
November L6,20L4

Las Vegas City Council
C/O Mr. Doug Rankin
Development Services Center
333 North Rancho Drive, 3.d Flr
Las Vegas, NV 89108

RE: PROTEST OF ANNEXATION [ANX-5631,2)

Dear Honorable City Council:
We are writing to respectfuly protes,tthe annexation of our subdivision, also
known as the six parcels totaling 30 acres south of Centennial Parkway and the east
side of Marla Street.

It appears the City of Las Vegas ["City") believes it is entitled to annex our property
via the "short-form" or "summary" annexation process described in Nevada Revised
Statute ("NRS"J 268.597 based on a "Petition For Annexation" recorded on ]uly 18,
200L f"Petition") by DR Horton, the developer of our subdivision.

We find the Petition to be so seriously flawed and such a flagrant violation of our
due process that it disqualifies the City from annexing using the short-form
procedure described in NRS 268.597.

t. Lack of Actual Notice - In order for a covenant to run with the land and
subsequent owners be bound by its provisions, subsequent owners must be
provided with actual notice of the covenant. DR Horton did not provide
actual notice of the Petition verbally or in writing at the time of sale. DR
Horton never provided buyers an actual copy of the Petition. In stark
contrast, DR Horton repeatedly represented to buyers that the property was
located in unincorporated Clark County and at no time did DR Horton make
buyers aware that it had filed the Petition. No actual notice was provided
and in fact DR Horton appears to have intentionally mislead its buyers. A
lack of actual notice to subsequent property owners seriously calls into
question the validity of the covenant and the City's ability to rely on it to
legally perform a short-form annexation.

2. Petition Relerences the Long-Form ProceduresÍor Annexation - The
Petition does not state that it is pursuant solely to NRS 268.597. Instead,
the Petition states that it is pursuant to NRS 268570 - 268.608, inclusive,
which is also known as "long-form" annexation. This would lead any
reasonable person to believe that the due process outlined in these inclusive
sections of NRS would be afforded to subsequent property owners. Long-
form annexation requires more rigorous due process and the ability of
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
maiority of property owners. Agai4 even if property owners were made

eware of the Petition which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from anneldng. It should be clear, üterefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3' -Assuming
the Petition had correctlyand clearly referenced annexation pursuant soleþ
to NRS 268.597,whichit did not, the anne:cation must still meetttre general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexatÍon meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assertits
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Ner¡ada we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative pr'ìocess. We do notbegrudge the Cþ
attempting to annex our property. However, we do enpect for the Ctty to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the mosttransparent and
ethical menner possible. To this end, the Cþ should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
anner<ation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L).

Slncerely,

Pcz
TimothyP. O'Brien and

l, -"4^,r,UroY
Phyllis Rþ'Brien

Address: 6277 Galileo Dr. Las Vegas, M/ 89149
lelephone #: 7 02-77 8-5821
Parcel: Plat Book 102 Page 921Ãt11 Block B, Constellation Estates

Assessor's Parcel #: L26-25-110-005, Clark County, Nevada



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thøt General Støndards oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L).

Sincerely

T.n Y

Parcel#: t?L-àS- 5lo -Otl

Address: b71t
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, thãt property åwners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3.

the Petition had correctly and cle
to NRS 268.597, which it did not,
standards of annexation referenc
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be thày County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begiudgå thu City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the ðiry tã ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in ihe most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its miiguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form-
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6}.sgz (r).

Address: b 3q I B,"zz-Aü.n Lv, w.ffit6î.
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

No Evidence that General standards of Annexation were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
city provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.sgz (r).

Sincerely,

Address: b3sl buzt- Aldrz'ø /tot l/ryrc /, ffi/V7
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
ard/are of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards of Annexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L)

Sincerely,

Address: (o{JE 4,"sian,^/on-/-^/ fu-. L/ /V/ Yl t,/'
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

No Evidence that General standards oÍAnnexation were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
city provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 26g.sg2 (L).

Sincerely,
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affected properly owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of themajority of property owners, Again, even if property owners were madeaware of the Petition, which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
s and the right to protest and prevent the
lear, therefore, that property òwners did
d prevent the annexation provided for

a
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the Petition had correctly and cle
to NRS 268.597, which it did not,
standards of annexation referenc
city provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets theserequirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the cily cannot reasonably assert itsright to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents ofsouthern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they counly or city, to protect our
a fair administrative process. we do not uegruagå tnu city
ur property. However, we do expect for the city tã ensure our
upheld and to conduct itserf in ihe most transparent andethical manner possible. To this end, the city should abandon its misguided attemptto annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow tie long-formannexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept thi letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 26ï.592 (L).

Sincerely, J 0t
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and preventthe
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that Generøl Standards oÍAnnexationWere Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I)

Sincerely,

Address: b?1o ØtL% þ¿$rín w
Telephone #: 7 02.t?fç'bçq I
Parcel #:
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general

standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these

requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I)
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

No Evidence that General standards of Annexation were Met- Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did no! the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
city provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City,to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administiative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.sgz (r).
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597,which it did not the annexation must still meet the general

standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these

requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process, We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L)

Sincerely,
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards of AnnexationWere Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property, However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (l).

Sincerely,

LV N/V ?tÇ\"+I
Address:
Telephone #:
Parcel #:

¿3 û1
t>l--?E- lto - oLq



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefõre, thàt properry åwners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3.

the Petition had correctly and cle
to NRS 268.597, which it did not,
standards of annexation referenc
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be thày County or City, to protect our

a fair administrative process. we do not begiudgå the city
ur property' However, we do expect for the city to ensure our
upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and

ethical manner possible' To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow tie long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.sgz (L).

Sincerely,

Address: ("z_9s C ePe canalw tct
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the

majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made

aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thøt General Støndards ol Annexation Were Met - Assuming

the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely

to NRS 268.597,which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general

standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City

attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and

ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I).
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made

aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing, It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standørds oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming

the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597,which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general

standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process, We do not begrudge the City

attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and

ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L).

Sincerely,

Address: 6 a ù'p- tÇV€t^d-\ C+. LV, NV. $tq
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were [vlet - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS,

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L).

Sincerely, I

Address: UL\Ç
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made

aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thøt General Standards of Annexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these

requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I).

Sincerely,
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I)

Sincerely,

Address: 6 76 7 é4¿t¿Aa /A.
relephone#: 7a> 7 26-1î;o
Parcel+: /Zá -21-//e_ ôe 7

, t¿a¿



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standørds oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I).

Sincerely,

Address: L)-? Uti (¿,c Ùt ' Lt-+ lt i o2 W ' Pç l5
Telephone#: ?o> -ZêS-a / å>
Parcel #: ,)t ->S - t/ t Oag



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards of Annexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible, To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (1)

Sincerely, \ -

,"1
., .¿./\-- -
(i¿;l\l<,'. ùt,
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Address:vrt
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that proper[y owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Stqndards olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (1).

Sincerely, B-*4_
L + L-4/r 1__

'/b /--- ,)tl¿



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thatGeneral Standards of AnnexationWere Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (1)

S

Address: ûnt ,Çnucoa 4t4: ß LL&ftî, /t//
Telephone #: /A'B-tnlb - ü-a07
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3, No Evidence thøt Generøl Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements,

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures, As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L)

Sincerely,

\i
Vv\ !\¿
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards of Annexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (I)

Sincerely,

Æ

Address: 0t'l t 9" l;l¿o -Ðc
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of properly owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thøt General Standards of Annexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (1).

Sincerely,&r
P.{=" f I
Address: 6/ô 5 6a [ileo ð¡. L -lTelephone #: ZO e AqA -J7/o
Parcel #:
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal to NRS 268.592 (1).

Sincerely,
-Q . u-J

Address:
Telephone #
Parcel #:
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were no! the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (l)

Sincerely,

Ø\ñX mÀþ
Address bt eA Ç+Jt
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3' No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met- Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did no! the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudgé ttr" City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.sgz (r)

Sincerely,

Address:
Telephone #
Parcel #:

7¿z á*Z -ã5a4
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were no! the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not w-aive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

- Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant soteþ
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still màet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580, Neither the petition nor the
city provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begiudgå tft. City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the õity tã ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in ihe most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its miiguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.sg2 (1).

sincerelY' rf( en"ø- q,ü .*-(
%le?no- wood
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thøt General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met- Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did no! the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.s92 (L)

Sincerely,



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were no! the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Stqndards of Annexation Were NIet - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process, We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6\.sg2 (l).

Sincereþ,
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affected property owners to preventthe annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property ownenS were made
aware ofthe Petitiou whichtheywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annenation provided for
specifi cally in NRS 268-592.

3. No Evidence ùrut Generul Støndørds of AtnuøtionWæe if,a- Aszuming
the Petition had correcdy and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597,which it did not, the anne¡ration must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
soutlern Ner¡ada" we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair admÍnistrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attemptingto annex our property. However, we do expect for the Cityto ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the mostEansparent and
eùical manner possible. To this en{ the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
anner<ation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please acceptthÍs letter as our formal protest pursuantto NRS 268.592 (l).

Sincerely,

ì
RoryTuggle
6175 Rocketman Circle
7023049663
Parcel # : L2 6 -25 -ZLO -020



affected property owners to preventthe annexation by a protest ofthe
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence thatãenerol Standørds olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever thatthe annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rÍght to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L)

Sincerel¡

Brian Caufield
Address: 623L Cape Canaveral Court, Las Vegas NV 891-49

Telephone #: 702-622-8428
Parcel #: L26-25-11-0-014



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners, Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to Ì.iRS 268.597, which it did not the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580, Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Bascd on thc sci'ious flalvs rvith the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
righæ and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
rìrro nrmpcc r.iahtc ara rrnhold anrl fn nanrl¡r¡t ifcolf in thp rnncf trancnrranf anrl*<! rr

ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accent this letter es nlrr formaì nrotpst nrrrsìrant fo NRS 2.68.5q2 ft).-----r -----[ F-------'--- --\-r-

Sincerely,

Address: 6246 Galileo Dr. Las Vegas, NV 89149
Telephone #: 7 02-339-7 455
Parcel #: L26-25-110-010



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597,which it did no! the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed PetitÍon and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (l)

Address: þ?
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards olAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (l).

Sincerely,

Address: t0
Telephone #:
Parcel #:
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if properry owners were made
aware of the Petition, which theywere not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
city from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that properff òrnmers did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met- Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solefu
to NRS 268.597, which it did not, the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580. Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
rightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our properly based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6\.s92 (l).

Sincererv' R-t- u-t

Address: Q ¿ fl ß Wuz- N( à¿¿ -¿relephon -JVg o/f3
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even if property owners were made
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specificallY in NRS 268592'

3 fffiiì:i'
ust still meet the general

standards of annexation referenced in 268'580' Neither the Petition nor the

city provid", "";;;;þsis 
whatsoever that the annexation meets these

requirements'

PleaseacceptthisletterasourformalprotestpursuanttoNRs26s.Sg2(l)'
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefõre, thãt property åwners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3.

the Petition had correctly and cle
to NRS 268.597, which ir did not,
standards of annexation referenc
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements,

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert itsrightto annexbased on the short-form annexation procedures. As resídents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be thày County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begruagå the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the õitv tã ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in ihe most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its miiguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS z6g.sg2 (r).

Sincerely,

Address: (OaAA
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affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the
majority of property owners. Again, even if property owners were made
aware of the Petition, which they were not, the Petition references NRS that
provides for extensive due process and the right to protest and prevent the
City from annexing. It should be clear, therefore, that property owners did
not waive their right to protest and prevent the annexation provided for
specifically in NRS 268.592.

3. No Evidence that General Standards oÍAnnexation Were Met - Assuming
the Petition had correctly and clearly referenced annexation pursuant solely
to NRS 268.597, which it did not the annexation must still meet the general
standards of annexation referenced in 268.580, Neither the Petition nor the
City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these
requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the City cannot reasonably assert its
right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures. As residents of
southern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our
rights and provide for a fair administrative process. We do not begrudge the City
attempting to annex our property. However, we do expect for the City to ensure our
due process rights are upheld and to conduct itself in the most transparent and
ethical manner possible. To this end, the City should abandon its misguided attempt
to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form
annexation procedures outlined in NRS.

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (L)

Sincerely,

Address:
Telephone #:
Parcel #:

G2gt ßl+41&*--, U, w'ffitq
7 a- lsg - o?,tb
)*b-?Ç- lto ool-



affected property owners to prevent the annexation by a protest of the

majority of property owners' Again, even if property owners were made

aware of tnå Peìition, which they vere not, the Petition references NRS that

rì ss and the right to protest and prevent the

ä clear, therefore' that property owners did

n nd prevent the annexation provided for

specificallY in NRS 268'592'

3.

standards of annexation referenced in 268.580' Neither the Petition nor the

City provides any analysis whatsoever that the annexation meets these

requirements.

Based on the serious flaws with the Petition, the city cannot reasonably assert its

right to annex based on the short-form annexation procedures' As residents of

sJuthern Nevada, we rely on all local officials, be they County or City, to protect our

process. We do not begrudge the City

r, we do expect for the City to ensure our

uct itself in the most transparent and

City should abandon its misguided attempt

to annex our property based on a flawed Petition and instead follow the long-form

annexation procedures outlined in NRS'

Please accept this letter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268592 (l)'
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