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EYA -A/7 Ol H Y O CATIQYN - PUBLIC HEARING -
PLIC : i ERS, | KC - For possible action on a request for a
jor Mo \ e Quepns Devel ent Standards dated May 20, 2004 TO
AYXND D A GA G LAND USE, BUILDING
SE CKS U GHE T AND PARKING on 20.10 acres on the
sout e of Alta 10 feet of Rampart Boulevard (APNs 138-32-213-
000, a on of YB3-32= andgportio 38-31-713-002), PD (Planned Development)
Zone, Wa SEIV Nmsﬁf Mmends APPROVAL.
C.C.: 7/16/2014
PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:
Planning Commission Mtg. Planning Commission Mtg. D
City Council Meeting ICI City Council Meeting D

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends APPROVAL, subject to conditions:

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

Location and Aerial Maps

Conditions and Staff Report - MOD-53701, VAR-53502 and SDR-53503 [PRJ-51869]
Supporting Documentation - MOD-53701, VAR-53502 and SDR-53503 [PRJ-51869]
Photos - MOD-53701, VAR-53502 and SDR-53503 [PRJ-51869]

Justification Letter - MOD-53701, VAR-53502 and SDR-53503 [PRJ-51869]

. Queensridge Towers Development Standards - MOD-53701, VAR-53502 and SDR-53503
[PRJ-51869]

7. Protest and Support Postcards/Letters

8. E Comments in Opposition

9. Submitted after Final Agenda - Protest Letters and Protest E-mails for MOD-53701, VAR-
53502 and SDR-53503 and Protest Postcard

10. Submitted at Meeting Support Letter for MOD-53701, VAR-53502 and SDR-53503

SRV

Motion made by RICHARD P. BONAR to Approve subject to condition

Passed For: 7; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0

TRINITY HAVEN SCHLOTTMAN, VICKI QUINN, BYRON GOYNES, GUS FLANGAS,
TODD L. MOODY, RICHARD TRUESDELL, RICHARD P. BONAR; (Against-None);
(Abstain-None); (Did Not Vote-None); (Excused-None)
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Minutes:
CHAIR FLANGAS declared the Public Hearing open for Items 22-24.

PETER LOWENSTEIN, Planning, presented staffs report recommending approval.
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LARRY SADOF, Las Vegas resident, appeared in opposition stating the proposed tower would
overshadow the surrounding neighborhood and that he would like to see a shadow, wind and
traffic analysis done.

FRANK PANKRATZ, Las Vegas resident, appeared in opposition, stating his greatest concern
was with the significantly increased length and height of the proposed tower, making this a
massive, single structure. He commented he would like to see the tower rotated.

GREG BIGLER, Las Vegas resident, appeared in opposition, stating he does not know of anyone
who supports this project. He also expressed concern over the developers financial stability
completing this project.
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DAVID HOROWITZ, Las Vegas resident, appeared in opposition, agreeing with the points
made by the other residents who had already spoken.

LOREN PEITERSON, Las Vegas resident, also appeared in opposition, stating the proposed
building was not proportionate with thezag B pcighborhood and asked the Commission to
consider the neighbors.
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ALAN DIAMOND, Las Vegas resident, appeared expressing the developer has been fair by
holding two meetings in the building and does not believe that all of the residents are opposed.

FRANK MONTELLO, Las Vegas resident, appeared in opposition, stating his property values
would depreciate with the proposed changes to the tower and asked that the Commission
reconsider.

STEPHEN BELL, Las Vegas resident, appeared in opposition, stating while he was grateful the
developer made some changes, he thought the view issue was being minimized as there was a
premium required for some of the views, and he wanted that put on the record. He also felt
communication was lacking with regard to the variance requests.
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COMMISSIONER BONAR briefly restated the original and proposed building layouts. He
stated view and wind studies would not be considered, but thought traffic had to be considered.

However, since the unit count did not change, he d1d not foresee a significant traffic change. He
also indicated due to the repositioning gobdhauaigiddino there would be an update to the drainage.
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COMMISSIONER GOYNES stated it has been established that views cannot be regulated. He
believes the developer has done everything properly and if the residents continue to cooperate
and go to the meetings, they will see a benefit five years down the road.

COMMISSIONER MOODY communicated appreciation for everyones comments but agreed it
came down to the view. He indicated this was a tough vote for him and hoped there would be
some assurance the project would be completed in a timely manner to avoid it becoming an
eyesore.

COMMISSIONER TRUESDELL commended the original development team as these two
towers came together even though market conditions were not good. While there is concern the
third tower may never be built, these developers have presented all of the right information. He
stated the community is vibrant and the residents are engaged, but he does not believe their
quality of life is less than what was expected. He said there should be on-going communication
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between the developer and the neighbors and that the developer is obligated to deal with any
traffic and parking issues.

CHAIR FLANGAS agreed this was a close call as he has received many e-mails and has had
many discussions. Although he could sssaigidaiganyith the residents, he pointed out the
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