November 16, 2014

Las Vegas City Council

C/0 Mr. Doug Rankin
Development Services Center
333 North Rancho Drive, 3 Flr.
Las Vegas, NV 89108

RE: PROTEST OF ANNEXATION (ANX-56312)

Dear Honorable City Council:
We are writing to respectfully protest the 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") 268.597 based on a “Petition For Annexation” recorded on July 18,
2001 (“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.

1.

2.

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.

Petition References the Long-Form Procedures for 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 268.570 - 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
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.

the Petltlon had correctly and clearly referenced annexatlon 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,

Tlmothy P. O'Brien and
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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
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,
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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 N RS 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).
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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
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, /
y /2
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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
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,
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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
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,
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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 Annex tion 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 thigletter as our formal protest pursuant to NRS 268.592 (1).
Sincerely, b
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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
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,
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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
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).
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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
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,
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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
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,
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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
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, M
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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 N RS 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
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,
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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
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% [ %_w,,-
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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
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,
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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
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,
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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
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).
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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
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, /OZ% 07 4’ % L{’K
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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
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,

Sz O G nnen

Address: 27 % Getli(<o 0, L3 ij as W. £5K45
Telephone #: o> -R4£3-0/ &
Parcel#: 2L ->s - ) o 0OF



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. [t 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,

v

2 .

o Vedas, s gttt

Address: &= VT2 M i
Y

Telephone #: 172 -3¢0
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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
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, F) P ) B e./(v___,

: fee o
L‘LL/(/I"'K_ /5-_(,‘/(_/“/

Address: & A 73 e al, /@ o ZDK S 7/%‘(/
Telephone #: - : ¢ o
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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
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, | | p

Address: ) &y ALLLED MV{»/ LA L@ﬁ; /4 3G/79
Telephone #: 70 2-( ¥l - 0@07
Parcel #: /2fr 25 -//0 oY



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,

Address: IS Gnmlilec Ve
Telephone #: 2 434-87 SE
Parcel#: /2¢-26-2)9- 0O



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,
/"
‘ D
Address: ¢l Galileo
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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 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,

222 W
f2Aer S ZMéﬂSﬂ&fé

Address: 6705 Galcles Dr. LMVQ@JQA NV gq (44
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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
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 progast pursuant to NRS 268.592 (1).

Sincerely, _Q (.)L)
~ Jowmod F. l)JUW(A‘Q\/(b;
Address: é}() 4, éig(‘eo Dr

Telephone #:

Parcel #: 702 - bgié“'f%qi@
Yeb - 29 - 210-01%



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
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,

Cond X Maue |

Address: (¢| e 2 GLC‘_'{‘ (2o D/_{;"
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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
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,

Vsulie Spbut
Address: L Y Y / //ZC
Telephone #: e '{"(’M' L7

Parcel #: / 7//24%44{- =5 OX
%‘/7% éﬂ///@j )ﬁ ‘

Jz2f—RE T R o



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
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, (}77% (WM,p/

M@F’nm wood
6156 Racketman ci'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.

. 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,

ol GG e

Address: (>34 Rpcked MG & e
Telephone #: D ("._11-51 , _:;er
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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
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,
'/12,’ L (€ /(\L(cﬁ g

J Gl E AR s TN ’//:,_ y e /7/%
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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.

2IICe : 4 et — Assuming
the Petition had correcﬂy 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 A TAL

Rory Tuggle

6175 Rocketman Circle
702 304 9663

Parcel #: 126-25-210-020



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.

, enice that Gene : 2f — Assuming
the Petltlon had correctly and clearly referenced annexatlon 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,
_”‘{‘7 - / //- ,,’/#_,
£~ r A S
- ';g/’éc’)(ﬂ..ﬁ-— dzté/’f ."./
Brian Caufield

Address: 6231 Cape Canaveral Court, Las Vegas NV 89149
Telephone #: 702-622-8428
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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.

Bascd on the scricus 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 ricghtc are unheld and to conduct iteelf in the most h*::ncpnrnnf and
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ethical manner p0551ble. 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,

/]//qu@mm

Address: 6246 Galileo Dr. Las Vegas, NV 89149
Telephone #: 702-339-7455
Parcel #: 126-25-110-010



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 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,

JIIN Gy
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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
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).

(Lois BopeKihn
Addr;ess: 7| Ruzz A’ l(_;\,ﬁﬂ Df Lﬁ-{)\j‘jﬁw /\H/
Telephone #: TON LD5LP "’LQLQWJ ﬁ/él[ C}
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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
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, 7 s (U MVO—T(M
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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.

Rased 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,
e
o \\
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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 N RS 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
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,
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Address: (0 Q29 Ruzz AR DR .
Telephone #7709 - WD -5

Parcel #:



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, Ei /ZL‘ C&U’Wr,‘t—‘
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 exténsive 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 donot 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, ﬁ L MA, ,/z\
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