopment Project

1'am & commurity member of Gueensridge and | am writing to you 1o srenuously object to the
Badiands Redevelopment Project.

Feopie who bought homes In Quesnsiidge did 5o with the understanding that a golf course will
femain the centerpiece of the déveloprment. The onginal intent of the design of Dueensridge was
ta maintain & golt course in perpetuity of the housing area. The developers of the Badiands
Redevelopement Project have explolted poerly worded terminclogy in zoning [aws to advance their
desire Lo profit at the expense of others,

Due the proposed plans of devalopment, | have beer unable to sell my home a | Bve on the galf
course, The pnly way | could sell my home is if | take & substantial financial loss an the praperty and
this Is impractical,

The impact the housing development praposed will be substantial to the community, Although
traffic studies have been reported stating that the Impact will be minkmal, for thase of us who e in
the ares, we already know the traffic has slready become congested and dangerous in thearea,

The proposed plan will only further meke this situgtion worse,

I arn vigarawsly asking that you please reject the Badlands Redevelapment Project,

Sincarely,

@i&%ﬁﬁ%s%%ﬁ%w
o R

A"’/H» lol-foy
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A letter to those who care 111472018

The Queensndge HOA membership continues to determine as ‘unacceptable’ tha
changes proposed to the Badlands Golf Course, which weaves through the
development The lack of solid information as o the enfire proposal, which now
appears to being done piece-meal has piaced HOA members on alert and made tham
very skeptical of any proposal.

The underlying bitterness is a direct result of the lack of trust the HOA has for EHE, the
Badlands owners and developers. EHE inftially displayed and discussed the
transformation of the Badlands Golf Course property from a gelf course to a variety of
residential areas with varying density, After several meetings which included shouting
matches and the inability to hear and understand the various proposals, EHE has 'taken
their ball and left.” This while threatening the residents with what they would do if we did
not go aleng with their plan, As a result, the skapticism shown EHB continues after
HOA members were told they would lose the golf course, an integral part of the
community. The high density and uncertainty of projects on the golf course acreage is
at the very least disconcerting.

As the procass winds through the courts and endures city council votes, the outcome
remains uncertain, other than it's going to take extensive fime and money to settle this
impasse. We have yet to see Environmental Impact Statements, floed control plans or
a traffic study, stating the impact resulting from thousands of new residents added to an
already very congested area.

We have a right to expect a certain quality of life that Is not marred by continual
construction and a plethora of unknowns and an end resuit that is questionable. Cur
community was bullt an quiet, uncrowded and open spaces, to change this now is not
acceptable.

This is not golf course parcel owners wanting something to compensate them for their
golf course lnss, Rather, it is about all of us lasing cur community to high density,
heavy traffic, potential flooding issues, overcrowding of schools and years of disruptlive
construction.

Caoncemed Queensrdge HOA Members
Neal and Linda Painter

301 Selfridge Street

Las Vegas, NV 89145

Aibmifed ellorfioe apende

I
M'/rg.. [Gf'fo'?
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Frami Joem Py

To: Canrmn By
Bubject! P Badlanga dectruchion and Qusensrdges from Lade Paragu e
Datec Wednestay, November 16, 2015 11:41:59 AW

Fram: Leslie Parraguirre [malitc:igpiveolours.com)

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 4:05 PM

To: Bob Bears

Ce: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Aass; Stavros Anthany; Rickl Y, Barlow; Bob Coffin; Lois Tarkanian;

Tom Parrigo
Subject: RE: Badlands destruction and Queensridoe from Lesiie Parraguire

Dear Boby;

Why of course | am Familiar with the shared map from the HOA. It would be why |
contacted my Councilman and Mayor.

Agaln it |5 not clear to all those concerned.

[ respectfully ask that full schematics in color with more master plan and architectural
detail be submitted. After all per your words below, new dwellings would *be backing up
to the existing” resldents that pald premiums for those lots. What will they be looking
at? It s unclear to all | have visited with over the past several months and remalns so.

| had also heard you were un the side of this development so 'd say respeetfully, sir, lam
not surprised at your response.

How very sad that you cannot simply ask for the best possible presentation so we il
know where the chips fall at the end of the day.

Good Day;
Leslie Parraguirre

From: Bob Beers [mallio: il asVegasievada
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2006 918 AM

Tou Leshie Parraguirme

€ Jobn Bear; Vicky Skilbred

Subject: RE: Badlands destruction and Queensridge from Lesla Parraguirre

Wirs. Farraguirre
['hiwrk you fror wiilifg

| have nat heard the developers say the aftemative 1o the proposal before us this week is darmancy.
O the contrary, they have already had 3 pre-application meetng with stalf to start the wheals
BTN Gr-e=ercising the suisting soning, This would be lot-and houses-of aguaatant size backing—
up to all current dwellings on the course, and then wherever any mare can Hit. The only legal way

Eabmlitad alizy dog, apands

ﬂhﬁu lol-{o7
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for thie ¢liy Lo prevent development under the existing enttlement woukd be for the city 1o
purchiase the land, at current market value, in @ process celled inverse condemmnation, and that
weorki il non e Talr o all the other taxpayers in the city

The existing raning is roughly guarter- 1o half-acre fots up and down the ewisting 250 acres. Fristing
homeowners should expect one or fwo kots the semea size as theirs with & howse the same size @s
theirs abutiing their property. The cwner (s suggesting that the aliernative plan would provide more
value 1o mare people over the lang-term compared to maving forward with the exsting zoning, but
they are ready to do that [f the city says no to the alternative, and have already met with staff on it
The map from that mesting was requested by your HOWs representatives. Did they share it with
voud

Davalopment of Badlands seems 2 certainty, unless yvour HOA or an Individual homeawner hasa
legal arpument. | would note that such a contractual right at Silverstone Ranch elsewhere in city
lirmits has resuled nthe property belng dry and abandoned for over a year now.

Access for construction will nat be throwugh the edsting HOA gates, You should not notice much
inpact an aninteriar ket

Bob Beers
Las Vegas City Council, Ward 2

From: Leslie Parragulme [maltodap@hgolours.com|

Sent: Sunday, November 13, 2016 136 PM

To: Carolyn G, Goodman; Smossi®lasyegasnevadad povn, Stavees Anthony: Ricki ¥. Barlow; Bob Beers;
Bob Coffing Lals Tarkanian; Tom Perrigo

Sebject: Badlands destruction and Gueensnidge from Leslie Parraguirre

Honorable Goodman and fellow councilmen,

While I know many of you, | have not weighed in to date about this issue
surrounding our home in Queensridge South.

I am just now aware of the meeting during business hours this week, ( which I
might add seems very oddly scheduled considering the gravity of this
1ssue)and will be in flight therefore unable to personally attend. I hope this
email will be read and taken seriously as [ helped to design all of Queensridge
along with the Peccole family, Mark Fine and many other qualified community
design professionals over |5 years ago. | also worked on the international team
developing Park Towers with the Molaskys and Mark Fine.

For those who do not know my background, 1 have been an Interior Design
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Professional, having owned three successful companies over the past 39 years,
Colours, Inc., is located downtown and will be 30 years old in 2017. T carry a
general contractors license, class B, and am registered with the state fire
Marshall’s office. We design luxury estates, commercial properties as well as
handle model home merchandising. | am a lifelong Las Vegan. Our daughter is

a 5™ generation Parraguirre Nevadan,

The concept of this development of Badlands and all of the rather vague
drawings and materials T have reviewed leave me wondering............ Why are
my city fathers and Madam not asking for far more detailed schematics not
only in plan view, clearly defining the greenbelts, infrastructure of egress,
roads, fire access, crash gates; not o mention full details of what this
development will look like vertically with the help of elevations and exterior
color palettes?

Mo wonder all of the residents are shook up! They cannot be expected to
understand the project let alone the absurd density, without FAR more details.
This is most important to you, the council, to have the benefit of a clear picture
and allow vourselves on our behalf to truly make an informed decision!

I follow the philosophy of “Holistic” design in urban planning; harmonious
design is critical. Our entire city and county is filled with bad examples of
quick decisions of the past. We have benefited from those mistakes in the
planning of our city and county in recent vears, by demanding full schematics
from developers looking it “insert”™ mass density into a large existing
communities thoughtfully planned out by those that came before them.

Queensridge residents are requesting a clear and informed picture and T fully
agree. It has always been expected in my work and | see this as far more
important an issue. It greatly effects our home and estate values and could
destroy the designed continuity we so carefully planned years ago to ensure we
would offer a gated community beautifully designed for years to come.

There really should NOT be any rental properties as suggested in the Phase one

condo space. There are rentals being built at warp speed all around us. Phase

three as well as any arca adjacent to the existing course owned sites should

truly be deeded to greenbelt, featuring trees transplanted and saved from the

_golf course. Steve Wynn did this, so be thoughtful in asking the same of this .
developer, please,
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To be clear we do not live on the course. We have an interior lot in San
Michelle on a V% acre parcel. [ suppose | could say nothing because [ am not on
the course like those most affected, but T clearly know the trickledown effect
this will have an us, not te mention how this entire deconstruction and debris
will impact our daily lives.

In Closing, | want 1o share & comment made directly o me by one of the
investors of this project; * You better get your friends to agree to our plan or
we will just let'er go dormant. . .becoming yvour own wasteland”. Charming.

| greatly appreciate your taking the time to read my opinion. Maybe this can’t
be stopped but certainly you can demand a fully developed schematic package;
in plans and full elevations and exterior materials boards to feel fully informed
and to help us, the residents, that have been here for a very long time to feel
like this will be a benefit not a detriment. Knowledge is truly power.

Sincerely;

Hﬁéﬁwwngwufnv

Leslie G. Parraguirre

ROR001050

23352

23329



Jiom Banign

[arman Buinsy'
FW: Quesnsritge:
Wexinasday, Novembor 15, 20745 11:33:55 &M

B

_...Dﬁ!hﬂ Blerstag frannne

Froaw: FiTru |amiliocpl TruGinalion:]
Seni: Tueaday, Movomber 15, 2006 10:08 I
Tia; Tonm Perrigo

Pleasn, Mr. Perriga, Vote MO an Mr Yohan disroying Quecnsridge. Ilive here. 1tiz my home.
Roaalind Huih Plke - 801 Aquissine Court, 59143

Sgnt from my [had

= omened gftar fmal sgonds

Il
;“. v ID}"J’E?
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Freem: i Pervigh

Tau Curnan Surmey
Subject: P Badlands Gatf Course Devdlopment
Datar Wetiiesdary, Novermber 18, 2016 11:37:15 AM

From: L Prock [maiito:jabberjaws 1B30yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, Novermber 15, 2016 1:37 PM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Ricki Y, Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffin; Lois
Tarkanian; Toem Porrigo

Subject: Badlands Goif Course Development

My or Goodemn and City Coungil members

1 purehinssd my bhome le Quesnsridge, an the golf course, in Sepizmber, 2004, | paid a preminm for my property. loms
widow and feif that Ceensridge wonld be the porfoct place o spend my bed prars,

1wz o ald thot the galf cowsrse wionld be pold and developed uniil Ranunry, 2063, | am very wpeel thal e veoubd allow g
development in the middie of mach o prestip ry e (uvonirid

1138 NOT wamt 61 houses devefoped behind my property, nor dio [want o see all the congestion o the onmar— of Rampart
ned Al wich the hudlding ol 24040 mu|i|fum|'|'_t nnikis, 2 mla'ldd—“ving, s med 74 !'n‘i,uln—ﬂn‘rl”)’ wlitle pritpetiics i
Tntger lots, plis 2 lowers.

Al of the peace and trmogaility that [ imagined would come wilk purchaging my hame in Uhoeersrides t2 shout 1o com W an
end, Phease da ol ket this huppen 1o our Quesdsrides commumity’! Whea will Mr Lowle ever present o comyplete pln for
what b prapoaes foe the Badlands Goll CoomeY His ideas change every monlhl

Laiamn Prck
9817 Gueen Churlotie e

’%«ﬁu. : ll'-“!m-l 07
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Tom Prerign

Cazman fumay
FW: I naquest thakt you vty against tha naroning requests reiated 0 the Badiands golf curss,
1, Noverrber 146, 2008 150131 A9

1]

From: Joan Siverstein [malito: matschke Lifgmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 2:02 PM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stavros Arnthomy; Ricks Y, Barkow; Bob Coffin; Lois Tarkanian;
Tom Perrigs

Subject: | request that you vobe against the rezoning requests relatad to the Badlands golf course,

1 wwamt tis express my cancem wnd dinmay shout the rezoning proposals to be voated on for the Badlands golf cowrss. |
strongly oppose the proposal. Thie propoda! b based on & miember of deceptions and guestionabie stumplions,
inchuding the following:

~ e were Lold that the develaper hod punchased due golF course and then determined that I was not profitabie o5 o
ol fecurse, However, based on the testimony of his nrchitect of the Flanning Commission mesting, he: hod been
xploring options for houstng on L siie {or o l2adt one vear beilima Ui, .

~The developar has claimed thet be had o convert the poll course 1o bouscs sod condominiums hecosise be sald that
the ol orurne was wol witracting goffers, Howsver, based om the lestimomy ol residents al e hearing, Padlonds
haa been one of the busiest, most successful golf eourses in Las Vegas.

«The develaper is being gromied 10 years 0 complete the project. The s m Jeast 10 years more than bs traditionnlly
granied for the completion of similar projeca. This s even mese of a concern becaise of the vapueness of the
proposal, which ellows kim 10 make chonges aler (he proposal is spproved.,

= There wis no school study opproved befone the projuct was presented te the Planning Commission. At the
megting, the school district informed us thot ey would work with the developerbut no plans were discussed
before the meeting and, to my kniowledge, hus notyet ocoorred. Ciiven the large num ber of students shat conid be
ndded 1o 1he district by the project, thisis o vogue promise. More schools or more sessioms may be reguired, bt
men f this i3 knowit

= There was o supprsed twllic stedy, However, Baged mo the westbimony of peaple who live and work in thi sea, il
guestinnaldle ihal the srea can support the increased traflic,

=« W were told ikat trere will be no digupiion to the reaidants currendy llving in Queensridge. However, disnzpticn
hae alrendy begum and can nowy comtirue for up 1o 30 years, based the proposil. For exampis, housing prices hove
droppod sipnificantly since tho ramors bepan. Residens who are trving 1o sell their homes are aol sble (o & so
undyss they subsisntinlly [ower their price. Fven with & lowered price, 1 is difficult 1o ettract buyers. This also
ereafes o hardship for these of us wha renoin because ol the drop in equity in our homes. For those of us whao gne
midule clossand relired, this reprosents o sigeicon) o in our retiromond sovings.

| strongly g you o vole ngainsl Lhese proposabs
Very truly yours,

Joam Silversiein, P,
914 Granger Form Wy

‘%aﬁ# ~lol~jo7
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Froen: Tom.Femiag

Tai Canma Buimesy
Subject: PV Proposed Baddands Dovalooment
Data: VWstdnesday, Nowomher 18, 2008 10:57:23 am

Fram: Anne Smith [madto:anne@smithcdp.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 4:12 PM

Tot Carolyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; Stevros Anthony; Rickl Y, Barfow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing Lois
Tarkans

Cc: Tom Perrigo

Subject: Proposed Badlands Development Applications

To: Mayer Goodman and City Council Members

We are strongly oppoesed to all the applications being considered at the City
Councll Meeting on Wednesday, October 16, 2016 for the followlng reasons:

1. We own and live in one of the 7 single family houses on Ravel Court that
immediately abut the proposed high-density development. Even though
the developer has withdrawn ariginal applications relating to the 250
acres he Is asking for R4 zoning in this area known as the Seventies and
there is no Development Agreement associated with the remaining
applications. So, It is a moving target and very confusing to us. It locks
like there will be no height/setback/ road restrictions if these
applications are approved. We are strongly opposed to the applications
coming bhefore you on October 16, 2016 as they will allow the Developer
to build multi-story bulldings immediately next to our houses. This is the
highest density zohing that would be approved anywhere inthe City and
is not compatible nor harmonious with an existing master planned
cammunity. Never mind the fact that it is enclosed inside the
Oueensridge Master Planned Community, You would be allowing the
developer to come back later and propose maore high density and high-
rise condos right within a few feet of our hames, and be setting a
precedent for similar rezoning in other master planned communities in
Las Vegas. The impact to our house and property values is already
devastating. We are not rich people as has been portrayed on social
media and to the media, we are regular working people whose personal

”/w/”, fol-109
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value is tied up in our homes. Even if we were willing to sell at the 20-
30% depreciation that has occurred since the anneuncement of this
development, no one is interested and no offers have been made to
sellers who for personal reasons need to sell.

. We are very concerned that adding an ultimate 2400 residences and
4000- 5000 people in the middle of our existing community of 2000
people will destroy the quality of life that we enjoy and that prompted
us ta move to our Queensridge home over 18 years ago. He alsa intends
to tear up the entire open space during the next 15-20 years of
canstruction causing dust, noise and environmental impacts. Your
predecessors had great foresight in approving & master plan with
designated open space in the midst of 2 growing population. We urge
yau to preserve this open space. Although we know we were not
guaranteed a golf course in perpetuity, the General Plan shows the area
in question would be parks/recreation open space.

. As you consider proposed development and associated zoning changes,
wie urge you to deny the current applications and require a truly open
process for public/existing Queensridge resident concerns to be heard
and addressed in 2 manner much maore responsive and meaningful way
before any application is resubmitted. Our severely impacted street is
disproportionately impacted by the proposed high density (R-4) being
proposed compared to the rest of Queensridge and there has been no
mitigation offered, The residents of Ravel Court met with the developer
in February and asked for renderings of our post-development views so
that we might discuss ways to mitigate the impacts, Despite repeated
reguests for such renderings, we have received nothing to this date.
There was no sincere interest on the part of the developer to hear our
concerns and what he could do to reduce the impact on us, The
developer has shown you renderings of views from existing homes
adjaining proposed multi-acre estate homes, which are nol guaranteed.
He didn’t show you views of multi-story condos looming up behind our
homes. |t is not just the 7 homes on Ravel Court that-would-have multi-

stary condos immediately adjacent. Between Tudor Park, Fairway Point
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and Ravel Court there are at least 33 homes directly impacted by the
dense, immediately adjacent multi-story development in area currently
proposed to be zoned R4, Some of the Planning Commissioners were
sensitive to the drastic impacts that high density development in the
original Development Area 3 would have on these 33 homes when they
suggested that consideration should be given to leaving Development
frea 3 as an open space transition zone between the high-density
development and our existing homes.

4, ‘We also have many concerns with the developer’s proposed design
standards and the previously proposed developer agreement, which are
moving targets and have changed too many times to count or keep up

with. We have no certainty as to anything he will ultimately bulld.

We urge the City Council to hear and address our concerns so an acceptable
solution can be reached.

Rosemary Anne Smith and Gordon L Culp
653 Ravel Court, LV 89145
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Proms Join Perridgg

Tae Lo Bumey
Subject: P GRA-G23HT, ZON-62 %32, SDRGZIGT
Date; Wiedinesd ey, Movernber 16, 016 10:81:49 AM

Fromi JRSSSTACEY @acl.com [madito: JRSSSTACEY @ack.com]

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 2:17 PM

Ta: Carofyn G. Goodman; Steven Foss; Stavros Anthony; Ricki Y. Barlow; Bob Beers: Bod Coffing
Irarkanianid lasvegasneyvada.gov; Tom Perrigo

Subject: GRA-62387, TON-52392, SDRE23%3

Dear City Counsel,

1 am writing 1o voice my OFPOSITION fo the above requested agenda ilems, which will alter the
existing Master Plan of my community, Gueensridge.

Az a homeowner in Queensridge, | am extremely concemed and sickened aboul how this Reroning
and High Density Residantial charge will effect the following:

1, Traffie in the Rampart, Ala, Chareston, and Hualapa areas. Ag it is now, the traffic on Alta,
which is censtantly speeding over the 35 mile epeed limit, makes it extremaly difficult 1o exit the norh
gate, There are raffic sccidents at Hualapal and Alta on a weekly basis, a young man was killed at this
Intersactian just 8 couple of manthe sgo.

The traffiz on Rampart is in overload, with Boca Park, Tiviali Village, the Buncoast, and exisiing
residentiad fraffic. An Unbiased Traffic Study should be done before sven considering approving an
additional 720 units to this area.

2, The overcrowding this will cause in our local schools needs 1o be considersd, sinte cur
classrooms are already overcrowded and under funded.

3. Tha added strain this would put on Fire, Police. & Emergency Medical Personnel We na longer
&ae traffic police checking for speeders, becsuss thay are spread oo thin. A recant burglany o
Queansridge was reported to Metro, It tock them nearly an hour to respond,

4. The new frocd control maasures that have been verbally proposed will cause storm run-off to
move &t such a rapkd speed as fo cause severe flooding & damage to Queensridge,

&, Property values have dropped significantly in Quoansridge, and with the Construction Traffic and
Nojse that ihis kind of development will beng for 10 to 15 years 1o come they will surely continug to drop,
Lets face i, if this 720 units is approved, we residence in Queensridge are going to be fighting the first 4
applications on this propery for the next 10 years.

Tripling the density of a completed Master Planned Community is unprecedanted. Wa all know this is
Just the door opemer for the remainder of the entire development of Badiands Gaolf Course.

PLEASE WOTE MO

Respectfully.
Sandra Stacey 308 Ringsciear Courl, Las Vegas, NV, 88145

I|ll'
Aaﬂb lol-|o7
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From; 1om Pemige

Tat Copmam Bumy

Sulyjmct: P Badlancs Golf Course Development
Dare: wenestay, November 16, 3016 14:40:18 A
wmmee(briglinal Messnge---—-

From: imstelTors [mailiemseilomices.an]
Eenil Tuesibay, Movernber 15, 2006 12401 PM
Ta: Tam Perrigo

Subject: Budiands Gol M Coumse Development

Mayor Lioodman wid members of the Las Vegas City Councl,

My pusents and T moved 10 Las Vegos, Nevads from the Fas coast in 1958, 1 hed slresdy beamed, in kindergarien
In Pemnzylvonta, showt the “wids open spaces” oul West. | hawve waiched Las Vegas grow over the 38 yearz | have
lived here, T ehosi Qrusenstidge for the Large ks and privecy, | purchased my bome in Guosnsridge in May of
2002 for my Father and myselfio be loss tomy place alemplayment. Mow thut Tam refird [ ook forwand o
spencing my days eafoying my home in the guicl, beauiful community of Queensrides. | understand that the
Badimds gol coure wan never owned by the residents end wes purchased by Yoban Lewse, Hiow can Mr. Lowic
say i polf course is losing money when there are new-golf courses proposed For the valley? Maybe the polf
ot needs (0 be brovg o o kigher standord o sitract gelfers. T anderstand thot the Badlands pol 7 cowrse was
not guarantesd o be a part of o commnity for ol etemity,  Howeves, | Do Mot undersinnd the need o develop
sl klgh density withdn the centar of owe commonlty | Thera Is no plan that bas been presented by Mre Lowle for
ihe development of the entire gl v that s o been changed sumenus tnes, The ofigingd plan of The
Presarve wis 10 fesiure large estate Ay, minimum of | serewith 8 meximum of 60 bomes on 1837 sere and 120
acres of open space, Uhe latest proposal is t pot 61 homes of the comer of Altn and Hunlapal, The City necds i
loide af thin developrment Prom the side af the bomoowrsers o nepotiate & plan that both sides apree on. The
density of the entire project needs to be lowered. | connot see where Alls, Charieston and Rampart ( Fort Apache
will ever be alsle o hasdle the additional teaffie thot 720 unlts will contribule o the srests, let alone the 3,000 +/-
planmed overall,

Sadly the wabies of aur propenies ure declining duc o ull the uneerminty. Lisied bomes are not seliing.

This is Lag Vegay, Mevads o the West Cowa wilh plenty of spece Torconstrocion! Please Do Mot allow our
community o hecame as congeated s dense i the East Coast!

Thank youl {qir'lhu'niﬂg l.nmrvnim_-nn thiy Fife changing isqpal

Tanin M. Sicflm
01 Windfair Court

”/;%. | lo(-107
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Fromn

To (Crman Bumay

Sabject: FW; Backaneds Golf Coourss Propased Devsicpment
Date Wednesey, November 18, 2008 10:56:07 AM

Seai: Thursdoy, Movember 10, 200 6450 PM

T yasminaddenet; Tom Perigo

Cer helinds@hqueenaridgehog com; John Pear; Vicky Skillired
Subject: RE: Badlands ol Course Propesed Development

Thanks fior writing, Dr. Takieddine:

Unifyrpunatefy, the land has boen zoned residential from belfon you moved next to b, and xoniag trumps master plan,
umtder Mavada law, The only legal way to prevent developmemt under the exisiing zoning would be for the city 1o
purchese e land, o current merket val ez, in a prooss called Invirse condemnation, and that would mt be tir 1o
all the pther taxpayers in the city.

Every ane of the purchime agreements | hove seen have disclosire stalements, nitialed by the purchaser, staling {hal
the comunity has no imierest in fhe golf course land, and that it can go awey. Have you chocked yours?

The existing zoning is roughly quarter- to half-acre kots up wnd dewn the existing 250 acres, The owner is sugaesiing
that the slemazive plan would preyids more value 10 more poephe over the long-term comparsd 1o moving forward
will the existing aoming, but they e remly 1 4o that if the cily savs oo (o the allernative, and have already mes
with stalt on {1 The mep o thet mectlag was feguestad by your HOA s ropresenistivis. Did they shire I with
you'?

1 am surry if you have suffersd a drop in the value of your home dug to the armounced closure of the golF osurse,
und the logs of the view is heartbreaking. 115 development seems o certaingy, thowugh | contines to hope that your
100 or an individual hesneowner hes o lepad prgament. | wetld moge s aich & contraciual fght ot Silverslons
Rench elsewhers In city mits hus resulted in the property being dry and abandonesd for evera yesr now,

Hob Reers
Las Vogas Ciry Couscliman Ward 2

==—=-Original Mestage—

Pram: yasminaideos.net [ ]
Seat: Thirsday, November 10 26443 P

T Tom Perrigne yasminuiio, nel

Ce Stavros Antheny; Bob Coffin; belinds@lquesnzridgehoa.com; Ricki Y. Bardow; Lois Tarkanian;
cgoodmaniilasvegaancvada com; Bob Beees; Stevon Ross

Sabject: RE; Radlonds Golf Courss Proposed Developement

Dear The Honorable Muyor Chiodinan and Respectable Clly Councll Mambars,

I, as many In our communily, bave boen lving with uncerainty and fegr since wo became aveare of tho potential
dovelopmends on fhe Golf Course.

The prapesed developments would cenainly and significantly worsen trmaffie in our nesghborbood, decimate our
propery value (estimated besween 20-408%), aud dininish the guality of our lives {living 0o & construction site
wersus a goll course), Purthemmine, it would lesd 1o the distorion of vur lovely commanity by allowing the building

l,l/.”r/“, 10l -\e7 f
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of structures that are not hoomonlows with the standards (heightielevation & densbry) Queensridge was built on,

T paid mxre than u balf milTion dollurs o purchase my property in what | believed was a MASTER PLANNED
COMMLUNITY on b goll course. 15 10 falr dust [ now face the possibllity of Tving on o construction e for 5-20
yeirs (s insicuted by the deveboper} facing o perimiter wall?

Was [ the victim of deception or thet it the way i1 2Y The (et of an individusl law sbiding eitlzen does not count
while the insercat of the developer with hisser millivns do coumt.

[ wish for gecond you all pat yoursslves in our shoes. Only then, you woald begin 10 realize the mental sngush and
ematianal wrnotl will 2l the uncentaingées that § and many others hove been going through,

The developer withdrew few applications without prejudice from the originel application that were not approved by
the Planning Commisslon durdng thelr mecding in Oetober, 2016 D we v 1o Tive in fisse wendaring aboal the
wew hidden ngendn end schemes of the developer fior years to come!! The devaloper has monies gnd time 1o push bl
ngenda thot | do not hove (o proteet my own inferest

I certuinly hope that cneg fior ol yowr put anoend b this engolig sags.

We endrust you all 1o protett the interests of all ¢itlnens, | uppeal 1o you not to gamble with our commmity anid way
of life 1 am cerain that all end every ome ol you would Bght 1o protect his e ler Hving community and neighbor
b i or when you face such an uneerialnty.

I sincerely hope thal yoar re-affinm our faith in our oficial msdutlons by hessing sur votces and not marginolizing
or teivializing our foars and eoncerns, Fear and wncerainty one very destrsctive,

Respecifally Yours,

Minrann A, Tokjeddine, ML
9332 Proveneo Ganden Lane
Las Vegas, WY B¥145

{01 (T02) 495 - 986

Movaili Kilney Diziase & Hyperession Cenlers
220 Professional Cowrt, Sulte 150
Lea Visgus, NV Bl 28

Fax: THUBEI-N004G
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P11 ORENT EXPRESS COW|
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA BR15

November 14, 2016
Via email

Hunorable Mayor Caralyn Goodman
Honorable City Council:

Steve . Ross, Mayor Pro Tem

Stavros 8. Anthony

Ricki Y. Barlow

Hob Beers

Rob Coffin

Lois Tarkanian

Subject: EBH Propased project in its entirety

All:

Background: | am 8 Las Vegas riative, now in my late 704. [ grew up, raised my family
and spent my entice career in Las Vegas, Nevada, During my time as Senior Partner in
the first statewide Nevada CPA firm, | sudited many state and municipal entities in
Nevada and served on the Nevada Caming Commission and various hoards, including
Nevada's power company. | was & Chief Finsncial Officer, CEQ and Chairman of the
Board of Nevada's largest paming corporations, and | was directly involved in building,
staffing and opening hotel-casinos and was also a resl esmte developer of single-family
komes lor over ten years, | live in a home constructed and fumished by my wife and me
at 9511 Orient Express Coun, in Queensridge, | mention my background only o indicate
thot thiz fs not my [irst rodeo. | have seen and been pan of many povermment
applications, commissions and board actions during my bissiness careers.

Never, during my entire professiona] life, have | witnessed o more obviously-biased and
unfair municipal process than the one leading w the upeoming November meeting of the
City Council. Up 10 now | have been emborrassed for my City's actions, including its
sponsoring and conducting of neighborheod marketing meetings for the developer, using
City facilities and City employess, attempting to justify the developer's project 10
homeswners, when the City itself did not yet know all of the facts! My hope s that this
meeting of the City Cowncil will correet my observation snd restore my confidence, and
the City"s-dignity!

Repretiably, my observation is consistent with statements made by the developer (o me
and many othees [prior 1o his filing his applications with the City) that be did not need

JVWAb lol=1e7
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our support gince the Mayor and City Council had already spproved his project.
Hopefully, his staiement was not a swatement of fact, possibly a misunderstanding.
However, to dute, City Staff, and at least one City Councilman, seemed bent on ncting
ol that scenario by poing out of their way to actively market the developer's project
impose the everwhelming, obviously-egregious, bad precedent-setting ond unwelcome
prioject on an olherwise stable, completed community of approximately 2,000 residents,
the Queensridge community, with further adverse impacts on the surrounding
neighborhood, And the cover is off the clandestine, commencing with the sccidental
discovery of the Uity Staff's stealth proposed action to strip all PUD's in Las Vegas of
their legal protections without adequate motice or due process. Egrogious! And
unfortunately consistent with Mr, Lowie's statements and with the organized confusion
and misinformation thet has followed, again up to now.

This situation s especially unfortunaie since over 90 percent of the residents do not
huve the ability, and some the sophistication, to protect themselves from the highly-
technical and sometimes misleading representations and vague technicsl and legal
onsiaughts of this developer and his consultants, combined with one City Councilman’s
and the City Stalf™s ongoing inconsistent, misleading and incongrusus machinations.

This is not a trivial matter; it is & very serious one! It is estimated that (Jueensridge
homeowners have last approximately Two Hundred Million dollars ($200,000,000) i
reel estate value as 4 result of the EHB applications. [f you approve the EHB
applications, homeoswners will also Jose additional volue, theérehy fmposing an oven
greater hardship on these residents, This is especially burdensome to the over 90 percent
of the Queensridge residents. Many such residents have found that they cannot sell their
hoimes s o result of these EHB applications, and these residents who have mongages are
centainly finding their mongages cxceeding the value of their homes, This is a very
serious situation indeed, all caused by the overambitious, overreaching project,
inapproprigtely championsd by the City's Staff and by the City Councilman from the
Queensridge areal

A few of us have taken up the cause of attempting to defend the community from this
egregious wrong, Based on the developer’s and the City s actions to dote, we have had no
alternative but to also tuke some {ssues w the courts. However, it should not be ourz to
do; it should be yours, the City Council’s (and especially the Councilman's from the
Queensridge area) to protect the community from such a developer's overreach and gross
over-specifioation, especially as it impoets the over %0 percent segment of the
Queensridge community. After all, we, and they, are all part of a long-established Master
Planned Community and, like &l Master Planned Communities in Las Vegas, deserve to
be protected by the City against the arbiteary and capricious scts of aggressive developers
who would trample upon community and homeowniers” rights, Consequences soream o
be taken mto consideration!

Further, good Lmr planning alone dictates against the total EHB project by virtue of fts
certain pegative impact resulling from its immense size relative to this community,

exwcerbated -hy—ils—accompanying objectionable components, 1t will overwhelm and
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degrade the community and neighborhood and, as mentioned, will also set a very bad
precedent throughowt Las Vegas,

If spproved, the proposed EHB projeel will cause substantinl and potentially un-
mitigatable burdens on woll infrestructure clements of both the community and
neighborhood: Traffic ingress and egress will become increasingly more congested (it
clearly has not been adequately studied and determingd since some indicated entrylexit
proposed roads are not available for use by the developer); flood studies have not been
sulficient o determine adeguate Mood safety murging sufficient to provide a reasonable
guarantee of no loss of life or significant damage to property, und, inaddition, the legality
of uny changes 10 the lood channels is in question; schuol capacity availability has not
been determined (school capacity in the neighborhood is curmently well over scceptable
lewvels and the availability of additional schools has not been identified); seenic open
spaces and preservation of natural resowrces previously pssured by the master
developer and the City for the viewing enjoyment of the residents and property owners in
Cucensridge are not being wken into consideration: neighborboed erime will increase,
and the adverse impact on law enforcement will couse reduced safery for residens;
compromised fire protection resulting from inadequate ingress and cgress will also
raise the risk of loss of life and property (again. some proposed ingress/egress roads are
not available); further diminution of property valoes and o reduoction in the general
quality of life of longtime residents. And this is only o partinl list of the issues and
potential consequences!

It 3% in this context that | respeetfully request that the City Council deny all of the
project applications of EBH with prejudice — not just the 720 apartments remaining
from the recent Planning Commission action which, even on a stand-alone basis, are
objectionable and not compatible with the Queensridge community.

Flease do not allow the camel’s noge to sneak wnder the tent by approving the
application for the 720 apartments.

Pleasc deal with and deny all of the EHB applications!

There are many ethical, practical and technical reasons why this praject should be denied.
If vou lister closely enough to the answers 10 your questions, and if you question the
maotives of those selling the project, you will discern those reasons. This is not a well-
thought-out project — It is really only a red and yellow picture poster substituting for
smoke and mirmors, And, it does not include 720 condominiums as “originally™ described;
it includes the substituted 720 lower grade spattments. The ot praject is grossly over
the top and has been deceptively promoted! Any independem obzerver will see and
understand. Most of the issues raised have been brushed aside without proper
consideration or just igriored, but they continue to exist. For objective and sophisticeted
abservers, this is not 2 close call,

If the EBH applications are approved by the City Council, they will stand out farever in
—the-kus-Vepus community as a City failure, -
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Please vote for & complete denial of the full set of EHB applications with prejudice.

This letter is nol 1o negaté or oppose any project by the developer, just this overall
project. The developer should revisit his project specificmtions and design, and re-
approach the community and the City with a more community-sensifive and thoughtful
projeet. Hopefully, the City Stafl will also beeome more community-sensitive!

Mr. Lowie is said to be a visionary, and | think that possibly he is. Another Mare
Community-Sensitive Vision, ploase!

Respectfully,
Clyde Turner
C.c. Queensridge HOA, et al.
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Fram! T Pesticey

Ta: Carival Burney

Subject: FW: BADLANDS GOLF COURSE

Dates Wadnesday, Muermiber 16, 2016 11:56:57 AM
From: Carolyn G, Goodman

Senk: Thurscay, November 10, 2016 3:04 PM
To: Brad Jerbic; Tom
Subject: FW: BADLANDS GOLF COURSE

CARDLYN 6. GOODMAN, MAYOR
Las Vegas City Hall

435 5. Main Street

Las Vegas, NV 59101

(702)229-6241

City Hall s closed on Fridays

From: Paul Lotice [mailbo:

Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 3:03 PM

To: Carolyn G. Goodman; Bob Beers; Lois Tarkanian; Bob Coffing Stavros Anthony; Steven Roos
Subjact: BADLANDS GOLF COURSE

1am o resicknl of Qusensrsdips 30d completaly m fivoe of the develogment of g golfcowse. owill mosstarly benefivall
eesbunts with e ome valwes, ond e City will boneflt wiih inereased 1ax dolors. The developer does beailld work
evidenced by his other projecis inthe aren, 1 s o pood stmation foe all. PLEASE APPROVE THIS PROJECT.

SRR AfE i agands

'Z:.Ab 101~1077
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lom Perigy

Larnan Sumey

P Development of the Baclands Golf Colrse
Viednesday, Mowsmber 16, 2006 10:59150 AM

18

From: Carol Lottics [mailtocottca@pachell.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 2:29 PM

To: Tom Perrige

Subject: Developmant of the Badlands Golf Course

I strongly support the development of the Bad lands Golf Course. [t will definitely be an
improvement for our community.

Thank you
Carol Lottice

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iP!
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From: Torn Berion

Tos Carmman Burres

Subject: P Queensridge Redevekprment

Dotat IWernesay, Noveriber 15, 2006 11:55:41 AM

From: Larry Ricca [malito:liriccadyahon.com]

Santr Friday, Novembsr 11 3016 8:22 AM

Tat Caralyn G. Goodman; Steven Ross; santhony@iaswegas.gov; rhafow@lasvegas.gov; Bob Beers; Bob
Cailfing Lois Tarkanian; Tom Perrige

Subject: Queensridge Redevelopment

As you all know the Badlands redevelopment project has been a hot issuc in
Queensridge. [ feel it's important that you all realize that the lowud minority of this issue
has spent & lot of our community money on fighting this. Also a select few wealthy
neighbors have hired there own attormeys to fght this which does not necessarily
represent the community, A lot of shady tactics have taken place that would boarder line
foul play. Please consider this matter for us the small guys in this Qpht and please know
that i we had the money they do to hire an stiomey 10 help support the redevelopment
wee would have, Tt's interesting that the HOA board members have directed thisasa
viree for the eommunity which s not necessarily the case. ['s been n personal agenda
for thiem 1o fight this. The fact thut they are paying for a bug o shunle members of the
community to attend and paid for signs to be made at your meetings should tell you a
lot. T you really think those that support this redevelopment would boand that bus? Tt
wiotld get wgly, But T guess money 1alks and the deep pockets will continue to fight this
n5 -4 foud minority.

Please consider this redevelopment and do not Let the select few speak for the
community, Don't be fooled by the turnout thal appose this. Keep in mind they are
bussing in there friends, For every ane person the opposes this there are more that
support it Many of us work and will not be able 1o moke the meeting in the aftemoon.
I'hank you for vour strong consideration end our support of this redevelopment.

Lurry Ricea

Sctmniibes ilbet Hne ganc=

"fefy, = to1-107

Iy
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From: Tom Fomigs

Toa Camun Sumes

Subect: W, EHA Companies and

Datar ‘Wednnsday, Nowember 18, 18 115503 AM

From: Jim Tucker [maitto:ccubajrt@emenet]
Senk: Friday, November 11, 2016 11:00 AM

Tou Carolyn G. Goodman; $teven Ross; Stavros Anthony; Ricki Y. Barlow; Bob Beers; Bob Coffing Lois
Tarkanian; Tom Perrigo

Subject: EHS Companies and Quoensridge.

Dhear Sirs and Ladies,

| approve of EHE plans for queensridge and ook forward to our HOA board not pursuing their own
cplf-interests and irvolve themselves in constructive communication with the develoger.

| am aware of EHA's quality of work and | am sure that his proposed propertios will improve our
neighborhood and increase our property valses

Thank you,

Jomey Tuckar
Phorie: (702) 379.6688
S816 Winter Palace Drive:

Loy Vegag My 85155
Emaiissubisjricosnet

e
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LAW OFFICE
GENTILE CRISTALLI
MILLER ARMENI SAVARESE
Attorneys at Law
410 South Rampart Boulevard, Suite 420
Las Vegas, NV 89145
Telephane: (702) 880-0000 - Facsimile: (702) 778-9709
www.gemaslaw.com

Shauna M, Hughes, Esq.
shughes(@gemaslaw.com

Movember 14, 2016

[Dlear Madam Mayor:

I am requesting on behalf of my client, the Queensridge HOA, that eny discussions or
action on the Developers' request (attached hereto for reference) to withdraw items MOD-63600,
GPA-63599, ZON-63601, and DIR-63602 withoot prejudice, be held until the remaining related
items on the Agenda are heard. Thogse remaining items are noticed as “Not to be heard before
3:00 p.m.", The homeowners are aware that they need to be present al the meeting at 3:00 p.m.
but not before. [ am concerned that the withdrawal request not be heard at 1:00 p.m. under item
45 “Business items".

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

GENTILE CRISTALLI
MELERM%E&E
SHAUNA M. HUGHES ﬁcl\

SMH/ad
cc: Brad Jerbic, C.A. (via email: Bierbic@lasVegasNevada, gov)

Subirmitted aker final agenda

ate H/H,M wem /0] — fo &
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180 Land Co LLC, Seventy Acres LLC and Fore Stars Ltd,
1215 5. Fort Apache Rd., Sulte # 120
Las Vegas, NV 83117

Movember 1, 2016

Mr, Tom Perrigo, Planning Director
City of Las Vegas
Department of Planning

333 North Rancho Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89106

RE: Applications MOD-63600, GPA-63599, ZON-63601 & DIR-63602

Dear Mr. Pemigo:
Please be advised that Applicants are withdrawing the above referenced applications
without prejudice.
Yours truly,
180 Land Co LLC, Seveaty Acres LLC and Fore Stars Ltd.
Nevada limited linbility companies

By: EHB Companies LLC
8 Mevada limited liability company

Its:  Manager
—
By: R~ i
Mame: Frank Pankratz
Its:

M
Date: pared u."rh;,

1|Page
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

ITEM 101 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - MOD-63600 - MAJOR
MODIFICATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: 180 LAND CO, LLC - OWNER:
SEVENTY ACRES, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Major
Modification of the 1990 Peccole Ranch Master Plan TO AMEND THE NUMBER OF
ALLOWABLE UNITS, TO CHANGE THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF PARCELS
COMPRISING THE CURRENT BADLANDS GOLF COURSE, TO PROVIDE
STANDARDS FOR REDEVELOPMENT OF SUCH PARCELS AND TO REFLECT THE
AS-BUILT CONDITION OF THE REMAINING PROPERTIES on 1,569.60 acres
generally located east of Hualapai Way, between Alta Drive and Sahara Avenue (APNs
Multiple), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491]

ITEM 102 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - GPA-63599 - GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT RELATED TO MOD-63600 - PUBLIC HEARING -
APPLICANT/OWNER: 180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for
a General Plan Amendment FROM: PR-OS (PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE) TO:
DR (DESERT RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND H (HIGH DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL) on 250.92 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart
Boulevard (APNs 138-31-702-002; 138-31-801-002 and 003; 138-32-202-001; and 138-32-
301-005 and 007), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491]

ITEM 103 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - ZON-63601 - REZONING
RELATED TO MOD- 63600 AND GPA-63599 - PUBLIC HEARING -
APPLICANT/OWNER: 180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for
a Rezoning FROM: R-PD7 (RESIDENTIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT - 7 UNITS
PER ACRE) TO: R-E (RESIDENCE ESTATES) AND R-4 (HIGH DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL) ON 248.79 ACRES AND FROM: PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT)
TO: R-4 (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 2.13 acres at the southwest corner of Alta
Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APNs 138-31-702-002; 138-31-801- 002 and 003; 138-32-
202-001; and 138-32-301-005 and 007), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-63491]

ITEM 104 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - DIR-63602 - DIRECTOR'S
BUSINESS RELATED TO MOD-63600 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER:
180 LAND CO, LLC, ET AL - For possible action on a request for a Development

Page 1 of 270
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

Agreement between 180 Land Co. LLC, et al. and the City of Las Vegas on 250.92 acres at
the southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APNs 138-31-702-002; 138-31-
801-002 and 003; 138-32-202-001; and 138-32-301- 005 and 007), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-
63491]

ITEM 105 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - GPA-62387 - GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SEVENTY ACRES, LLC
- For possible action on a request for a General Plan Amendment FROM: PR-OS
(PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE) TO: H (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on
17.49 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APN 138-32-
301-005), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-62226]

ITEM 106 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - ZON-62392 - REZONING
RELATED TO GPA- 62387 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SEVENTY
ACRES, LLC - For possible action on a request for a Rezoning FROM: R-PD7
(RESIDENTIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT - 7 UNITS PER ACRE) TO: R-4 (HIGH
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 17.49 acres at the southwest corner of Alta Drive and
Rampart Boulevard (APN 138-32-301- 005), Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-62226]

ITEM 107 - NOT TO BE HEARD BEFORE 3:00 P.M. - SDR-62393 - SITE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-62387 AND ZON-62392 -
PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SEVENTY ACRES, LLC - For possible
action on a request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 720-UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (CONDOMINIUM) DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING
OF FOUR, FOUR-STORY BUILDINGS on 17.49 acres at the southwest corner of Alta
Drive and Rampart Boulevard (APN 138-32-301- 005), R-PD7 (Residential Planned
Development - 7 Units per Acre) Zone [PROPOSED: R-4 (High Density Residential)],
Ward 2 (Beers) [PRJ-62226]

Appearance List:
CAROLYN G. GOODMAN, Mayor

BRAD JERBIC, City Attorney
TOM PERRIGO, Planning Director
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

SHAUNA HUGHES, Representing Queensridge Homeowners Association
CHRIS KAEMPFER, Legal Counsel for the Applicant

STAVROS ANTHONY, Councilman

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER

TODD BICE, Legal Counsel for Homeowners

BOB COFFIN, Councilman

RICKI Y. BARLOW, Councilman

BOB BEERS, Councilman

LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman

JIM JIMMERSON, Appearing on behalf of the Applicant

CLYDE TURNER, Queensridge Resident

FRANK PANKRATZ

AUDIENCE

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER

STEVEN D. ROSS, Councilman

BART ANDERSON, Engineering Project Manager, Public Works, City of Las Vegas
STEPHANIE ALLEN, Legal Counsel for the Applicant

LUANN D. HOLMES, City Clerk

GREG BORGEL, 300 South 4th Street

PATRICE TEW, Clark County School District Trustee, District E

STEPHEN COLLINS, Queensridge Resident

MICHAEL BUCKLEY, Representative for the Frank and Jill Fertitta Family Trust
ELAINE WENGER-ROESNER, President of the Queensridge Homeowners Association Board
GEORGE GARCIA, 1055 Whitney Ranch Drive, Henderson

FRANK SCHRECK, Queensridge Resident

YOHAN LOWIE, Applicant

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

BRAD NELSON, Land Developer

BRIAN GORDON, Consultant, Applied Analysis

RICHARD SCOTT DUGAN, Certified General Appraiser
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

PETER LOWENSTEIN, Planning Section Manager
BOB PECCOLE, Queensridge Resident

STEVE CARRION, Queensridge Resident

DAVID MASON, Developer

TOM LOVE, Queensridge Resident

HERMAL AHLERS, Queensridge Resident
ANTHONY CASABIANCA, Citizen

LEONARD SCHWIMMER, Queensridge Resident
ANNE SMITH, Queensridge Resident

CLYDE SPITZE, Citizen

ELISE CANONICO, Queensridge Resident
SUMMER DAVIES, Queensridge Resident

JUSTIN DAVIES, Queensridge Resident

TRESSA STEPHENS-HADDOCK, Queensridge Resident
KRIS ENGELSTAD, Queensridge Resident

PAULA QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident

DR. JOSEPH QUAGLIANA, Queensridge Resident
DINO REYNOSA, Representing Steven Maksin, CEO of Moonbeam Capital Investments
KIMBERLY TOBERGTE, Silvestone Ranch Resident
DARRYL ROESNER, Queensridge Resident

TOM BLINKINSOP, Henderson Resident

DUNCAN LEE, Queensridge Resident

MICHELLE KOMO, Queensridge Resident
LUCILLE MONGELLI, Queensridge Resident
FRANK PONTO, Queensridge Resident

CAROL JIMMERSON, Queensridge Resident
SIGAL CHATTAH, Sigal Chattah Law Group
SHAWN KING, The Equity Group

KEVIN BLAIR, Owner of Sr. Williams Court
TERRY HOLDEN, Queensridge Resident
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

ROBERT MARSHALL, Queensridge Resident
NOEL GAGE, Queensridge Resident

RICK KOSS, Queensridge Resident
ELIZABETH FRETWELL, City Manager

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

Typed by: Speechpad.com
Proofed by: Gabriela Portillo-Brenner and Angela Crolli
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

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

request.

MAYOR GOODMAN

Please make your comments.

SHAUNA HUGHES

Thank you, Mayor. Again, Mayor, member (sic) of the Council, Mayor and members of the
Council, my name is Shauna Hughes. My remarks are on behalf of my client, the Queensridge
Homeowners Association. I am asking that you grant the developer's request to withdraw four
items, but that the items, all of which received a recommendation for denial at the Planning
Commission, be withdrawn with prejudice. This requested action would ensure that the
developer has adequate time to create a development plan for the entire property, with adequate
neighborhood input, before proceeding through the public process yet again.

I would also urge you to deny the remaining application on today's agenda, so that the 17 acres
can be reexamined in connection with the remaining acreage.

To this point, the process has been going on for close to a year. Madam Clerk, may I hand this
out? They're exhibits that could be passed out. Thank you.

In 2003, the State Legislature adopted AB-291, which was enrolled as NRS 278.050. This law
was enacted to address the concerns of local residents who became worn down going to multiple
public hearings by applicants who would request repeated continuances. Testimony by the bill's
sponsor, then Assemblywoman Giunchigliani, indicated that she was concerned about the
inconvenience and hardship to the residents, especially the senior citizens, of having to prepare
for and attend multiple meetings on the same application. The solution they reached limits the
number of continuances on any one item to two. Additional continuances may be sought for
good cause shown, which is defined in the ordinance, in the statute. If the Planning Commission
grants additional continuances for good cause shown, the person on whose behalf the
continuance was granted must make a good faith effort to resolve the issues concerning which

the continuances are granted in the first place.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

JIM JIMMERSON

Mr. Bice represents certain homeowners.

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

have occurred. We're nowhere.

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

again.

MAYOR GOODMAN

Okay. But wait, wait, wait.

JIM JIMMERSON

Yes, Ma'am.

MAYOR GOODMAN
Are you in a position to accept the mandate that you will work, mandate and that you will accept
the mandate, the homeowners, to move this mountain? If it doesn't start with you, it's not going

anywhere.

JIM JIMMERSON

Yes, Your Honor. We are.

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

JIM JIMMERSON

Yes, Your Honor. We are.

Page 41 of 270
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

MAYOR GOODMAN
Okay. I'm going to call for the question then as we have it, and are you, where you ended up with
it, are you gonna take the timeline off that apropos of the recommendation of our attorney, or

you want to leave your three months? Or —

COUNCILMAN BEERS
Your Honor, I'd be happy to change my motion to move for withdrawal, to grant the request to
withdraw without prejudice, with the condition that if it comes back before six months, the body

might frown on it.

COUNCILMAN COFFIN
What?

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

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

COUNCILMAN BEERS

No, this is just on the four.

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN
Or would that mean the whole thing?

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

COUNCILMAN BARLOW

How can he speak for us?

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

He can't, and Ron Portaro can't. Kaempfer, Your Honor, point of clarification?
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 16, 2016
COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

MAYOR GOODMAN

Point of clarification asked by Councilman Coffin.

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

Thank you, Ma'am. The, no one can substitute for us, their observations and their judgments. So,
I'm sure any person that is considered to be a third party, there really is no unbiased third party
now, unfortunately. And it is because there are thoughts that maybe even our staff has some, put
the thumb on the scale, which I know to be untrue, but, nevertheless, there is the thought. The
appearance would be, I would prefer to be involved in those meetings, and any three members at

any one time can be observed.

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

And I am speaking to the motion.

MAYOR GOODMAN
Okay. I can't find it.

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

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

MAYOR GOODMAN
No.

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

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

We are the ones. The, we can't delegate this any longer. We have to be allowed to be
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COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT - ITEMS 101-107

participating in these, and observing these meetings. And I can tell you my own opinion as to

whether or not somebody's cooperating or not.

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER

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

COUNCILMAN BARLOW
Mayor —

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

SECOND UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER

Wait, can I get one comment on — record, please?

COUNCILMAN ROSS
Your Honor — we have to do this first. We need clarity on the motion from Councilman Beers

and Mr. Jerbic. I think the Clerk needs you to —

BRAD JERBIC

Maybe I can summarize. The motion is to allow the withdrawal without prejudice. Everything
else is dicta. The comments are, the Councilman feels that if it comes back in less than six
months, the Council would frown on it. The comments from Councilman Coffin is, he may wish
to sit in on meetings.

I think the reality is this. There is an expectation in this motion that there will be negotiations. I
think everybody in this audience can agree that if they reach an accord that you all like, you
wouldn't care if it came back in 30 days. So, I think that leaving it the way it is, is probably the
best you're going to get right now, since there doesn't seem to be any agreement on with or

without prejudice, and the parties will demonstrate good faith or not fairly quickly.
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MAYOR GOODMAN
And, as for my request, Mr. Pankratz and Ms. Hughes as the leads on that, representing both

sides, is that another motion?

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

That's another motion.

MAYOR GOODMAN

Would that be another motion?

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

agreement.

MAYOR GOODMAN

Okay. There's a motion —

CHRIS KAEMPFER

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

MAYOR GOODMAN

Pardon?

CHRIS KAEMPFER
Point. If in fact an agreement is reached in two months, three months, four months, whatever it
might be, the motion from the Councilman is not that we have to wait six months to bring it

back, I assume. Right?

BRAD JERBIC

That would be correct. That would be correct.
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CHRIS KAEMPFER

That is correct.

MAYOR GOODMAN

Okay. So there is a motion —

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

reached.

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY

I just — have a question, Your Honor.

MAYOR GOODMAN

Yes?

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY

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

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

anywhere.

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY

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

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

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

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

MAYOR GOODMAN
Okay. All right. So, I'm going to, I am ready, I'm calling for the motion. I'm going to ask you to
repeat it clearly one more time so everybody on Council, in fact, Mr. Jerbic, repeat the motion so

that it's absolutely —

BRAD JERBIC

The motion is to allow withdrawal without prejudice —

MAYOR GOODMAN
Wait.

BRAD JERBIC

— with the comments on the record.

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

We are listening.

MAYOR GOODMAN
Okay. Go.

BRAD JERBIC
The motion to withdraw, the binding part on this is the motion to withdraw without prejudice.
There are comments on the record that are common to every motion that are made that are not

binding, but they certainly indicate the intent of this Council today, and that is for Ms. Hughes
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and Mr. Pankratz to get together and in good faith try and negotiate a resolution that can be
brought before this Council. If it can't be brought back, the expectation is that we'll be notified
immediately, and the expectation is everybody will work in good faith from this point forward.

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

COUNCILMAN BEERS
On 1-0-1 and -10-2?

BRAD JERBIC
On 1-0-2, yes. I think that's —

MAYOR GOODMAN
Thank you.

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

motions.

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

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

MAYOR GOODMAN

Okay. There's a motion. Please vote. And please post. The motion passes. (The motion carried
with Coffin, Tarkanian and Antony voting No.) So, now we will move on. Is it appropriate,
and, Ms. Hughes and Mr. Pankratz, thank you very much. You have mountains to climb and
things to do. And Mrs. Hughes, we all wish that this can come to a great resolve, that both sides

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

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

CHRIS KAEMPFER

I want to get into that.

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

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

CHRIS KAEMPFER

No. The reality — is your comments, that's why I modified what I was going to say, because your
comments that I just heard now, tonight, that's why I said with all due respect to those comments,
and that doesn't mean we're not going to listen to what you have to say, I'm just saying the
determination was made that golf won't work there.

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

give it —

MAYOR GOODMAN
Okay.

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

You know what? I would love to.

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

COUNCILMAN COFFIN

But I've asked for it and you've never given it a thought.
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centers around there as you can see. So, it's right in the middle of all of that other density and
that was the idea. Put density where density is so that we're allowed to then put less density,
limited numbers of homes, very few homes, acres per homes as opposed to homes per acre.

So, what the new owners did was they chose the latter and were determined to buy the property
to both protect it and so their vision of a renewed and very special Queensridge could be realized
and more importantly, I think, in their own mind, to protect their interest from the zoning that
already existed there that in, and I, you know, I represent a lot, if not most, of the land use
developers and the home builders, and some of them are very good. But they would salivate over
7.49 units per acre on property like this, and God love them, but that is not what Mr. Lowie
wanted to see.

Now, because of the withdrawal of four of the seven applications, the entirety of that vision is
not being considered today. Rather, what is going forward today is a development of 720 units
on 17.5 acres that has both staff recommendation of approval, and well, did, and Planning
Commission recommendation of approval. But this 17.5 acre development is not just a standard,
multi-family development that we see throughout the Valley. Every consideration was given to
the tower folks, from design standards to preserving views, to access, to make sure the
development is compatible with its two big sisters next door.

Here is the site plan that's in front of you. As you can see, this is a wraparound project so that
parking for the most part is interior, and residents park on the same floor as they live.

Primary access is from Rampart Boulevard, so and that there will be no impact on tower
residents in terms of traffic or any would be minimal. They're certainly not going through the
Queensridge Tower entrance. And as Mr. Borgel will advise you shortly, the traffic study clearly
evidences that any and all additional traffic can be handled by the existing roadway system.
Now, next is the landscape plan. As you can see, landscaping is enhanced and it both
complements and corresponds to the landscaping of the existing towers.

We also now get to the elevation. This right here, this is the inspiration, if you will, for the
development of the 720. If you know Mr. Lowie's work and EHB companies, nobody, nobody
builds a better product, whether it's the towers or the Supreme Court Building or Tivoli Village,
nobody builds a better product than he does. And this is the actual elevation of the building itself

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

Earlier, you heard in the give and take with respect to whether these four applications should be
dismissed with cause or without cause, there was a lot of discussion about the fact. Well, you
know, maybe the developer at some time may come up with another application, and maybe
there might be some type of other proposals coming forward, things might be piecemealed.
Everybody danced around this question, including the City Attorney and the applicant. They
know, your staff knows that four weeks before the PLANNING, two, three, four weeks before
the last Planning Commission, there was a preliminary application, I'll introduce this for the
record, that was filed with the City, this will be one of them, that was a pre-application to

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

LUANN D. HOLMES
Right here, sir.

FRANK SCHRECK

Oh, here it is. This was filed to develop on the 184 acres, which have been represented as being
the Preserve, which will have at first it was one to five acres, then the next vision was a half-acre
to five acres. It was described as, in the first vision, as low-ultra, ultra-low density conservation
estates that will be permanently reserved, 120 acres, as Mr. Kaempfer said, of open space with at
least 7,000 trees and lots from one to five acres in size.

This has been systematically reduced. The last vision document that was provided to the
Planning Commission, just on October 6th, changed the one acre to point five, but said that it
was the most densely landscaped large estate lot community in Las Vegas.

Now we know that four weeks before that Planning Commission, a pre-application was filed, it
has now been currently filed with you, that will change the Alta and Hualapai, 35 acres to 61
units, 40 of which are quarter to one-third acres as opposed to half or acres, and the other 21 will
be average about eight-tenths of an acre.

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

application, if it's not filed now, will be filed. We understand, from the developer, that it will be
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filed before the 24th of November so it can be on January agendas. So, they're already starting to
cut up the golf course into things other than what was represented in all of these vision projects
of an acre to five acres or half-acre to five acres.

And we were also advised, Shauna was advised by the developer, that this is just the first of a
series of these developments that are going to go around, which eliminates conservatory areas.
There's (sic) no trees. There's no open space. There's none of the things that are depicted in those
pictures that you see in the new vision. That's what's in store for this golf course. It isn't this great
open space. It's not these beautiful lots. It's not these beautiful houses.

This is the first rendering of lots, and this is the developer's lots. This is the first outline of
specific lots for our golf course, which is on this 35 acres, and there they are, one-quarter to one-

third acres for 40 of the 61.

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

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

going forward on a January agenda.

MAYOR GOODMAN

No, it doesn't.

FRANK SCHRECK

It would have if you had withdrawn it with prejudice, because then they would have been stuck
with one-half acre because that's what those other applications were. That's one of the major
reasons why they didn't want this withdrawn with prejudice. Without prejudice means they can
go forward with this and you will see this. It's going to be filed, we've been told, if it hasn't
already been filed, and your staff knows and everybody knows, yet nobody spoke up.

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

Control Board for more than 40 years. If I stood in front of them knowing full well what was
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going to go on, you know, in a week from now or two weeks from now and not disclose that to
this body, my application would have been denied, and I probably would not be allowed to
appear before them again.

This failure to disclose is the reason why many of us in our community have had problems. It's
been bait and switch, bait and switch. The luxury townhouses and condominiums have now been
switched to apartments. Everything that we've done has changed as it's gone along, and it's
changed because it's economically feasible for the developer, regardless of the impact that it has

on our community. So, I want you know that —

MAYOR GOODMAN

Well, you've made your record.

FRANK SCHRECK

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

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

FRANK SCHRECK
And this is what we face. Thank you.

MAYOR GOODMAN
So, thank you, Mr. Schreck. Thank you.

FRANK SCHRECK

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

AUDIENCE
(Applause)
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MAYOR GOODMAN

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

FRANK SCHRECK
No.

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN
Could I ask a question, Mayor? Mr. Schreck?

FRANK SCHRECK

Yes?

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

Are you positive that our staff was aware of this?

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

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

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN
CanI ask —

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

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

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

Through you, Madam Mayor, on September 29th, 2016, there was a pre-application conference
held regarding a potential 61-acre, 61-lot subdivision. No formal applications have been
submitted to the City. So, at this point, there is (sic) actually no applications before, in the City

circuit.

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

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

BRAD JERBIC

Councilwoman, if I could jump in here real quick. Let me say what Mr. Schreck has said is
correct. There was a submission of this plan as a pre-pre-app, for want of a better way to put it.
This was an alternative to the developer agreement that the developer brought to our attention at
one point in time, and it's no secret.

About several months ago, maybe four or five months ago, the developer had indicated that there
might be, well, a change of plan. He was going to abandon the development agreement and go
with individual zoning on individual products, starting with the 720 units which is before the

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

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

BRAD JERBIC
I don't know, but I do believe that the developer's intent, if he doesn't do the development
agreement, and they can shake their head yes or no if I'm wrong, is to go forward with the 61 if

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

FRANK SCHRECK

There is no development agreement.
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And if I lived in there, I'd be asking myself, well, how can they do that? This is a master planned
community. How can you build apartments in there? This is a golf course. How can you take out
the golf course and put in houses? How can you do that? That's not the, I don't want to say
contract by legal terms, but this is kind of the contract I had when I bought this house in here and
paid a premium that I was going to live in this master plan community and it was not supposed to
change. So, I would be very upset, and from what I've heard, about 80 percent of the people in
Queensridge are very upset about this, and I completely understand that.

Then I put my shoes in, my — feet in the developer's shoes. I know Yohan and I know Frank, and
the — interactions I've had with them is these are solid individuals. These are very good people.
They're good developers, and they bought this piece of property in order to develop it. And from
listening to Brad Jerbic, our City Attorney, he says, and I have to respect his opinion, that they
have the right to develop that property. They bought it. This is America. They have the right to
develop it, and I have to respect that. Now, there are some court cases out there that may change
that, I don't know, but maybe that may change in the future, but that's what I'm hearing from the
developer.

The Planning Commission, I have a great respect for the Planning Commission. These guys and
gals took a really hard stab at this thing. They had lots of meetings. They had their 10-hour
meeting just like we did, and they were split on what to do. It was not a unanimous decision. One
way or the other, they really couldn't decide, as a Commission, what exactly should happen as far
as this development is concerned.

So, based on all that, what I think should happen and since we're talking about golf courses here,
I think we need to use a mulligan on this whole thing. And I need, I think we need to start
completely over and maybe the last year has been a waste of time, but maybe the last year has
allowed everybody to kind of voice their concerns. But I think we need to start this whole thing
from square one, whether it's the — withdrawals we had this morning as well as these items here.
And we really, I mean, you all need to work under the premise, the residents need to work under
the premise that, unless somebody says different, they have the right to develop this property.
The developer has to work under the premise that you've got to listen to the residents. You have
to get their input. You have to allow them some say in what's going to happen in their

community. And I am hoping that you work all that out and bring something to the City Council
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it's harmonizing. So, I will be voting no on this, but I respect what everybody has done here and

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

MAYOR GOODMAN

Okay. Thank you, Councilwoman. Thank you, Councilmen, both of you. And before we go any
further, I want to echo that the concerns that I have heard just now from our Councilmembers are
real. I think all of us want to see a harmonious result. I do rely on staff because I know your
expertise and I know your due diligence. I know how hard you work, the many meetings, the
many hours, to say nothing of tonight, but over this whole year. And certainly legal counsel, I
just trust you inordinately to advise us on the appropriate issues.

And my one remaining question, separating out those first four items, I think, is critical, but I am
concerned with zoning or anything that we do to numbers on this particular corner that no
precedent is set by our doing that, which automatically applies to the rest of the acreage, the rest
of the 232 acres. I want to be assured that, as those come back, we can vote with confidence on
each item or if they bring two items or three items to us, we can look at them as we see fit, not
concerned that a vote in the affirmative for the applicant has bound us to setting precedent that is

irreversible.

BRAD JERBIC

I am not quite sure how to answer that, but let me take a stab at it. One, you are not obligated to
vote on anything based on tonight's vote. And so, if something else comes forward in the future,
whether it's a development agreement, you can vote for or against it. Were it the separate project,
61 homes on the northwest corner or whatever might come up, you're not obligated to vote for
anything based on tonight's vote.

But does tonight's vote have an impact on a development agreement or on anything else, the
answer is yes. And sometimes it's in very subtle ways. For example, R-PD7, as we've discussed
many, many times, gives you a maximum of 7.49 units per acre, but you would never put that
next to an acre. It would not be compatible with that kind of existing development. But if you
approve a higher density and somebody comes in with 7.49 next to this, it's going to look a lot

more compatible. So, this is going to influence what goes next door to it. I'll let Tom address that
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more directly. What it — could also influence, as we said before, this was anticipated as Phase
One of a development project. It's being considered now as a discrete piece, not as part of a
development project.

And so, I don't know exactly how to answer the question how will influence a development
project or development agreement in the future, but I'll let Tom jump in here, because I think that
if this progresses into several components that are not just this one component, it is definitely
going to influence staff's recommendation on the existing development agreement, and it will

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

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

TOM PERRIGO

Thank you, Your Honor. I agree with Mr. Jerbic. It will have an impact, and — from the
perspective of the Planning Department, as projects would come forward and at the risk of
speculating what might or might not happen in the future if this particular project were approved.
For example, R-3 adjacent to a major arterial and intense commercial development, while that
may serve as an adequate buffer between that kind of development and less intense residential
development, the next development in, as it gets closer to lower density residential, would be
expected to serve somewhat as a buffer between the R-3 and the lower density, and that is that it
would probably sort of signal towards a less intense development for sure.

And that, in the absence of any sort of a development agreement or a master plan, I can't
imagine, and again, it would depend on the acreage and the configuration and all that, but as you
get closer to lower density, you absolutely step down the density. And that's been very standard

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

MAYOR GOODMAN
So, if in fact we have reduced the zoning to R-3 from R-4, to go out and make the entire
development work financially, we are affecting, should they continue to make application for

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

I wouldn't go so far as to say that. I mean, it's kind of a slippery slope in speculating what might
or might not happen next. Right? I mean, the configuration, the lot size, the distance from
existing development on other sides, it's difficult to answer that question. But certainly this
project, if approved, would be taken into consideration, particularly when it comes to looking at
traffic impacts and drainage impacts and other things, because it's an existing entitled project and
that's taken into consider action. It would also be taken into consideration looking at potential
future land use applications. But beyond that, T don't know exactly how it would affect that not

knowing what kind of application might come forward.

COUNCILMAN BEERS

Your Honor, (inaudible).

MAYOR GOODMAN

Yes. Please, please.

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

course would remain —

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN

Could I just say one thing before we get to that? I just wanted to say, Mayor, I made these notes
and I forgot to say that I wish that the Mayor's marriage of the two opposing lawyers works and
that we all can work together, because we're good people, all can work together and come up

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

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

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

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

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

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

COUNCILMAN BEERS

Okay. That is my question. And therefore, the concept that if we approve this, we're setting
ourselves up for some sort of obligation to approve a, I don't know, 20 units an acre proposal for
the immediately adjacent land, we're under no obligation to try to do that. We don't have any

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

TOM PERRIGO
That's absolutely true. Each individual, discrete project that would come forward would be
evaluated on its own merits, and Council absolutely has the discretion to, just like with any

approval, approve or deny it.

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

everything, correct?

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

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

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

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

Well, Your Honor, let me clarify that if I could or at least try to. As I stated in the report, staff,
when they evaluated this project and weighed it on its merits, independent of the entire
development project, felt that it did fit there and did recommend approval. However, we had all
along requested that there be a development agreement and a major modification so that the
entire 250 acres could be understood and evaluated together.

Once separated, I think staff was comfortable with the project on its own, but following the
conversation on the withdrawal and the desire to continue working on the master plan and that
that's still hanging out there and that this is a component of that, it kind of puts staff in a bit of an
awkward position, whereas we feel like it's on its own merits it's okay. But as part of this larger

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

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

TOM PERRIGO

Your Honor, I do have to read in two amended conditions, given that the other items were
withdrawn. On the Site Plan Review, SDR-62393, amended Condition Number One, approval of
a General Plan Amendment, GPA-62387 and rezoning, ZON-62392, shall be required if
approved. Amended Condition Number 10, all City Code requirements and design standards of

all City departments must be satisfied except as modified herein.

MAYOR GOODMAN
Okay. Thank you.

COUNCILMAN ROSS

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

MAYOR GOODMAN
Yeah.
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MAYOR GOODMAN

You're not allowed, well, that might make the difference, but on this, I want to say that listening
to staff, and if I may interject this, I really believe in the ability of this project to move forward. I
think it's a beautiful project. But listening to staff's final comment that they are caught on the
ropes because there is no continuity with the greater plan, that bothers me a great deal. And my
hope is going forward that every single effort will be made to work together, that all negativity
that's out there will be put aside with a fresh start to work towards the common goal of a
beautiful facility on the entire project of Queensridge and the Badlands, what that will become.
And so, while I was not thinking this way, but listening to staff, [ have to go ahead and say |
have to wait and make that decision, waiting for the bigger plan, which was what was the stall,
right from day one, which really kept us in this movement for an entire year. And my hope is that
as you go forward in this honest and positive negotiation to try to resolve the issues you move
quickly and come back here.

I believe this corner project is a very good one, assuming that we can count on the traffic and the
flood and the reports to make this viable. And, I would hope that works quickly and soon,
because this is not a win until this works together. That is the win. There's no win here for
anybody, because we didn't get accord and agreement, which is terribly, terribly disappointing.
And so, there is a motion on 1-0-5, and everybody has voted. So, please post. (The motion
failed with Coffin, Tarkanian, Goodman and Anthony voting No) And that does not carry.
So what happens with 1-0-6 and 1-0-7?

BRAD JERBIC

So, there needs to be a motion then that would carry that would then be a motion to deny. If the
motion is to deny, I want you to consider something that we would like you to answer. A motion
to deny would automatically result in a with prejudice, that’s the default of every denial. If you
wish that to be the case, that's fine. But if there is a success in the negotiations between Mr.
Pankratz and Ms. Hughes and that comes back in three or four months, we're going to be dealing
with where does this component, that has a year time out as a result of a denial, fit into your

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

That's what I believe.

CHRIS KAEMPFER

Your Honor, if I may speak, I've been asked to by Mr. Lowie. The reality is we always thought
that the withdrawal without prejudice as to the first four items put us in a position where we had
to come back because it's not our desire to just build 17.49 acres of property that we wanted to
build the rest of it, and that's why we agreed to the withdrawal without prejudice to meet to try to
do everything we can.

We cannot take, candidly, a denial of this particular application. Even if we try to structure it
without prejudice or — some condition, we're concerned that the opposition is going to go to court
and say a denial is a denial and there's a year time frame and you can't bring it back for a year.
We're telling you without this corner and all the time, money, and effort we've put into it, the
project simply isn't going to work. So, if it helps, we'll withdraw it without prejudice, but a
denial, a denial kills us. A denial doesn't help us negotiate. A denial puts us in the place where

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

BRAD JERBIC
A denial without prejudice, let me ask while Mr. Kaempfer is up there, that would result in this
component being negotiated with all the other components at the same time that Mr. Pankratz

and Ms. Hughes meet. Is that correct?

ELIZABETH FRETWELL
Brad, I think what Chris said is that he’s going, that they are going to withdraw it without
prejudice, so there wouldn't another vote. So, it would be in the same boat with the first three

items.

CHRIS KAEMPFER
It's 11:20. We're all allowed to stumble.
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COUNCILMAN COFFIN

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

CHRIS KAEMPFER
What I, Your Honor?

BRAD JERBIC

Let me say, since the original motion failed, since the original motion failed, we need a new
motion. It doesn't have to be a motion to deny. I think you can make a motion to hold an
abeyance right now and see what happens. A straight up motion, hold an abeyance for 60 days. If

one of you wants to make that —

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY
Thought we already did that.

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

right now and see what happens.

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

COUNCILMAN BARLOW

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

MAYOR GOODMAN

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

motion carried unanimously.)
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CITY of LAS VEGAS

May 23, 1986

M, Will{am Peccale, et al

1348 Cashman Drive

Las Vegas, Nevaa R3102

RE: HASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN
\lem!ﬂgn Foothills

Dear Mr, Paccole:

The City Council at a regular meeting held May 7, 1986, APPROVED the Master
Nevelopment Plan for Yenetian Foothills on rrqi)erty genaral 1y located north of
Sahara Avenue betwsen Ducango Deive and Hualpai Way, subject to the following

conditfons:

1. Realign Alta Orive as one continuous street and to intersect with El
Capitan Way with a standard four-way intersection.

2. The design and construction of the treatment plant shall be subject to
the requiremants of the Departsent of Public MWorks.

3. The design and construction of all drainage and flood control channels
shall ha subject to the requirements of the Department of Public Works,

4, The 40 foot half-street Tor Venetian Strada, as shown on the Master
Plan of Streets and Highways, shall be dedicated and improved unless
tha proposed extension of the sast-west expressway (Husite Parkway) is
constructed prior to development of the property adjacemt to Venetfan
Strada,

§. The school sites shall not abut major strests.

6. The Master Plan of Streets and Highways be amended on Alta Drive, Grand
Canyon Orive, Oakey Roulevard, Fort Apache Road and E1 Capitan Way.

400 E. STEWART AVENLE » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 +» (702) 386-6071
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Mr. ¥i1liam Peccole, 1

Master Development Plan - Wenetian Foothills
May 23, 1986

Page -2-

7. Provisfon of 2 bike path along the north side of Charleston Boulevard.

Stncerely,

Coul @ Hasley

CAROL ANN HAMWLEY
City Clerk

CAH:jp

ee: Dept. of Community Planning and Development
Dept. of Fire Services
Dept. of Pubiic Works
Dept. of Building and Safety
Land Development and Flood Control
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Rpril 22, 1986

Notice 1s hereby given that on April 22, 1986 at 7:30 P.M. in the Council
Chambers of City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, MNevada, the City
Planning Commission will hear the following:

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE VEMETIAN FOOTHILLS

PLANMED COMMUNITY SUBMITTED BY WILLIAM PECCOLE/

WESTERN DEVCOR, INC. FOR PROPERTY GENERALLY

LOCATED NORTH OF SAHARA AVENUE BETWEEN DURANGD

ORIVE AND HUALPAT MWAY.

Any and all interested persons may appear before the City Planning Commission
either in person or by representative and object to or express approval of
the proposed MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN; or may, prior to this hearing, file
with the Department of Cosmunity Planning and Development, written objections

thereto or approval thereof.
DEPARTHENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING

AND DEVELOPMENT ;

HAROLD P. FOSTER, DIRECTOR

HPF:1m

The information contained above 15 considered to be accurate; however, there
may be minor variations dnvolved. A complete detailed Tegal description
fs on file in the Department of Community Planning and Development.

SEE LOCATION MAP ON REVERSE SIDE.
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April 17, 1988 17&

Filg MG,
949 020(C}0.56
Cily of Las Vepas A

400 Fast Stewart
Las Vegas. Nevada 89101

Attention: Car
(]

VENETLAN FODTHILLS PROJECT
Fydrelogy Concerns

We have enclosed a cepy of a tetter From James M. Hont?werr Lonsul Liny
Engineers, Inc. regarding the Venetian Foothills hydeology information.

The data and recomeended drainage concepls contained in the VYenelian

Foothills Hydrolegy Report by James M. Montgomery Consulting Engineers, Inc.
have been Incorporated inte the Venetian Foolhills Master Plan prepared by

A. Wayne Smith and Associates,
Respectfully yours,

SWEMBGEL -ROBBINS IRC.
CDHSTRUETIDH MANAGEMENT DIVISION

mes L :{mds

ssistant Division Manager

JLB/nbs
LpZACRSE

Enclosure

ccy Wayne Spiekerman
Jon Wald
William Peccole

ik "'-l-.' -
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‘ @ L
©JAMES . MONTGOMERY, CONSULTING ENGINEERS, 1NC

wED Easl Saherm Argnwe, Lt Veges, Nevada BI04 7 (TOZI 5-hda

MICHARS &, LELANE
Viea B e

April 4, 1984

Mr. James L. Bonds, P.E.
Assistant Division Manager
Construction Management
Swengel-Robbine

7418 East Helm Drive
Scottsdale, AZ B5Z60-1381

Subject:  Venetian Foothills Hydrology

Dear Jim:

The Venetian Foothills hydrology performed by Montgomery 1o in conformance
with the Clark Couaty Regional Fleed Control District Master Plan s the master
plan currently stands.

Yery truly yours,
Michael J. a.gz;, P.E.

fea
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CITY OF LAS VEGAS . . Date

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM Bpril 8, 1888
To: FROM: B
Comnunity Planning and Development Public Works % :
¥ i
[As]e] 9‘.‘355 ' l
SUBJECT: COPIES TO: e G AHD
LA
DEVELOPNET
WILLIAM PECCOLE, ET AL Land Development
2-30-86 Right-0f-Nay
Survey b
Traffic Engineering

Your memgrandum dated April 1, 1986 requested comments from this Department prior to
April 11, 198G, a:oncernin? the request of William Peccole, et al for the reclassifi-
cation of property generally bounded by Sahara Avenue, Durango Drive and Hualpia Way
form M-U [ﬂun—urhanj to R-PD (Residential Planned Dav&]upmnt;. P-R {Professional
Offices and Parking), C-1 {Limited Commercial) amd C-¥ (Civic
This Department requests that the following be made conditions of granting this regquest:
PHASE I:
1. Dedicate all required right-of-way.

2. Install full off-site improvements conforming to City of Las Vegas Standards
and Specifications om all streets.

QOVER=ALL RECLASSIFICATION:
1. Combine Alta Drive and Venitian Strada into ome intersection.

2. Same conditions as Phase I.

C. 8
C. D. PETERSON, R.L.5.
CORfgre
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TRANSMITTAL

The Las Yegas Firs Department has reviewed the ravised master plan of the
Venetian Foothills, which shows a two (2) acre parcel for 2 fire station
on Durange Just north of Charleston.

. .I'J."
This s{t_e' {5 acceptable, we do need to move forward with the paperwork as
‘we are planning to be in the design phase for the fire station by January,
1987, ready to begin comstruction by July, 1987,

CC: Howard Null, Planning Departmant
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T CITY of LAS VEGAS

Tt Iuln!.
e

May 23, 1986

Mr. William Paccole, et al
1348 Cashman Drive
Las Vegas. Nevda 89102

RE: RECLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY
I-30-886

Dear Mr. Peceala:

The City Council at a regular meeting held May 7, 1986, APBROVED the
Raclassification of Property genarally located north of Sahara Avenue batwaen
Durange Orfve and Hualpai Way, From: N-U (Non-Urban) (under Resalution of
Intent to R-MHP, R-2, R-3, A-PD7), To: R-PD4 (Residential Planned Development),
PR {meesﬂonu‘l Offices and Parking), C-1 (Limited Commercial), C-V (Ei¥ic),
Proposed llse: Patio Homes, Single Family, Mult{-Fam{ly, Offices, Commsrcial,
Golf Course and Public Uses, subject to the following conditions:

1. Resolution of Intent.
2. Expunge all existing Resolutfons of Intent on this property.

X
3., MNedicate 100 feet of right-of-way for Charleston Boulevard, 100 feet of
right-of-way faor Fort Apache Road, 40 foot half-street for Paccole
Strada, A0 Teet of right-of-way for Grand Canyon Drive and 75 feet of
right-of-way for Sahara Avenue together with the necessary radius cor-
ners at the {ntersections of the aforementioned streets at time of
development as reguired by the Department of Public Works.

4, Tinstallation of street improvements om Charlaston Boulevard, Fort
Apache Ropad, Peccole Strada, Grand Canyon Drive, and Sahara Avenue as
required by the Land Davelopment Oivisien of the Department of

Community Planning and Nayalopmant.

5. Plot plans and buflding elevations on each phass shall be submitted to
the Planning Commission for approval prior te development.

400 E, STEWART AVENUE = LAS VECAS, NEVADA B0 = (702) 3846011
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\
" William Pececole, 1 q
“gsification of Property - Z-30-86
, 23, 1986
age =2-
f. CCAR's shal) be recarded which provide for tha continued maintenance by

the homeowners association of all landscaping 1n the common areas.

Any landscapfng 1nstalled in the public streets shall he'at tha axpense

7.
of the developer and shall be maintained in perpetuity by the
homeowners association.

B. Landscaping shall be installed within the common 2rea floodway channels
which are not a part of the golf course and shall be at the expense of
the developer and shall be maintained in perpetuity by the homeowners
association,

9. Approval of a Varfance for the resort related commercial uses in the
R-PD Zone.

10. Conformance to the conditions of approval of the Master Development
Plan for Yenetian Foothills.

Sincerely,

CAROL ANN HAWLEY é
City Clerk

CAH: jp

cc: Dept. of Community Planning and Development
Nept. of Fire Services
Dept. of Public MWorks
Dept. of Building and Safaty
Land Davelopment and Flood Control
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AGENDA

AMNOTATED AGENDA AND FIRAL MERUTES

ity of Las Veges

April 22, 1596

PLANNING COMMISSION vose 1
COUMCIL CHAMEERS * 400 DAST STEAANT AVENUE
— PHENE 3884301 COMMISHON ACTION
1%, 2-30-R4 - MILLIAM PECCOLE, ET AL

Zequest for reclassification of property
genarally Toeated north af Sahara Awenus
netueen Durpngn Nrive and Huplpai Wey
from M-t {undes Resolutfon of [ntent te
A-bEP, B-2, R-3, A-PO7) to R-PD4, P-H,
a1 and =¥,
Broposed Usn:  Patio Hemes, Singin
Femily, Multi-Famtly,
Nffices, Commarcial,
finlf Course and Public
[HT1 M
5taff Rocommendation: APPRIVAL, subfsct
Lot
1. Resalution of Intent,
2. FExpumge a1 existing Resplubions of
TAteAt on this property.

nedtcate 100 Taet of right-of-wey for
Charlestan Boalevard, 100 fest of righ
of-way for Fort Apache Boad, 40 faat
af right-af- far Paccale Strada,
A0 feet of eight-nf-way for Grand
Canynn Nrive and 75 fook half street
rignt-of-way for Sahara Avemsn
togather with tha necessary radius
corners at the intersections of Lha
aforseent inned itrests at tine of
devalopnant as required by the
Departaent nf Pubiic Works.

1

4, installation of street inprovoments
on Charteston Bculeverd, Fort Apache
Road, Peccele Strada, Grand Canyan
Drive and Sahara Aysnue a8 required
ay the Division of Land Opvelopmant
of the Department of Comwmunity
Planning and feyelogment.

%. PFlot plant and slevatiams on sach
ﬂhl:l chall br submitted to the
jannfng Conmission far sppraval
prior to developsent.

#, CCER's shall he recorded which
rovide for the continued maintenance
y ‘the hompowners sssociation of &11
landscaping in the commgn sreas.

7. #ny landscaning installed in the
public strants shall be at the
wepense of the developer and ahsld
ke maintained fn perpetuity by the
honagwners associeation.

Bughes -

APPRONED, subject to Che
canditlan.

Hranfmoud

| Xannady Excused)

MR, FOSTER steted this applfcating
wag covered fn the previous flee.
This application 15 the First
Praga of the Mester Developmant
Plan, S5teff would recommend
spproval, subject to the coadl-
tiond.

Hig MAYFIELD, Vige President,
Western Devcor, appeared and
represented the app! fcation.

dre in sgrestent wich staff's
canditions.

Thay

Ho onn sppeared in oppesition,

To be heard by the City Council
an 5 7/RE.

[8:57-9:01)
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VENETIAN FOOTHILLS
PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMEMT PLAN

MASTER PLAN

Venetian Foothills is a Master Planned Community comprising 1923.2 acres. The
Development Plan is conceptual in nature and may be revised through the course
of development to accommodate marketr changes as they occur. Each Phase, as
it occurs, will be planned in detail, ta meet the varying needs and life styles of the
population at the time of developmant, Each Phase will be processed through the
City for review and approval.

Venetian Foothills is planned as a cohesive environment that incorporates a varied,
mixed-use community around a strong residential base. Land use patterns are

with special attention glven to compatibility of neighboring uses, traffic flow,
convenience and aesthetics. Sinca the development will be based on future population,
industrial and commercial needs; the regional and local growth patterns, availabilivy
of sarvices and City of Las Vegas land use goals will be analyzed. As the population
expansion of the area is realized, the need for quality residential communities will
continue. The development plan for Venetian Foothilis is designed to meet the current
and loog-range needs of the metropolitan area with flexibility to assure that future
market changes will ba met.

Allowing for a varlety of mixed [and uses with cpen space, the development plan
has created a livingfworking environment suitable for a diverse population. Included
in this variety of land uses are two 18-hole golf courses which are the focal point
of the development, along with a 108 acre site reserved for a regional shopping area
that will enhance the character and Identity of Venetian Foothills. Park sites totalling
approximately 11 acres are reserved, with 4 acras of park being located at each
of the two proposed school sites.

PHASE ONE

Phase One, located south of Charleston Boulevard comprises 585.2 acres of mixed
land uses as shawn in the follewing breakdown:

Raesidential

The wariety of residential uses provided within the development will, presumably,
ba suitable to meet the varying needs and lifa styles of the future metropolitan
Las Vegas population. The land area reserved for residential uges totals 280 acres
with land use categeries ranging from custom single family homes to multi-family
developments classified into varying densities and housing styles,

ROR002634
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Employment/Dffice

Employment/Office areas will provide locations for light industrial firms, and office
complexes. The establishment of an attractive business community will promote
a compatible relationship between residential and industrial land areas. Integration
of these land uses will provide for employment opportunities within a short travel
distance and will subsequently reduce dependency on auto travel.

Deslgn and exterior appearance of the businesses located in these areas will be
compatible with the residential areas surrounding them.

Commercial

Basic support facilities reguired by the residential community are designed to be
easily accessible from all [ocations in the development,

Colf Course/QOpen Space

A focal point of Venetian Foothills Phase Ona is the T8-hole golf course and clubhouse
which is centrally located and can be easily viewed throughout the development.

This golf coursefopen space system provides open space buffers between differing
land uses and will create a pleasant and attractive environment. On-site retention

is maintained by the golf coursefopen space system. LUtilizing the existing washes
throughout, the golf course directs the flow of water that historically flows from

the foothills to Angel Park.

School Sites
Two school sites have been reserved and will be developed to meet the requirements

of the school systems. Each school is located adjacent to park areas to accomodate
joint use of school/park sites. School population projections are attached,

Other Land Uses

Aleng with the above mentioned land uses is a tennis resort and casitas which will
provide housing for resort geests. An area reserved for community services such
as & police station, library and other city uses is provided in Phase One.

A fire station site is reserved as requested by the City for development in 1987.

uality of Development

Dasign, Architecture, and Landscape standards will be established for the
development. A Design Review Committes will review and approve all plans for
parcel development in Venetian Foothills.

Codes, Covenants and Restrictions will be established to guarantes the continued
guality of development,
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LAND USE SUMMARY
PHASE ONE

VEMETIAN FOOTHILLS
Parce | Land Use Acres
1 Custam Single Family 1.8
2 Custom Single Family 7.3
3 Single Family .7
4 Patia Home 24.9
5 Single Famlly 45.4
B Sing le Family 36.4
7 Single Family 24.8
B Single Family 19.1
9 Single Family 35.4
0 Multi=Family 13.0
1" Commercial r.7
12 Commaercial 12.5
13 Office 10.1
14 Resart 7.3
15 Club House 11.0
16 Casitas/Tennis 9.4
7 Community Services 5.3
Open Space/Colf Course 198.9
Right of Way 32.2
Phase One Total 585.2

Density with Open Space & Golf Course

Zoning
RFD 2.5
RPD 2.5
RPD 8.0
RPD 5.0
RPD 5.0
RPD 5.5
RFD 7.0
RPD 7.0
RPD 8.0
RPD 22.0
C-1
c-1
RPD
RPD
RPD
RPD
c-V

DU/AC

2.5
2.5
8.0
5.0
5.0
5.5
7.0
7.0
8.0

2.0

6.4

ar

Units

55

&8
262
125
227
200
74
134
283
286

1796
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LAND USE SUMMARY

FUTURE PHASES

VENETIAN FOOTHILLS

Land Use ' Acres
Custom Single Family 61.5
Single Family 3775
Townhouse 63.6
Multi-Family 72.3
Regional Shopping Center 06,1
Commercial 53.6
Offlca 95.2
Emp|loyment 131.0
Special Lisa 16.5
Resort 23.3
Utilicies 26.9
Schools/Parks 7.9
Dpen Space/Colf Course 200.4
Right of Way B2.2
Future Phasss Total 1338.0

Density Rangas

1t 2.5 DUAC
4.5 to 8.0 DU/AC
B.0 to 0.0 DUSAC
18.0 te 22.0 DUSAC

ROR002637

23417

23394



VENTIAMN FOOTHILLS
Land Use

Custom Single Family
Single Family

Patio Homa

Townhousa

Mu | ti-Family

Regional Shopping Center
Commercial

Offlce

Employment

Special Use

Resort

Open Space/Golf Course
Club House
Casitas/Tannis
Community Services
Schoo | s/Parks

Utilities

Right of Way

LAND USE SUMMARY
MASTER PLAN

Acres

110.6
571.3
4.9
63.6
85,3
6.1
73.8
105.3
131.0
6.5
40,6
399.3
1.0

9.4

5.3
7.9
26.9
114, 4

Density Ranges
1o 2.5 DWWAC
4.5 to 8.0 DUVAC
4.5 o 8.0 DU/AC
8.0 to 0.0 DU/AC
18.0 o 22.0 DUFAC

ROR002638

23418

23395



Crade

K thru &
7 thru 9
10 thru 12
Special Education

Totals

STUDEMT POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Master Plan

VEMETIAM FOOTHILLS
Phase One Future Phases
kR B58
160 401
144 363
44 M
689 733

1192
g&1

155

2422

ROR002639

23419

23396
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