CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the SneDevelopment Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

Please vote to deny this proposal.

some ]84 zeu/, é CreoK

Phone: 7AZ (956’ W7/7

Comments:
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""" September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart .
e N

'Dea‘rMAyor;&"Cotmcil'Members," ers

1 am opposed to the SpecmlUsePenmt (U-0116-01) and the SlteDevelopmem Plan
Revnew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1 Thxsproposallsnotcompatiblewnhadjaceutresndem(R-Emnmg)

Adjaoenthomsarelumtper‘/zacre Proposalwouldequal25\m1ts
~ per'sacre. -
.‘-.*Ctmenthomwhaveandarezonedforhom Suchah:ghdensxty :
su'twtm'ewoulddstmbthcmnqtﬂlnanneoftheareaneededforhoumg
and training horses. .
anacywouldbelost. Wepmchasedomsmglestoryhomwtohave
. .privacy. Thsproposalwou]dplaoea3storys!ructm'eoverlookmg
ourbackyard& L

2. WelmvebeentoldthatNDOTshnntedtherewiﬂbeMdaﬂytnps
. from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
. the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexandaand]oryTraiL Theaddmonaltraﬁcwouldmmthc
‘chances ofawdemsanddelays. ‘

3. ‘Crmlemthenelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymcrease Intheyear2000there
'were770caﬂsﬁ)rpohceservweatBudget Sunesat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodeuythsproposa]. |
4SIgnature_Q2,_4/7; /ém
Prit Name:_ [/ ¢ ¢ e
Address: 49/ Spopdize ﬂ Lvy 2,%;/
__éi’.ié__fs/




September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg

LasVegas, Nevada

DearMayor&CouncilMembers,

Iamopposedtothe SpeclalUse Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-Ol37-94 (4) for the following reasons: ‘

1.

Thls proposal is not compaﬂble with adjacem residences R-E zomng)

'Adjacenthomsareltmttper'/zacre PmposalwouldequalZSmns
per Y acre,

*Ctmenthonmhaveandarezonedforhonm Suchalnghdensxty
stnwtmewouldd:stmbtheuanquﬂmtmeoftheareaneededﬁ)rhousmg
and training horses. '

v ,*anacywouldbelost. Wepmchasedomsmglestoryhomtohave

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

' ombackyards.
'WelmvebeentoldﬂntNDOT&mnntedtherewﬂlbeWWdaﬂymps

from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torremesb\nalsoonwestbov.md

'Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
- chances ofaccldentsanddelays.

Crmemthcnelghborhoodwouldgreatlymcrease Intheyear20001hexe

,were770mllsﬁ)rpohceservmea1BudgetSmtwa12219No Rancho
Pleasevotetodenythlsproposa]. -

PnntNamc '7/,@&/ Bﬁdﬁ lu_co
 Addceis: & 4Jy SA—DO}\LR?,
Phone /0¢5 0864
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‘ September 29, 2001

. City Council |
- 400 E. Stewart
,‘LasVegas,Nevada

‘.DearMayor&ComcilMemhers,

 I'am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
~ Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1 This proposal is not compatible with adjacent res:denc&s (R-E zoning)

Adjacemhomsareltmnper‘/zacre Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.
‘Cm'renthommhaveandarezonedforhoms. Such a high density
su'uctm'ewou]ddlstmbtheuanquﬂmtmeoftheateaneededﬁ)rhousmg
~ and training horses.. = -~

g anacywouldhelost. Wepmchasedoursmglestoryhmmstohave
privacy. Th:sproposalwouldplaoea3storystrmtmeovetloohng
ourbackyards. '

2. WehavebeentoldthatNDOT&sﬂmﬂedtherewillbemodaﬂytnps
~from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially .
-mcreasetmﬂicnotonlyonN Torrey Pines but also on westbound
: AlexanderandJoryTrail. Theaddmomltraﬂicwouldmcreasethe
chmes ofaccldentsanddelay& '

3. . 'Crnnemthenelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymcrease IntheyearZOOOthere :
. wcre7700allsﬁ>rpohceservmeatBudgetSunmat2219No Rancho

" Pleasevotetodenythlsproposal. "
| '.Smmm
- ;

Comments;:
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September29'2ooi' :
'CltyCouncil

400 E. Stewart =
Las Vegas, Nevada

Iamoppomdtothe SpeclalUsePermn (U-0116-01) andthe Slte Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the ﬁ)]lowmg reasons:

1. | Thlsproposallsnotcomp@lewnhadjacemrmdemw(k-E zoning)

“Adjaoenthomsareltmrtper%acre Proposalwou]dequal25umts
“Clmemhomeshaveandamzonedﬁ)rhoms Suchah:ghdensxty ,
: stmctmewoulddxstmbthen'anquilmtmeofﬂxeareaneededforhousmg
and training horses. . .
‘anacywouldbelost. Wepmdourmglestoryhomstohave
- privacy. Thlsproposalwouldplaoea3storysu'uctm'eoverloohng
ombackyards. o }

pA WehavebeentoldthatNDOthnmtedﬂxerewiﬂbeWOOdaﬂyu-;ps
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane.. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
mm'easetraﬂicnotonlyonN Torrey Pines but also on westbound
- Alexander and Jory Trail 'I'headdmonalu'aﬁcwouldmcreasethe
. chances ofaccldcntsanddelay&

3. '.Crnnemthenclghborhoodwouldgreatlymease. IntheyearZOOOthere }}

‘ were770ca]]sﬂ>rpohceservweat : Sunesat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenythsproposa]. o

Print Name /ﬁﬂbut 0%7[ AZI‘“’L/

'm M- 939 59/V

Comments: _




. September 29,2001
" City Council -
400 E. Stewart

. LasVegas,Nevada

, DearMayor&CouncilMembers,

'Iamopposedto the SpeclalUsePamIt (U-0116-01) and the SlteDevelopmem Plan
_ Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: '

.  : 1.

 This proposal is not compaﬁble with adjacem r&ﬂdm (R-E zoning)

"Adjaoemhommareltmxtper‘/zacre ProposalwouldequalZSumts

per % acre.

"Cmranhohsveandarezonedﬂ)rhoms. - Such a high density

stnwturewoulddrﬂmbtheuanqlﬁlmxmeofthemneededﬁ)rhousmg
and training horses.

anacywouldbelost Wepurchasedoursmglestoryhomestolmve
privacy. Th:sproposalwonﬂdplacea3 story structure overlooking
ombackyards.

WelmvebeentoldﬂmNDOTesnmatedtherewiﬂbemdaﬂytnps
from this property. 'Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound

‘Alexander and Jory Trail 'I‘headd:homluaﬂicwou]dmeasethc

chances ofaccldemsanddelays

Crnnemthenelghborhoodwouldgreatlymcrease Intheyear2000there
were7700aﬂsforpohceservweatBudgetSmtesa12219No Rancho

Please vote to deny thls proposal.

e Diis £ Forl
"'PnntName 1€ s D. /M/e/w

Address_GY/(O_SKPPHRE_ST.
 Phone:_ (/S 17’&5

Comments Z_ﬂwv 7 q//o/\/’ 77_,,@? cLemens ]

Z S ﬁ}l/ /ﬂﬂéﬂ‘ '

: CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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' ‘September29 2001 '

CttyCouncil
~ 400.E. Stewart -
LasVegas,Nevada

: ‘DearMayor&CouncilMembers,

7' ‘I am opposed to the Special Use Pamlt (U-0t 16—01) and the Site Development Plan
Revww (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. Thspmposdmmtmmpaﬁbkwﬁhadjadéﬁmﬁdemes(R—Emnhg)

‘Ad]aeemhomsarellmnper%acre Proposal would equal 25 units
*Cmremhohaveandaremmdforhoms. Such a high density

’ smlctmewoulddlstm'bthcumq\ﬁlnatureofﬂxeareamededforhousmg
and training horses. . -

“ anacywouldbelost. Wepurchasedomsmglestoryhomtolmve

© privacy. Thlsproposalwouldplaoea3storystructmeova'lookmg
ourbackyards. ‘

2. WehavebeentoldthatNDOTemnmtedtherewillbeMﬂdaﬂytnps
- from this property.- Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only. from
the south bound lane. An access. off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
.:mcreasetraﬁcnotonlyonN Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
chances ofaccldemsmddelays .

3. Crmemthenelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymease IntheyearZOOOﬂme .
: were7700aﬂsﬁ>rpohceservweatBudgetSunesa12219No Rancho

Please vote to deny this proposal.

bt Clhonanne S« cmmen

| Addrus_ﬁg\Q.L/ %“ﬁ)\ \\asrmmé Q’f‘
* Phone: qsaﬂ%% "

!
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City Council

- 400 E. Stewart .
_'YLasVegas,Nevada

.DearMayor&CouncilMembers,

o IamopposedtotheSpeclalUsePermn(U-Oll&Ol)andtthmDevelopmemPlan
: '.Revww (Z-0137-94 (4) for the’ ﬁ)llowmg reasons:

1.« ‘ Thlsproposallsnot compaﬁblewrthadyaoentrmdences(R-E zoning)

*Adjaoenthomesareltmrtper‘/zacre Proposalwouldequal25umts
*Ctmhomhaveandaremnedﬁ)rhom Suchahlghdensxty o
stmctm'ewoulddxstmbtheuanquilnatmeoftheareaneededforhousmg

" - and training horses. - :

’ anacywouldbelost. Wepmchasedomsmglestoryhomtohave '

- . privacy. Thlsproposalwouldplaoea3storysu-uctmeova'ioohng
ombackyards o _ . , :

2. _WehavebeentoldthatNDOTwnnmtedtherewillbeMdaﬂytnps
. from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
" the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially

. incréase traffic not only on N. Torremeesbutaboonwmtbomd

Alexander and Jory Trail.- 'I‘headdttwmlu-aﬂicwouldmcreaseme
chanca ofaccldentsanddelay& ‘

| 3. Crmemthenc:ghborhoodwouldgrwlymcrease In the year 2000 there
-Hwere7700allsﬁ>rpohceserv1ceatBudgetSmesa12219NoRancho .

Pleasevotetodenyth:sproposal.
- Siguatre: %/4 %
~»PmltNamf: ///é Ck/-#C“OV
Addr&léflf STHrc Shsomiwe
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September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada
Dear Mayor & Council Members,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Developmem Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. ,

We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Comments:

Smméc«,@(ﬂ N

Print Nameg B o AN\t

Address: &M%QSVQY \QSN\\ N Q7L
Phone: \(\7 ‘\')Q\) 0515 £3o

1578
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September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada
Dear Mayor & Council Members,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backyards.

We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Comments:

SW#MMM—'

Print Name:_ Pt Stgtt{gmy €A
Address: 6‘53 5"119— Teqmiee CT.
Phone: (133 0736

1579
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September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart

o LasVegas,Nevada |

Dear Mayor & CouncilMembers,

I amopposedtothe SpecmlUse Permit (U-0116-01) mdtheSzteDevelopmnt Plan
Review (Z~0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: ’

S B Thlsproposal:snotcompaﬁblewnhadjaeemr&mdencs(R-Ezonmg)

o »__‘Adjaoemhomarelm:tper‘/:.acre.-ProposalWouldequalZSmxts
- per'sacre.
" *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sm:hahlghdensxty
stmctm'ewoulddmstm'bthetranquilnatmeoftheareaneededforhousmg
'andtrammghors&s.
anacywouldbelost. Wepmchasedoursmglestoryhowtotmve
. privacy. 'I'hlsproposalwouldplaoea3storysu'uctm'eoverloohng

our backyards

2. WehavebeentoldthatNDOTestlmatedtbcrewillbemdaﬂytnps
. ﬁ'omthlsproperty Accwstotheparcelﬁ'omkanchoDnvexsonlyﬁ'om
the south bound lane. An access off N. Tonemewwﬂlwbstannally
mcreasetraﬂicnotonlyonN Torrey Pines but also on westbound -
Alexander and Jory Trail The additional traffic would increase the
chances ofaccndemsanddelay& '

3. Crnnemthenejghborhoodwouldgreeﬂymease In the year 2000 there
were7700al]sﬁ>rpohceservweatBudgetSmtesat2219No Rancho

 Please vote to deny this proposal.
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~ September 29, 2001
" City Council

T Com " 's-
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400 E. Stewart

LasVegas, Nevadé.

Dear Mayor & Cmmcil Members,

g IamopposedtotheSpecxalUsePexmlt (U-Oll6-01)andthe S:teDevelopmentPlan
. Rcvww (Z-0137—94 (4) for. the followmg reasons:

rl. Thxs proposal is not conipatible with adjwent resmdm (R-E zoning)

'Adjacemhomsarellmltper‘/zacre Proposalwouldequal251mtts
per Yzaacre.

"‘Cmreuthohaveandatezonedforhomes. Suchahaghdensrty

_ structmewoulddrstmbtheu'anqlﬁlnatmeoftheareaneededforhoumng
and training horses. .

' anacywouldbelost. Wepurchasedowsmglestoryhnmtohave
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
ourbackyards.

2. - WehavebeentoldthatNDOTmmntedtherewﬂlbemdaﬂytrms :
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
 the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
 increase traffic not only on N. Torremebtnalsoonwmtbomd :
Alexander and Jory Trail. 'I‘headdmomltraﬁcwouldmeaseﬂle
chances ofaoc:dentsanddelay& :

3. Cmncmthenelghborhoodwouldgreatlymérease In the year 2000 there
3 . we1e7700aﬂsﬁ>rpohceservweatBudgetSunsat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenythlsproposal i
Prthamcm " T |- - 2 @‘

.Addrws tf{0 ST4K J/rmzuc c?

Phone é ‘/é 0756
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City Council
400 E; Stewart

| CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

| _ - SR

Las Vegas, Nevada
Dear Mayor & CouncilMembers, ibe

I am Oppowd to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
: Rcvww (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:;

l.

This proposal is not compatible with adjaoent resﬂem (R-E zoning)

‘Admenthomsarelmntper‘/zacre ProposalwouldequalZSumts
per s acre.

' *Cm‘r@thom&hanandaremnedﬁ»rhom ‘Such a high density
' mtmewomddlstm'btheu-anquilmmreoftheareamededforhousmg

and training horses. = -
anacywouldbelost. Wepurclmsedomsmglestoryhomstohave

. privacy. ThlsproposalwouldplaceaSStorysu'uctm'eoveﬂoohng

our backyards.

: we’invé'beentomthaiNDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips

from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from

- the south bound lane. An access off N. Torréy Pines will substantially
*._mcreasetmﬁcnotonlyonN ‘Torrey Pines but also on westbound

- Alexander and Jory Trail The additional traffic would increase the

" ~.chances of accidents and delays. '

| Cmnemthenmghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymease In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho
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- i‘-CnyCouncil
400 E. Stewart

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg

1583

1 LasVegas,Nevada
D&rMayor&ComlcﬂMembers,

" ‘I am opposed to the Specxal Use Permit (U-Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

This proposal is not compatible with adment mences (R-E zoning)

*Adjaoemhom&sareltmxtper‘/zacre Proposalwouldequal251m1ts
per % acre.

v*&mmthomeéhaveandarezonedforhomes Such a high density

structmeworﬂddxstm'bthetranquﬂnatmeofthemaneededforhousmg
‘and training horses..

' anacy would be lost. We purctmsed our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

- om'backyard&

- WelmvebeentoldthatNDOthxmtedtherewillbeMdaﬂytnps
- from'this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
~ the'south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially

nwreasetrafﬁcnotonlyonN Torremeesbuta]so on westbound

-Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the

chances of accidents and delays.
Cnmemthcnelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymcrease In the year 2000 there

‘were7700allsforpohcesemceatBudgetSmtesat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenyttnsproposal.

 Signature: m Fpadlls

Print Neme:__ C ARG MplE
s [YYE ST P
Phone: 3% .§~ 6306 |
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September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada
Dear Mayor & Council Members,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. .

We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Comments:

Signature: ﬂ/&:e/e @/%A{éd/&%
PrintName:/Q L(Ce D/%//{&(éleé
address_ b 4 9 STar Saspil e
Phone: é¥§'2%5\7

1584
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September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Developmem Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per !4 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per % acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 'We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

s, Aol TV orrmis

PrimNan%//?C/( SO FRITER
Address: 64587 TR THSAIE
Phone:_ D2 —~C4#5— 7240

Pleasevotetodenythlsproposal.

Comments:

1585
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 September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart .
LasVegas,Nevada

DearMayor&ConmcilMembers,

1 amopposedtothe Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
: Revnew (Z-0137-94 4 for the followmg reasons:

1L Thlsproposallsnotcompaﬁblewnhadjaoemmences(R-Ezonmg)

‘Adjacemhomareltmltper‘/zacre Proposal would equal 25 units
per ' acre.

*Clmemhomhaveandarezonedﬁ)rhorses Suchahlghdensny

su'twtmewoulddrsun‘bthetranquilnatmeoftheareaneededforhousmg

and training horses.

anacywouldbelost. Wepmcbasedomsmglestoryhomtohave

privacy. ’Ihxsproposdwouldplacea3storystuctmeoverloohng

om'backyards. .

2. WelnvebeentoldtbatNDOTatmmedtherewillbeMdaﬂymps :
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. ‘An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
mcreasetraﬁcnotonlyonN Torrey Pines but also on westbound

- Alexander and Jory Trail Theaddnmaltraﬂicwouldmreasethe
chances ofaocldcmsanddelays. :

3. Crnnemthenelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymease In the yeéar 2000 there
' were770caJ]sﬁ)rpohoeserv10eatBndgetSMesat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenythlsproposal
.ZSIgmtum %M\»»ﬁ“ff" 2 Q@qu//béé( M‘;//
: PnntName ' ﬁ’?nwl/al Qgt/&e//% /au/
 Address;_ &5 3 57%\)%%%47’ Jors Viegas (U
’ s#e&
o Phone: (7017 Lys 0959

 Comments: _

j
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October 18, 2001

City Council
400 B. Stewart Ave.
Las Vegas, Nevada

Deal_'Mayor&co:mdlMembom,

1 am writing to oppose the Special Use Permit (U-01168-01) and the Site Development
Plan Review (Z-0137-894-4) for the following reasons:

1. The eloment with which this proposed project will be associated with, will
bring into our neighborhood, a much undesired level of crime. Budget Suites, which is
a residence type hotel, similar to the proposed project (2219 N. Rancho Drive) had
over 770 police calls for service in the year 2000.

2. The compatibility of this proposed development does not blend with the
surrounding 1/2 acre and single story homes in the entire area. Homes in adjacent
neighborhoods which wili also be impacted by this development are over 2 acres. The
homes abutting this property are zoned for horses. The density of 398 units opposed
to the existing neighborhood does not coincide with the rural preservation codes
required by the city. This project does not meet the requirements of the development
standards as stated in the Las Veqgas Zoning Code Chapter 19A.08.020.

3. Traffic in our neighborhoods will increase dramatically. Public works had
required a full entrance and exit onto Torroy Pines Drive. This will create over 4000
trips from and to this property through our neighborhoods each day. This will cause
dangerous situations for everyone using the school bus stops and crossing
neighborhood streets. Additional traffic of this magnitude will create an excess of
noise and increase the chances of accidents involving pedestrians and pets or horses.

4. Residence Suites cause a transient environment for schools in the area.
The schools surrounding the similar type development not far from this subject
property have over S children enrolling and leaving the schools each day.

With all of the above facts, | would sincerely hope that you may make an informed
decision regarding this proposed residence hotel.

gl AR

VPrlntName: Clu\d(’ Suﬁll&/l/

Address: 3534 N 'Efn’m ‘P’NS
\

phone:_( 702D ) - &45- 6537

1687



; Clﬁ COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

October 18, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart Ave.
Las Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

| am writing to oppose the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development
Plan Review (2-0137-94-4) for the following reasons:

1. The element with which this proposed project will be associated with, will
bring into our neighborhood, a much undesired level of crime. Budget Suites, which is
a residence type hotel, similar to the proposed project (2219 N. Rancho Drive) had
over 770 police calls for service in the year 2000.

2. The compatibility of this proposed development does not blend with the'
surrounding 1/2 acre and singie story homes In the entire area. Homes In adjacent
neighborhoods which will also be impacted by this development are over 2 acres. The
homes abutting this property are zoned for horses. The density of 396 units opposed
to the existing neighborhood does not coincide with the rural preservation codes
required by the city. This ect does not meet the rements of the devel
standards as stated in the Las V Code C 19A.08.020.

3. Traffic in our neighborhoods will increase dramatically. Public works had
required a full entrance and exit onto Torrey Pines Drive. This will create over 4000
trips from and to this property through our neighborhoods each day. This will cause
dangerous situations for everyone using the school bus stops and crossing
neighborhood streets. Additional traffic of this magnitude will create an excess of
noise and increase the chances of accidents involving pedestrians and pets or horses.

4. Residence Suites cause a transient environment for schools in the area.
The schools surrounding the similar type development not far from this subject
property have over 5 children enrolling and leaving the schools each day.

With all of the above facts, | would sincerely hope that you may make an informed
decision regarding this proposed residence hotel.

SIQMM W%W
print Name:_ O 0lc] SHAv;z,
Addross:_ 2> M oy Pnes

702 - £4S-(022

Respectfully,

Phone:
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October 18, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart Ave.
Las Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

| am writing to oppose the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development .
Plan Review (Z-0137-94-4) for the following reasons:

1. The element with which this proposed project will be associated with, will
bring into our neighborhood, a much undesired level of crime. Budget Suites, which is
a residence type hotel, similar to the proposed project (2219 N. Rancho Drive) had
over 770 police calls for service In the year 2000.

2. The compatibility of this proposed development does not blend with the
surrounding 1/2 acre and single story homes In the entire area. Homes In adjacent
nelghborhoods which will also be impacted by this development are over 2 acres. The
homes abutting this property are zoned for horses. The density of 396 units opposed
to the existing neighborhood does not coincide with the rural preservation codes
required by the city. This project does not meet the requirements of the development
standards as stated in the Las Vegas Zoning Code Chapter 19A.08.020.

3. Traffic in our neighborhoods will increase dramatically. Public works had
required a full entrance and exit onto Torrey Pines Drive. This will create over 4000
trips from and to this property through our neighborhoods each day. This will cause
dangerous situations for everyone using the school bus stops and crossing
neighborhood streets. Additional traffic of this magnitude will create an excess of
noise and increase the chances of accldents Involving pedestrians and pets or horses.

4. Residence Suites cause a transient environment for schools in the area.
The schools surrounding the similar type development not far from this subject
property have over S children enroiling and leaving the schools each day.

With all of the above facts, | would sincerely hope that you may make an informed
decision regarding this proposed residence hotel.

Respectfully,
Signature:

Print Name: C Zﬁzﬁf_&_&z&‘__

Address: 55—2‘-/ /Z/b 7‘6’-;%;/ %c;_c
Phoney__ 0 2.) 6 #5427
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L.

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backyards.
4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

7
Phone: 702 - 39-5308

Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.
anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backyards.
4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

soure.._ Ly L 037"

'PrintName fzé‘m? F‘ 6ﬂeq
Address_ Y O\7_AJ, meaa,, Flroes
Phone: 3016 7632
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September 29,2001 .

.:LaSVegas,Nevada

Mayor & Council Members,

, fij Iamopposedtothe SpecnalUse Permit (U-0116-01) andthe Site Development Plan
.Revww (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons. - ‘

. _l,.[ Thmproposallsnotcompaﬁ‘blewnhadjwemr&sldences(R-Ezonmg)

‘ “Adjaoemhomesarellmrtper‘/zacre Pmposalwouldequal25umts
' '*Cmenthomshaveandarezonedforhorses Suchahlghdens:ty
s&ucturewouldd:sturbﬂ:etranquﬂnatmeoftbeareaneededforhousmg
~and training horses. .
S anacywouldbelost Wepmchmdomsmglestoryhomestohave
v - - _ privacy. 'I'hxsproposalwouldplacea3storystmctmeoverlookmg
: ombackyards. .

2. We have been told that NDOT esnmatedthmwmbewoodaﬂymps

from this property.  Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from

- the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
”mcreasetmﬁcnotonlyonN Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail 'Iheaddmomlu'afﬁcwouldmcreasethe

_'chancu ofaocndentsanddelays.

3. 'Cmnemthenelghborhoodwo1ﬂdgreaﬂymcrease Intheyear2000there'

‘ were770callsﬁ)rpohceserv1oeatBudgetSuu&saIZ219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenythmpropo

JM tu'ﬂ*‘w -Mpeen
"Prthame'/’L/Ojj N\;fB-UUM WQMA)

' Comments:_

Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ' acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backyards.
4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Print Name: (V]2 171100 %dma/xﬁt
Address; 10/ Tonfw Pma
Phone: UOZL (0S5 - 0‘//5
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September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada
Dear Mayor & Council Members,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Developmem Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y4 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backyards. ,

We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4600 daily trips
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Comments:

A
Signature: %WWM/J@_
PﬁntName: 12 75 e pdam /tf SQZZZ'Q
Address: [/ 0 F N _FodPey 1/9/'4¢/S
Phone:_7% ?K‘ 35’/@

Pg.
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August 25,2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per /2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y acre.

* *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

" *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal. ST TN

. /7
Signature:

Print Name: 2(‘/’/ W;{ Whetiann Munsd Y
Address: Lt [/~ N Toni& Finges Q\
mone__ 202, 5§ 2254




- ‘September 29, ~2001

CrtyCouncil :
400 E. Stewart

" Las Vegas, Nevada

DwMaydf&CotmcilMembers,
Iamopposedto the SpecxalUse Permit (U-Ol 16-01) andthe Site Development Plan

b Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg redsons:

1. Thlsproposalnsnot oompatiblew;thadpoentr&sﬂemm(R—Emnmg)

*Adjaoemhomeareltmnper‘/zac:e ProposalwouldequalZSumts

-‘Cmtenthomhaveandarezonedforhorses Suchahlghdenmty
slructmewoulddxsturbﬂretranquﬂnatmeoftheareamededforhoumg

’ anacywouldbelost. Wepmchasedomsmglestoryhomstohave

.- privacy. Thxsproposalwouldplaoea3storystructm'eoverlookmg

' ourhackyards - .y

20 'V'WehavebeentoldﬂthDOthmntedtherewiﬂbeMdaﬂytnps
- from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane.” An access 0ff N. Torrey Pines will substantially
-mcreasetraﬂicnoton!yonN Torremesbutalsoonw&stbotmd
- Alexander and Jory Trail 'I‘hcaddttlonalttafﬁcwouldmcreasethe
chanices of accidents and delays.

3. ‘Cmnemmenelghborhoodwouldgreatlymcrease In the year 2000 there
were770callsﬁ)rpOMeservweatBudgetSunesa12219No Rancho

Addms H/Q_é/l) Jor R~y )ﬂ/ﬂos O,
Phone: %OQ “@LLg f/gé?

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4

Please vote to

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per }: acre. PmposalwouldequalZSumts
per Y5 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

dmympmm@@u/

Print Name: 2%/5 KM&

address;_ <) AL Tones, Pee
Phone: éf[f:’/[/ 7

Pg.
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September 29, 2001

 City Council
" 400 E. Stewart
Las ‘Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

: I am opposed to the SpeclalUse Perm:t (U-Oll6-01) andthc Site Development Plan
Review (Z~0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

. ,‘A 1. © This proposal is not compm'ble with adjacem residences (R-E zoning)

“Adjacenthomesarelxmrtper%acre Proposalwouldequal25umts .
per Y acre.

*Currént homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structmewoulddlsnn'bthen-anqﬂnatmeofﬂaemmededﬁ)rhousmg
and training horses.

anacywouldbelost. Wepm'clnsedomsmglestoryhomtohave

~ privacy. Thlsproposalwouldplaoea3storysuwtm'eoverloohng
ourbackyards .

2. 'WehavementoldﬂthDOTwnmtedtherewillbeMdaﬂyums

' - from this property. . Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
. the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines biit also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail The additional traffic would increase the
chances ofaccxdentsandde]ays.

3. Crmemthenelghborhoodwou]dgreaﬂymcrease Intheyear2000them
: were770cal]sﬁ>rpohoeserv1ceatBudgetSmtesat2219NoRancho

Pleasevotetodenythlsproposa]. \
| SWW /d//yn-z/z/
"PnntName @ﬁ/s/t/éu/c £ r7ER
Address: %02/4 T vl rsysw E CT
»pho,;;-.:« Jo 2~ b5 -'7%3“7
Comments @M M L
MM‘ M i azmeole A . ZZ —cescee Ao
gl Ao MVZ Zs W o~
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September 29, 2001

City Council

- 400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada ;

"DearMayor&CouncilMembers,

IamopposedtotheSpecmlUsePexmn (U-0116-01)andthc SrteDevelopmemPlan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacemrwldences (R-E zoning)

‘Adjacemhom&smlmnper‘/zacre ProposalwoﬂdequalZSumts
per % acre.

: ‘Cmremhomhaveandaremnedforhorsm Such a high density ,
, stmctmewouldd:stmbthetranqlﬁlmtmeoftheareamededﬁ)rhousmg
" and training horses.

anacywou]dbelost. Wepmchasedomsmgle story homes to have

. privacy. 'Ihlsproposalwouldplaoea3storysu'uctm'eoverloohng

our backyards

.. We havé been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips

from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound line. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially

) *mclusetraﬁcnot only on N. Torremebuta.lsoonw&etbound

Alexander and Jory Trail Theaddmonaln'aﬁcwom:lmreasethe
chances ofaccldentsandde]ays.

" Crmmmthenelghborhoodwouldgmaﬂymcrease InmeyearZOOOthere.
, we:e770ml]sﬁ)rpolweservweatBudgetSmtesat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenytlnsproposal

 Print Name;___ ﬁwm/ ST RLEL
Address:_ %Z'/] IBsrasECT

Pg.
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400 E. Stewart
LasVegas,NevMa

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

‘Iam opposed to. the Specml Use Permit (U-01 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
, Revxew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: - _

1.

This proposal is not comp@le wnh ad_paoem mndenc&s (R-E zoning)

*Adjacenthomsarelmrtper‘/zacre ProposalwouldequalZSmns
. per % acre.

' *(hnrenthomwhaveandarezonedforhors&s. Suchalnghdens:ty

smmmewoulddlstmbthetmnqlﬁlmtmeoftheareaneededforhousmg

- and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homs to have
privacy. This pmposal would place a3 story structure overlooking

'. ourbackyards.

We.havebeegtoldﬂmNDormﬁm@_therewﬂlbewoodaﬂymps
from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound

. Alexander and Jory Trail. 'I'headdmonaltra.ﬂicwouldmcreasethe

chances ofaccldemsanddelays.

Crnnemthene:ghhorhoodwoddgreaﬂymcrease IntheyearZOOOthere
wm770mﬂsﬁ:rpobeservweatBudgetSmesat2219No Rancho

Pleasevotetodenythlsproposal

Signature; )44& %7&/4@4
:Prthamg_’SQAff&A Z@Q_?Aa/

~ Address: 4222 Msr NE T - 8508

7 Phone:_ 709 446 I >355
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. September 29, 2001

City Council
400 E. Stewart.
LasVegm,Nevada

Dear Mayor & Council Members,

IamopposedtotheSpemalUsePamn(U-{)ll&Ol)andthe SneDevelopment Plan
. ;Rev:ew(Z-0137-94 @) for the followmg reasons:

1 Thrsproposallsnot oompaﬁblewnhadjacentruﬂdem&s(R-E zoning)

. ‘Adjacemhomsareltmrtper%acre ProposalwouldequalZSumts

. per Y2 acre. -

*Cmrenthomshaveandarezomdforhom Suchahlghdensrty

' structmewoulddlstmbthetranqﬂnatmeoftheareaneededforhousmg
and training horses. . :

anacywouldbelost. Wepmclnsedomsmglestoryhommtohave
privacy: Thmproposalwouldplacea3storystmctmeoverlookmg

our backyards.

2. We have been told that NDOT estimated there will be 4000 daily trips
" from this property. Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
" the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
' mcreasetrafﬁcnotonlyonN Torremesblnalsoonwmtbomd
. Alexander and Jory Trail Theaddnmmlu'aﬁcwouldmcreasethe
chances ofaccldentsanddehys.

- 3. Crnnemmenelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymease In the year 2000 there
'wete77ﬂeallsﬁ>rpohoeservmeatBudgetSmtesa12219No Rancho

: Pleasevotctodenythlspmposal.

:Prtham;A//// ;4//1/ Z./V/z/ﬁ;é’% |
Address{zé >’§é /Qzﬂg L T2 L/E C)z*'
Phone: 55— ff?oc

uul-ul S.

_ b.’"’g -
s Wm
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September 29, 2001

City Council -
400 E. Stewart .
Las Vegas, Nevada

IwnM@m&CmnmNmmmg

1 amopposedtothe SpeclalUse Permit (U-0116-01) andtheStteDevelopmemPlan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the bllowmg reasons:

1. Th:sproposallsnotcompaﬁblewnhadmemr&ndmes(R-Ezonmg)
. _*Adjaoemhomarelunnperl/zacre PmposalwouldequalZSumts
. . per Y2 acre.
."Cmmnthommhaveandarezonedforhors&. Suchatnghdensuy
i structurewouldd:sturbﬂxcuanquﬂnatmeofﬂlemamededbrhoumg
and training horses. - -
anacywouldbelost. Wepmchasedomsmglestoryhomtohave
. privacy.- This proposal would plaoea3 storystructm'e overlooking -
ombackyards :

2 Wehavebeentoldt‘thDOT&stnmtedtherewiﬂbcmdaﬂyums
' - from this property. Access to.the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from
- the south bound lane. An access off N. Torrey Pines will substantially
increase traffic not only on N. Torrey Pines but also on westbound
Alexander and Jory Trail. . The additional traffic would increase the
chances ofacc1deutsanddelays.

- 3. | Crmemthenelghborhoodwouldgreaﬂymeese IntheyearZOOOthere
- were770callsﬁyrpo]wesemoeatBudgetSunesat2219No Rancho

Please vote to deuy this proposal.

Address: 4/ 5 )4 TTou c_,\,xs*cmz ct

'mnm{vaa~gs¢»ﬁg7f

“Comments | ﬁ AN

»&(/@jw Mmocré/ Még,@,
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PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hote! amid low density
Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our homes on 1/2 acre lots to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 to 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic onTorrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road . This currently causes

traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
( chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversly affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.

Name Address
Pavleos  Tsimalis 6425 Roy Rogpers o
' £429 ﬂeu Qaex/ <

Jasz_i&%ﬁa%p_es DR v
, D v
521 ?o-q cona U v
503 Q@u QGQY‘S \ —N ~
S50 @_Cou W QMM
_A‘(Jf//@y /&xﬁkﬂﬁ vl
42 ¥ /Qm/ /quggg‘_ﬁ! ‘/

) /219) A/ //d/gé& J/
<00 /2" f@mmwb

ST oot Sl e

thmiffed_mcmn
i ‘ /122 b3

#/6




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1604-

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced reduest for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
‘ traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
. chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.

Name Address
%”/%JZA SesRvia ny (6lS6 FoxcroF T AVE Lu.r_\gz?’o
_éf»ﬁ/f U GIES Coccvole que by b 0.85108
EL\‘\Z Kisq %n,e\( (l4e PD}Q'OQ‘\‘ Ave_ LV. M/_@_
- J. GO _zoeadr AL U s
AV (R 77 Y (/08 L OXCRICT R L W358 "
F Rl Herapaing £/0F PonCrefr Klie= Lv v §7/98




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1605

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO T S
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01) S
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-O137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single stdry lo;/v
density Residential Estates. -

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced reduest for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure wouid
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1606

TEST AND
A REQUEEBT FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 398-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Resiiential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residcnoes (R-E zoning)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for harses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses,

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 ur 3 stofy structure overtoaking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive iy onty from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Tomrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes

traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300.000.

Address




. CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1607

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The foliowing individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overiooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001  Pg. 1608
PETITION OF PROTES | AND UBJECTIOUN 10
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 386-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Pemit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes

traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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Hug 1 U1 0B:Z3p CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1609

TEST AND T
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0118-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref 2-01 37-84(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit resadenoe hote! amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The foliowing individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Pemmit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residcnees (R-E zosiing)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for harses. Such a high density structure would
dtsturp the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our gingle story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overtooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access tothe parcel from Rancho Drive is onty from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes

traffic to back up trying to get on Cralg Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300.000.

Name Address

Sanet Leil st AP Y325 vemmr LU M/ &%

Of.w.xé Lepw my’, Yy 25 Taoegmanr AV UM} /08
Lo odraus g (47 _Tapptns €119 )
gz L) A ! n_ 27

. ' 453 Sugphere L2008

L45% Dagghie 91070
644y _SAPPHIRE_ %9708 -
o LY Aat ..‘L{A_ 4, X

é 1 __41;‘,.'..;,4, v, o322, ( v

17 opghe L 5903 |
4308 /‘ R A




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1610

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1611

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hote!l amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-O137-94(4))

Pg. 1612

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would piace a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes

traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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_ _ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 613 |
PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTIONTO - ST

AREQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

| This proposal is for constructron of a hrgh densrty 2 or 3 story 396-umt residence hotel amid single story low
densrty Resrdentral Estates.

The followmg mdwrduals petition therr protests and: objectron of the above refeérenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Developmem Plan for the following reasons:
1) Thls proposal is not oompatlble with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
_ disturb the tranquil nature of the. area needed for housmg and trammg horses.

“* Privacy would be Iost ‘We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would placea2or3 story structure overlookmg our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic oongestlon
* Access to- the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bou'nd lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tumn nght on Crarg Road . This currently causes -
traffi cto back up trying to get on Craig Road. The addmonal traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected Current home values are from $200, 000 to $300 000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1614

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overiooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1615

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1616

PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION TO
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-O137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 386-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300,000.
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CITY COUNGIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7,2000 Pg. 1617 |
} |

August 25, 2001

- City P]anmng Commlssron
~ 400 E. Stéwart
"~ Las Vegas, Nevada

: Commlssroners

1 am opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Revrew (Z -0137- 94 (4) for the followmg reasons: ,

1. ’Thrs prOposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zomng)

"'Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.
o ' *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
R R . structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
' ‘ " and training horses.
“*Privacy would be lost. .We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
.our backya.rds )

2. 40'00 da.ily trips would cause unruly traffic congestiou. ,

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.

‘This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traﬁic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

. 3. Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly i increase. ‘In the year 2000 there.
‘ were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

'._ 4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

~ Please vote to denythlsproposal . Z/’,z,' W % ﬂo M 004
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L CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Corm'ni'ssioners

Iam opposed to the Spemal Use Permrt (U -0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
" Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. "Thrs proposal is not compatible with adjacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

"‘Adjacent homes are 1 unit per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

- per %z acre.,
- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
* structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.
' ‘*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

~ privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our. backyards .

2.7 4000 darly tnps would cause um'uly traﬁc congestron.

' *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ-om the south bound
‘ *North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Cralg Road
~This curréntly causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traﬁc would i increase the chances of accrdents and unruly

delays.

3 Cnme m the nelghborhood would: greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
o - were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Ram‘hn

4. ., Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected

NR

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Pg. 1618 }ﬁ .

Signature: VM,Q_ W Lasl‘ Veda LlTHO :

" Fax: 676-1168

" COMMERCIAL PRINTING
Print Name:. Ve R L Tﬁ/ﬁQJA Cr— ‘

-Addre"ss é:fL_S'_7 _S_‘h?p/, ee. 57‘ _ ,
. lasvege, o F7ro8 Verl Thyfault.
Phone: . - A

Jwi73<L
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1619

August 25,2001

City Plannmg Comrmsswn
400 E. Stewart = .
Las Vegas, Nevada

Cormmss1oners,

Iam opposed to the Specnal Use Perrmt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
- Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: v

1. This proposal is not compatfble with adjacent residences R-E zomng)

~_*Adjacent homes are’1 unit per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥z acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and trammg horses. '

*anacy ‘would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. .-

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic ’congestion. :

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁ'om the south bound
lane. . '
~ *North bound- trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.
A This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get.on Craig Road.
- The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

3, " Crime in the V‘rxeiilghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Pr0perty values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

* Please vote to deny this proposal

‘Slgnature (élmﬂ{l?ﬂlclszé oL J”& \/@//J?LW&
prineName:_Fcpesto Nogles o M&(zl?el /%orql@j
Address: 4995 Jom/ Ira(/

 Phone: lQ(f(
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August 25,2001

C1ty Planmng Commlsswn o
) 400 E. Stewart '
' Las Vegas, Nevada

; Coiﬁnﬁss'ioners,

;I am opposed to the Specml Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Slte Development Plan
Review: (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1L

4.

Please vote to deny th1s proposal

Th:s proposal is not compatible w1th adJacent remdences (R-E Zoning)

: *AdJacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.

' *anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

_privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
" our backyards o

" 4000 da.lly tnps wouid cause unruly _tr'aﬂic)'congestion |

| *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane.

- *North botmd tlaﬂ:'lc on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
" This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The addrtlonal traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly

_' delays

Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly mcrease In the year 2000 there

- were 770 ca.lls for police service at Budget Sultes at 2219 No. Ra.ncho

: Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely affected.

- Address:. "f’)—l?%OC[L'bf_u)r ct
Pron 702 ) - go5e
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August 25, 2001

ity Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart -
Las Vegas, Nevada

ConﬂniSsioners,

» ‘. I am opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
* Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: _

1._

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal

Thxs proposal is not compatible with adjacent resxdences (R-E Zoning)

*Adjacent homes-are 1 unit per V2 acre. PropOsal would equal 25 units

- perY% acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha high density

structure would -disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
- and training horses.

. *anacy would be lost. ' We purchased our smg}e story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

- our backyards

4000 daily' trips 'wouId cause unruly traffic congestion.

| *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.
 This currently causes traffic to back up trying to'get on Craig Road. -
The additional traffic would increase. the chances of acmdents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the nelghborhood would. greatly i mcrease In the year 2000 there

| ~ were 770 calls for police service at. Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values i in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected

N

Slgnature g&% @AA

Prthame L-LLCD\,U@@W DALSE&\'\B\SE?\

Address: Hﬂjq e -{‘ng Lp,, L( \\ o | \J /u oy

- Phone: TCA - LYY - 1;1.»\ )

Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planmng Comm15510n

400 E. Stewart .

Las Vegas, Nevada

~-Commissioners,

Iam oppose’d‘ to the Special Use Permit (U- Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z—0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

1

4.

" Please vote to deny’ thls proposal

This proposal is not compatible with adJacent re31dences (R-E zoning) -

- -*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equa] 25 units

per Y2:acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. -Such a high densrty
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.

. *anacy would be lost. 'We purchased our smgle story homes to have

 privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

4000 da11y tnps would c.ause unruly traffic congestlon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁ'om the south bound
lane. : -

“*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. ‘
- The additional trafﬁo would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

© delays.

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

B Property values in the nelghborhood would be. adversely affected.

‘Signature:_ —

ﬁfintName%m‘an D Heas

Address: Hieo Qnmnm De.
 Prone_(o4le- 9790 |
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August 25,2001

Cxty Planning Commlsswn :
‘400 E. Stewart .
Las Vegas, Nevagla

- Comimissioners, =

I am opposéd to the Specxal Use Permit (U 01 16 -01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the fo]lowmg reasons:

1. " This proposal is not: compatible with adjacent re51dences (R-E zomng)

*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per 4 acre.
*Current homes have and are. zoned for horses. Such a high densxty
. structure would dlsturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
" and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. ‘This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. : L

4000 daily trips would cause hhruly tfaﬁic congestion.

W

*Access to the pa.rcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

~*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

- The additional traffic would increase the:chances of acc1dents and unruly

. delays. .

3. 'Qrir'ne in the heighborhood would’greatly, hlcrwse..,lh the year 2000 there
“were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

. v
Please vote to deny this proposal.

Slgnature
Print Name: T\T\ﬁr&a (ﬂ uern
Address: (d‘qu Ha r ‘)’W/\ S‘{j
Phone:' L&S?“(o?:?:a\ B

Pg. 1523 f
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 August 25”2001‘_‘" |

Cxty Planning Comrmssmn
400 E. Stewart =~ -
Las Vegas, Nevada

. Comrnissioners

~Iam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permxt (U -0116- -01) and the Slte Development Plan
‘ Rev1ew (Z- 0137 94 4) for the- following reasons:

- .’.' 1.'3

4.-

Please vote to deny thjs proposal. ‘
o ‘ Slgnature:d ot

C Th1$ proposa.l is not compatible with adjacent reSIdences R- E zomng)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y5 acre.. Proposal would equal 25 units

per %z acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquﬂ nature of the area needed for housing -

* and training horses.

*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story. homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
‘our backyards .

_4000 dally tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestlon

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound

" lane.

*North hound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig'Road..

" The addrtlonal traﬁic would mcrease the chances of acmdents and unruly -

delays

* . Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. 'In the year 2000 there )

were 770 calls for pohce service at. Budget Smtes at 2219 No Rancho

- Property valu€s in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

 PrintName: Fewed & Siec/inde 6. Har™
Address': '54[3(;, baﬂ/,,wum a2 Lf% Ve .sS
‘/ Phone: BL ST ![()




August 25, 2001

- City Plannmg Comm1sslon
4 400 E. Stewart S
Las Vegas, Nevada

Cormmssxoners

Iam opposed to the Specml Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Srte Development Plan
Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons: .

1

4.

~ Please vote to deny this proposal.

Thls proposal is not compatible wrth adjacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

f"*Adjacent homes are l unit per Z) acre Proposal would equal 25 units
- .per%acre.
~ *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

anacy ‘would be lost. ‘We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would- p]ace a3 story structure overlooking

_our backyards L

'4000 da.11y tnps would caise unruly trafﬁc congesuon.

~*Access to-the: parcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁ'om the south bound
- lane.

*North bohnd traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to- get on Craig Road..
The add1t10nal traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. ‘

Crimeé in the nexghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sultes at 22 19 No Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be»adversely affected.

N

" Print Name: v
 Address: 6609 Oucinz /e,
~ Phone: 303'5Z%/ 3

1 CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: ‘

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. .

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.
. \‘:‘L A

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: g ) 4
Print Na.m! Jpdesd D p =2
Address; 233  JAhspee R UE

Phone: JO2 465 & -—&c?gé

M
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ' acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁom the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
“delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase.- In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thJs proposal

Signature: MQ&N

Print Name: Carial /AN e .G

Address; k3% Penc cpest BRI
Phone: LSS5- @31 (

—_
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4,

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 'z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*AccesstotheparcelfonanchoDnvexsonlyﬁ'omthesomhbound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Profxrty values.in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: ““—’

Print Name: LMD‘«SOYO JR

diress_ 40> ol Spive |1 189100
Phone: 702)%7(014/

1628 *
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y acre. ‘

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion. |

e * Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. ‘ :

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. :

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4, Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected. |

“
Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature:

Address:_ 4233 37)5;052;; AUE
Phone: 20245 £ -2 8 /L

or
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4009 da.ly trips would cause unruly traffic congestion. |

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. ‘

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thi:f)roposal.

Signature:
Print Name: ,EL-BEFT Y QTHD/"T/? @/)//aﬁ

Address:_ [/ 2 /3 é%“i&“ Ave- d 2 NV &G los-
Y/

Phone: Y/ A s/ ST d.
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'August 25, 2001
City Plannmg Commlssmn

400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Cormmss1oners,

Iam opposed to the Special Use Perrmt (U-Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

| A 1, This proposal is not compatible with adJacent residences (R-E zoning)

~ *Adjacent homes are 1 umt per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
structure would disturb the u'anquil nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

- - privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
- our backyards _ ‘
2 ‘4000 dale tnps would cause unruly traffic congesuon. N
B *Access to the parcel form Ra.ncho Dnve is on]y from the south bound
" lane. .
~ ~*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.

‘This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional: traﬂic would Increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

3. ~ Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there
o were 770 calls for' pohce service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4 ‘- _ Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Please vote to deny this” proposal

Slgnature /fﬁé@/

‘Print Name: ,1,9@ (l/ 7@53 \
Add.ress: /) 30 /VIOA/?" Mgsa, (,//ecl
Phone;__ w/S /179

Lo 7008




' August 25 2001
| C1ty Planmng Commlssmn

400 E. Stewart "
Las Vegas, Nevada

Comfniés‘ion'ers,

~Iam opposed to the Speclal Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site DeveIOpment Plan

Rev1ew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:
1. 4 ThJS proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)
‘ '*Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

 per Y2 acre.
. *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high densny

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

-and trammg horses. :
~ *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

o 2. ‘4000 dmly trips would cause unruly treffic congestlon

r—— o *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound -

- lane. L
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pmes has to turn right on Craig Road."
- This-currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

3. Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

~ were 770 calls for police service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho. |

4. Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Slgnat,urét _
Print Nmé:37/ q T | A },,%,ueﬂ.

 Address: ¥3/(7 Zewwise uﬂe L/ 57_/0‘5*’
Phone:___ 375—05 /1
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August 25 2001

: Clty Plannmg Comm1ss1on -
400 E. Stewart |
Las Vegas, Nevada -

Commlss:oners, ‘

" Iam opposed to the Specm] Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

~1>.‘ B Th1s proposal is not compatible with adjacent resndences (R-E zoning)

: *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.

'*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

_-our backyards

2.0 .4000 da1ly mps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon.
‘ **Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive i is only from the south bound
o lane::
" *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines hasto turn nght on Cralg Road.
. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. .
- The addltlonal traffic would i mcrease the chances of accidents and unruly
_delays.

3. Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
:  were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4 'Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely affected.
Please vote to deny this’ proposa.l

Slgnatllre' | *\L EW’S\/\\Q

Print Name: “\Q sl one
) Address [9\73\\ \&&mm@ﬁ S{g lOX
 Phone;. WQ L Ti%"\\h@
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- August 25, 2001

Clty Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada
Comrmss:oners,

Iam opposed to the Special Use Permrt (U 01 16- 01) and the Srte Development Plan

' f Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:
L ThlS proposal 1s not compatﬂale wrth adjacent resrdences (R-E zonmg) :

o __*AdJacent homes are 1 umt per ‘/z acre. Proposal ‘would equal 25 units

. per %2 acre. ;
- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high densny

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg

- and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our slngle story homes to have

~privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
- our backyards.

2 4000 daily tr1ps wou]d cause unruly traffic congestlon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound |

lane.
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cralg Road
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

' The additional traﬂic wou]d increase the chances of accldents and unruly

delays.

- 3. .Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there -
‘were 770 ca]ls for pohce service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nelghborhood wou]d be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thrs pr0posaL

Signature: Q,Qos W '_D (‘L\}.Dr\y’\(‘L\/LCSL
Print Name:__L LA W . DAUEMHPU vk

Address. HA4q Cﬂ)\ncﬁ onLp, Loa\]eeaa N\/ Z‘?/o%‘

Phone 70& CaLIS~I(lg\
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August 25, 2001,

- City Planmng Commlssmn
. 400 E. Stewart
- Las Vegas, Nevada -

-Commissiouers;-

-Tam opposed to the Special Use Permrt (U-Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan

4.

- Rev:ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

_This: proposal is not compatible wnh adJacent resulences (R-E zonmg)

*Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per % acre Proposal would equal 25 units

. per ' acre.
- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such -a high density .
- structure would disturb the tranqu.i] nature of the area needed for housing
" and training horses. "
: *anacy would be lost. We. purchased our single story homes to have
. privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking

our backyards
4000 dale trips’ Would cause uuruly traﬂic congestion.

“*Access to the’ parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lape. "

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

* The additional trdffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
: delays

. '_ Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- 'were 770 ca]]s for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Propelty values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th.lS proposaL

PrintName: Rlc_zeq. V. CUS TEL

Address: &1 06 FOX CROPT AvE. LV,

Phope;__ 7 02- &Se~5189 4

1635
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy.. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

A
Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: ‘\%m /(OW

Print Name:_—7#ppit S 2 Toren)cl

Address: ¢/ 73 /oo dhrr Ave LY. AU E510F
Phone: 702654 S3£Y
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

~ Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

Please vote to deny thjS\Broposa.l.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 'z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 'z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. ‘

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

%L@u%éw

Print Name: JEAA F * Treuve c,A JATE)
Address: 4333 Aé Z—Q—d&ql pf"&_m

Phone: b SQ"@/ €3
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per % acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unraly traffic congestion. |

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive‘is onﬂly‘ﬁ-dr‘n.the south bound
lane. A

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS\ }roposaL

Signature: nwu% Puons — !Wﬁ %"/z

Print Name:_ M awe « Euans — e H—/‘/ B3 EvAnNS

Address: 4 324 Tasestone Ave. b $9/08-5b03

Phone: (45 -2%8D
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7 Septémber 2001

_ To whom it may concern:

WeareopposedtothebuﬂdmgofBudgetSwtes ’Ih&seareourreasonsandwea]soagree

- with the reasoris given by others who live in this area.

,Firstwealrendyhavethreebusy highways surrounding us; Craig, Rancho and 95. We have
more than our share of traffic in this triangle without Budget Suites. - When we moved here,
'CraxgwasdxrtbeyondLorexm(Ra.mbow),EastCraxgwasanamwmadthatfewused I
reahz:enowmattherensgrowthbutwewouldsullliketolmveomlasthtﬂebxtofpeaoeand
quiet. ()

: 'Thlsxsﬁmnytome Budget Surtswﬂlhave396 rooms’ (apartments?)equahngabout990
persons, averaging 2 % persons per an apartment. . Though I'm sure most will have more
occupants then this. Anytime anyone wanted to build a “trailer park’, tbeyweretumeddown.
- Why? Becausetherewouldbetoomanypeoplemasmaﬂareaandwouldovercrowdthe '
schools.- -Budget Suites will put many studentsin R-E. Tobler. - Will most be transient or will .
this become a permanent residence? Localparmtsneedmore students; then the school district
_canrmneﬂmrchﬂdrentoanotherschoolwhenToblw:snghtnmdoor (This can and .-
doeshappm) ’

. We staymPloche wheh possxblemthesmmnertxme Therefore wearenothometo guard
_our home: Relanvastaymnandwaxchlt Wehaveourshareofpopulanonandreaﬂydo
,»-notneedanymore S

V'Myhusbandaudlwalkaimght;ltlstoohotmthedayume Atprwent,wefeelsafe We

* walk on Craig, Rainbow, Alexander, Torrey Pines, Rancho and within our own living area.
vWeareSemorszensandfeelwehaveeamedthenghttofeelsafewhenwehavehvedmthls

areaforZGyears ’

Yiowey |
Nm Jeiry &
4324 Jidestons Ave.

Las Vegas, Nevada 891208-5663




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and traming horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. '

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. _

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this\-fnroposal

Sigfiature; LA (MZL)M\
PrintName:LOU\r\S HOWN({QI

Address;_10 16 N\ RYN (/\)
Phone: é 7“5’; S" A 7/

: Louis Hdward R
Q{ 4016 Mira Lane -
Vegas, NV 89108
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 August 25,2001
City Plannmg Commrssmn

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, .Nevada

Comrmssroners

. Iam opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-01 16- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: ,

1.0

4,

- This proposal is not. compatible with adJacent resrdences R-E zonmg)

"‘AdJacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre. Pr0posal would equal 25 ‘units

per Y2 acre.

- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a hrgh density

‘structure would disturb the tranqurl nature of the area needed for housmg
and training horses. ,

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our, smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg

- our backyards

4000 daily tnps would causeuhruly traﬂic COngestion. .

- *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.

“*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
“delays.

Cnme in the nerghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nerghborhood would be adversely affected. -

. Please vote to deny thrs proposal

Signature: &m(/pd ﬂ)@m |

Print Name: &g‘/%% BOOAJE 2 ?.05{@ a %00’*/5
- Address: (0505 /)713/)@:@/@5 D/C

Phone: b5%- 9093
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- August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart :
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Specxal Use Permit (U-01 16 01) and the Site Development Plan
-Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: :

1.

4.

This proposal is not. compatible w1th.adja'cent'residenees (R-E zoning)

*Adja’c’ent'homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.

" *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
- and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
oour backyards.

4000 da.lly tnps wou]d caiise unruly traffic conbestlon,

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound -
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addxtlonal traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

. were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sultes at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

: Please vote to deny th1s proposal.

Signature: W/k//o/ﬁ_,\
Prthame ana(; A @(ML
Address: o th&&ﬂ -

 Phoner D8, G883
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August 25,2001

Clty Planmng Commission
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

Yam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan

Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R E zonmg)

: ,*Ad_]acent homes are l unit per Y acre. Proposal would equa.l 25 units

per Y2 acre. |

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high densrty
structure would disturb.the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Prrvacy would be’ lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards _

4000 da11y tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drlve is only from the south bound '
lane.

- *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cran Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. . In the year 2000 there

- were 770 calls for police serv1ce at Budget Suites at"2219 No. Rancho.

' Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected

Please vote to deny thls proposal

Slgnature '@QC/&// Qﬂ// / 2,,4 9.
-.PnntName /‘/ﬂ ﬁ/l/cES /M Fﬁ/&ES

‘ Address L/3OO /4’%/:‘; 74%)’4» ZL //VL

- Phone’

oy

|
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‘August 25, 2001

- . City Planning Conmnssron )
400 E. Stewart -
Las’_NVegas, Nevada

Comrmssroners, o

Iam opposed to the Speclal Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
v Revxew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zonmg)

- *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥; acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tra.nqull nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgie story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards '

2. = 4000 dally tnps would cause unruly traffic congestlon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. -
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Cra1g Road.
' This currently causes traffic to back up trying to-get on Craig Road.
. The additional traffic would mcrease the chances of accidents and unruly

- delays.

3. Crime inthe nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there :

. were 770 calls for pohce serv1ce at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho
‘4, ~ Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.
Please vote to deny this proposal

| Slgnature W&» W

PnntName Qolh-e&r l,u vﬂ-; e iAo

Address: 309 Tewasice en LU 2908
Phone:_(702) 455 9324
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August 25,2001

' City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada .

: Comm:ssxoners,

o1 am opposed to the Spec1al Use Permnit (U -0116-01) and the Slte Development Plan
. Rev1ew (Z =0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: _

4,

,Th15 proposal is not compatible wnh adjacent resxdences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are l umt per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
- per % acre. :

*Current homes h:ive and are zoned for horses Sucha high density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

‘and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. '

4000 daily_trjps would cause uhruly_ traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

“*North bound traﬁic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road.

- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
“The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly»increase. In the year 2000 there

‘were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property valiies in the neighhorhood would be édversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

o (i Lk
‘Prthame 17;/"(/ //kl"

"Address:, ' /A/27 Zeqrﬁ'/\x’y\// ZC/
Phoneg ‘ 7’07— ’?? ¢ ‘/ﬂ)?d)’
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August 25, 2001

. City Planning Commission.
400 E. Stewart
. Las'Vegas, Nevada

- Comrmss1oners

:':‘I am opposed to'the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z- 0137—94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. - This proposal is not compatlble wuh adjacent re51dences (R-E zomng)

*AdJacent homes are 1 umt per Y; acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per ' acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a hlgh density
stricture would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg o

~ and training horses. .

"'anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
pnvacy This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would _cause unruly traffic congestion.
o *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cran Road.
This currenitly-causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. -
The additional traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values i m the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

- Please vote to deny thlS proposal

| S1gnalure % /g AZ/

‘PnntName Rn b JELF .

‘ vAddress é 9/3? \ZA’//J///'L,/./L £ / - ‘,7; 4’4/7/'/;
"‘Phone 76 5/9’ - 7/?/ 2 .




| CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1647 |

" Ahgus't 25,2001

Clty Planmng Commlssmn
400 E. Stéwart
_' Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am. opposed to the Spec1al Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: =

J

1. This proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*AdJacent homes are 1 umt per '/z acre Proposal would equal 25 units
per V2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Sucha hrgh density
structure would dlsturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

2. 4000 daily trips. would cause unruly traﬂic congestxon

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drtve is only from the south bound
lane. -

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would i increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3.  Crime1i in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property va.lues in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Please Vote to deny thlS proposal -~

 Signatre mr; 4 IWB T@@e( 5 Oed ol

PnntName LJSO a]\d Jm( d D€QL’6L

Addres: @6 7 Wma/mfa

Phone: 3 Oq 9 9 9 Kﬂ

BN
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August 25, 2001

City. Plannmg Commission
- 400 E. Stewart
* Las Vegas, Nevada

Commrss1o ners,

I am opposed to the- Specxal Use Permit (U-Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: ‘

L.

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent resrdences R- E zonmg)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per ¥ acre.

o “*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high den51ty

structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housing
and trammg horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. “This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

) 4000 darly tnps would cause unruly traffic: congestron.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

" The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

‘delays.

h Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly mcrease In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the ne1ghborhood would be adversely affected.

' Slgnature ; , ‘
Print Name: Tﬁ@ﬂ/ﬂg £. /@7@2/ > ,

Address: 40/ é @%ﬂ/W/f 10
'Ph'one: '7ﬂ6/ 65\3" 7@%
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ' acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. ' ’ :

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Signature: . ‘
Print Name: ke /) o [evy Fonstica i~
Address: _“///4///( 7 6 (;4(/ / 0 fer & @//

Phone: 45K/ S

1649
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August 25, 2001

' City Planning Commission
~ 400°E. Stewart - 3
- Las Vegas, Nevada -

' Commissicjners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
- Review (Z-0137- 94 (4) for the following reasons: :

1. - This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

‘Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre Proposa.l would equal 25 units
per %z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hxgh density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3: story structure overlooking
our backyards. ,

2. 4000 daily .trips would cauSe unruly traffic congestion. -
*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
' This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would i increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the neighbo_rho_od .wpuld greatly increase. ‘In the year 2000 there
~were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property. values in the neighbo;hood wpl_ﬂd be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th.lS prOposal

Signature: \Eﬁwﬂ\( WW

Prthamé bL\LA@m /U\AGU H\IUC’SS
adress U0 Aoseptoe Do — Ly §910
Phone:_ (Q@U) o S{

z/
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August 25, 2001

* City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

. . _Commissioners, .

1 am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137- 94 (4) for the following reasons:

1L

4.

.. .ThJS proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent re51dences (R-E zoning)

*Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per % acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would dlsturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.

“*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

. privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

-4000 daily trips 'Would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey P1nes has to turn right on Craig Road.

. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

' delays.
~ Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

‘Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

Signature: //MM SQuM & }%&{

Prtha.me Jﬁuc(;i ¢ S[cééwde ( P77
Address;»é»([Bb D(_’lé.p/n &ierr] e ,é/iS V @ﬁ S
i’hone:‘l LY —47YD
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August 25, 2001

City: P]anmng Commlssmn

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Con'nmsswners

Iam opposed to the Special Use Pemnt (U 01 16 -01) and the Site Development Plan
- Review (Z 0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

I

4.

Thls proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning) - -

'; *AdJacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre Proposal would equal 25 unrts

per 2 acre.’

~ *Current homes have and are zoned for horses.. Such a high density

 structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. - _
*anacy would be lost ‘We purchased our single story homes to have
- privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. v

_4000 dally tnps would cause um'uly trafﬁc congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁ'om the south bound

- lane. .
. *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Cralg Road.
The additional traffic would i mcrease the: chances of accidents and unruly.

“delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at. Budget Suxtes at 2219 No. Rancho

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thJs proposal

s . TS

PnntName Geraial L .7—’CLL1<<_P"‘ "

address__ b 425 DM 4u<

.Phone: R é ’%f - 3 %?5
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ! acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. -

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. '

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: /(Q 4 lé\

iy =
print Name// 30520h D Corl—
Address: ( ;-0 gﬁq]) 0 hwe “s

Phone: 102 - Q.)O% -0 .
ASK Sof ’YCL,,)“M,)LOI/‘H/L.
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3 August 25, 2001

'.:CxtyPlanmngComszslon -

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

- vCommissioners

Tam opposed to-the Spec:a] 'Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Srte Development Plan
Revxew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons: .

1.

4

Please vote to deny thJS proposal

- This proposal is not compatible with adjacent res1dences (R-E zoning)

o '*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equa] 25 units

.per % acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. .Such a high density
- structure would disturb the tra.nquil nature of the area needed for housing

. and training horses.:

*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to- have o

) - privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
’ our backyards

' '7 4000 dally tnps would cause 1mruly traiﬁc congestlon.

*Access to the’ parcel form Rancho Drrve is only from the south bound

. lane:

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road
This currently-causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. =
The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly

‘delays.

. .Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
| were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho.

Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely affected.

Address éz/% ﬂraec eesf V2>
:Phone_: é'd—-\y'" é—/Q//S/
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" August 25,2001

City Planning Commission "
400 E. Stewart .
Las Vegas, Neyada T

Commissioriers .

I am opposed to the Specxal Use Permrt (U-01 16—01) and the Site Deve10pment Plan.
* Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

) 1

Please vote to deny thrs proposal

Thrs proposal is not compatible with adJacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

»*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Ya acre Proposal would equal 25 units

‘per 'z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
structure would drsturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. -

*anacy would be lost We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

o ‘7:"-;‘4000 daily trips wouid cause unruly traffic CongeSﬁbm

 *Access t6 the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane. -

“*North bound traffic on. Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

. The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

del_ays

LN

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected

* Signature: \%va >\ZZ/W
Print Name: (;)Zzé 14 T M/&M/

_ Cnme in the nerghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there '
* were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho. '

Address: /7401/ 7 ()/E;Z/V/n?//d/(/ /gﬂﬂ/é //4//4/ l/ P%f

._ Phone éé’é 239/
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per %z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would-disturb the tranquil pature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

&

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: 772tetl s el le)

Print Name: lj&glggk‘g S; ) | NDLE

Address:_HM] Carpatienng. Las\eca NV 565

Phone: (CR - LUS - i)

1656

-
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestxon.
*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cra1g Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.
A\Y
Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: m,//m ﬁ . ‘Z/Aé A

PrintName:__H 1 £ B FLACK

Address._L54p M zpAERAN NI Lv- W 5T

Phone:/ 7m2) L 4S- 6264
t 4

Jod
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‘August 25,2001

- Crty Plannmg Commlssmn

400 E. Stewart
’Las Vegas, Nevada .

} Comrmssroners

I am opposed to the Special Use Permn (U- 01 16- 01) and the Slte Development Plan
'Rev1ew (Z 0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1."

4.

This proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent resuiences (R-E zoning)

*AdJacent homes are ] umt per Y5 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
* per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a h1gh density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
"and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place:a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

- 4000 da:]y trips would cause unruly traﬂic congesuon

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

* This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
“delays. '

: Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service'at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

'Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

. Please vote to deny thls proposal
, ' ‘ ‘ '"Slgnature @)‘Y—% /EJ(V""W

'-Prtham Tﬁ'(—r"\b /é—)é%\f%
‘”"'Address 6424 Miga Gkrnioe ., Les s W 8‘?/03’. |
- ’Phone Gﬂ/z @§r97/3
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August 25,2001

City Plannmg Commlssron
400 E. Stewart ‘
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commi'ssioners

‘, Tam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-Ol 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
" Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the fo]lowmg reasons: :

“1.--  This proposal is not compatlhle w1th adjacent res1dences R- -E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 umt per Ve acre Proposal would equal 25 units
" per Yaacre. -

“*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
‘structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

- privacy. This proposal would placea3 story structure overlookmg

- our backyards .

Ca ‘4000’daily' trps would cause unruly traffic congéstion.

* Access to the parcel fonn Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. -
* *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cra1g Road.
* This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays

3. Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there "
were 770 calls for pohce service at. Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4 Property values i inthe nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂected

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

f}/ééa

Phone: ”/z/z,dzdf;{}(/ 5 §‘,J7’“§~? QO
/
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commrssxon
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

' Comrmss1oners,

I am opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-0116- -01) and the Site Development Plan
Revrew (Z 0137 94 (4) for the following reasons:

‘ 1; Tl'lls proposal is not compatible wrth adjacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per X acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

- per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high densrty

. structure would disturb-the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
. privacy. - This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backya.rds '

2. 4000 da11y tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestron.
*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drrve is only ﬁ-om the south bound

lane.
- *North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn rlght on Cralg Road
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traﬂic would i mcrease the chances of accidents and unruly
| delays

3. . Cnme in the neighborhood wotld greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
: were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suttes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4 Property values in the ne1ghborhood would be adversely aﬁected

Please vote to deny this proposal
o Seetre %%W@@%«M/

_Prthame S?L‘e//a‘_, a’féé:ﬂj
it Lol 1 DALkt

- Phone: /}?:5 &/&Vﬁs fﬁ/ﬁf
7R L5 é//é .
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August 25, 2001
City Planning Commission

- 400 E. Stewart .-

Las Vegas, Nevada

' Co‘rmnis‘sidhers,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permlt (U-01 16- 01) and the Site Development Plan
" Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons: .

1. "Thls proposal is not compatlble with ad_]acent re31dences (R-E zoning)

*Ad_]acent homes are 1 umt per Yz acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
.. per Yz acre.

" *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. ,Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
‘and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. 'We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

2. 4000 daﬂy trips would cause unruly traﬂic congestlon

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
~ *North bound traffic on Toney Pmes has to turn nght on Cran Road.
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. .
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. | Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
s were 770 calls for police semce at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected..

. o RN
- Please vote to deny this proposal.

Address: césﬁ .ZQ OL{I@ [(]Qt/ v /VV 87/08
~ Phone:._{z. ’fg 7/ 5/?/
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‘August 25, 2001

City Planmng Commrssron
400 E. Stewart = - ,
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commrssroners

I am opposed to the Speclal Use Perrmt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
- Review (Z-Ol37 -94 (4) for. the followmg reasons:

L

: ,4.‘

o Thls proposal is not compaﬁble with adjacent residences (R-E zoning) -

g *Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

- per Y2 acre. ‘

“*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing

.and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy.  This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. -

" 4000 daily trips would cause 1inruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive i is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.

. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
~ The addmonal traffic would:increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

E Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
_were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected

Please vote to deny thJS proposal

St MM
L PnntNameyc/a.sr?gQ 2 /ﬁ/&mo/om
_‘ ‘Address: €429 ouyds M/:u/ [>s l/ec?.s M 89/08
Phone: _ £58-12 g4‘,




August 25, 2001

City. Plannmg Comrmssron
- 400 E. Stewart -
,Las Vegas, Nevada

.Coriimissioner's,

. Tam opposed to the Special Use Perrmt (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
, ‘Revxew (Z-0137 -94.(4) for the followmg reasons '

B

B N

4

Thxs proposal is not. compatible with adJacent resrdences (R-E zomng)

o *Adjacent homes are 1 umt per Y, acre. Proposa] would equal 25 units

‘per ¥ acre.

. *Current horiies have. and are zoned for horses Such a high density

- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
and training horses. :

_ ~*Pr1vacy would be lost We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking .

- our backyards

' '4000 dally tnps would cause unruly tra.ﬂic congestlon

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to tum right on Cralg Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addmonal traffic would i mcrease the chances of accxdents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood Woﬂd"greatly increase. ‘In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

| Property values in the nieighborhood \yould Ib‘e.advers'ely_j affected.

RSN
“Please vote to deny this proposal.

s Aol elbe

.PnntName (/ JEJQA'LO M/LAE(

| Address:_ éé/ﬁ 7 0 L/Z'//f' WP

Phone:‘.‘ 7”92 6'4/5 "‘“O&ozd\?
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1663



' CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

. s B o

~August 25, 2001

" City Planning Commission -
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegasa Nevada ‘

- Comnrissioners -

Iam opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z—0137 94 (4) for the following reasons:

B 1;.; " This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zomng) :

*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per Yz acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per 7z acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for-horses.. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tra.nqull nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses..
*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have: .

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards o _

2. 4000 daily tn'ps would 'eause unruly tr‘aﬂic congestion.

. *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane.

*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents-and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
' ‘were 770 calls for pohce sérvice at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

4 Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected

‘Please vote to deny thJs proposal

* Signature: aéom, A W
R A S RENSYRN

Pnnt Name

- Address \0\‘\%\ %\\\\Q&\\km L\, Q&Q\\“X
Phone \VL\S \\WBS |

Pg 1664 |
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August 25, 2001

- City- Plannmg Commission
400 E. Stewart '
Las Vegas, Névada

Commrssroners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-Ol 16—01) and the Srte Development Plan
‘Review (Z- 0137- 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

L Th.ls proposal is not compatible wrth adjacent residences (R-E zomng)

: *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y acre.
*Current homes have. and are zoned for. horses Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for bousing

_and training horses.
‘*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

- privacy. This proposal would place a3l story structure overlooking -
our backyards ‘

2. ~ 4000 .daily tnps woilld cause unruly traffic congestion
*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁ'om the south bound
. lane;
*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to-get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly

delays..

3. Crime.iri the neighborhood would greatly increase.l In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service'at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

u/{ﬂ @// -
 Print Name:_YY\ (\C e %c\zﬂv -
| “Address: NO4 R N). Dec‘_cd‘ur Rlued LU, U\)%‘ﬂ"ﬁo
Phone:_ |00\ (o,_’\h - SOlobo

_ Please vote to deny thlS proposaL

' Slgnature: '




: August 25, 2001

Cny Planmng Comrmssmn
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nev_ada _

Comm:ssloners, |

Tam opposed to the Specxal Use Permit (U-01 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Revxew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

4.

R This proposal is not compatible with adjacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

, ‘Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y2 acre.. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y4 acre.

“*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha high density
. structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housing

“and training horses.
‘anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

. ~our backyards.
- :'4000 dally tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congesuon. |
"*Aocess to the parcel form Rancho Drwe is only from the south bound

lane.

*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traﬂﬁc would inicrease the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. ,

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. Inthe year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sunes at 2219 No. Rancho.

~ Property values in the neighborhood' wou_ld be adversely aﬂ'ected.

Please vote to deny this proposal. -

&mziw o
Print Name: AL/UI(JQ S(J/ 7[01/

'Phone 7001 é%‘ s564L

‘ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commxsmon
. 400 E. Stewart - .
Las Vegas, Nevada 1

: Commxssmners, '

I am opposed to. the Specml Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
. Review (Z- 0137—94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

l. "~ This proposal is not compatible with adjacent reSIdences (R-E zoning)
| =“Ad_]acen't homes are 1 umt per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

_per ¥z acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a hlgh density

structure would disturb the trangull nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses..
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

_privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
- our backyards.

- 2. - 4000 da11y tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon

* Access o the parcel form Rancho Drive i is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cran Road.
.. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addmonal trafﬁc would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. ,

3. Crime inthe nelghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho
4. | ‘ Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.
Please vote to deny ﬂ']]S proposal
' ‘Slgnature / //2,—- 77 M
- Print Name:: ,44/55//7 /ZB’A%’D
N .Address 33/4,7 J s e 7/
 Phone; 70 L - 3% S~

VI fu

1667

S
F9/25



city COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1668

August 25,2001

* City Planning Commission ~
400 E. Stewart
~Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

Tam opposed to the Speclal Use Perrmt (U-Ol 16~ 01) and the Site Development Plan
' Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1 Thts proposal is s not compa’uble with adjacent resxdences (R-E zonmg)

o *Adjacent homes are l umt per. l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per /2 acre. - o

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a h1gh den51ty
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Prlvacy would be lost. We. purchased our smgle story homes to have
-privacy.. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. ‘

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound .
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn right on Craig’ Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly’mctease. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. ‘ -Property values in the neighborhood would‘ be ’adversely affected.

£ vote to deny this proposal
.S;gnature // //7/2’
Print Name: /70 27~ iz

V'V_Addresséz,zg g&ﬂ_/; W{/L\/ Qq/ag
~Phone ‘ 656 2?/2

" Ples
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“August 25, 2001

- City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart = -
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the. Spe01a1 Use Permit (U -01 16 01) and the S1te Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. This propOsal is not compatible w1th adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are |1 unit per. ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
- per Y acre..
. *Current homés have and are zoned for horses. ‘Such a high density :
~ structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horsés. -
: *anacy would be lost. 'We purchased our single story homes to have
* privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. ‘4000 daﬂy trips would cause unruly traﬂic congestlon.
'*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
- lape. .
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. -
The additional traffic’ would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

| | delays

3. Crime in the 'nei_ghborhood would greatly increase. In ihe year 2000 there
. were 770 calls forpolice service at Budget 'Suites at 2219 No. Ran‘c‘ho.

o 4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Signature, - -y M
Print Name: R S eltPRS o, Cork
Mo P LD a2 Y B>
Phoe:_ b 2 E— B & =

Please vote to deny thls proposal

" Pg. 1689
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- August 25, 2001

o CxtyPlannmg y Commissi f" ion
‘400 E. Stewart -
Las Veggs% Nevada

‘Commissioners,

}, I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Slte Development Plan
' Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: '

: ‘_ L.

4.

This proposal 1s not compatible with adjacent re51dences (R-E zoning)

e *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per % acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such'a high density

- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg

and training horses.

o *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

~privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

. our backyards

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion. -

*Access to" the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound -
lane..

"'North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to. back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays. '

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

weré.770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal.

Slgnature Cj ‘%w %W
Print Name: Ceres A,C/SC////LA/
Address 4/ /,2/ /?aﬁ/bcw,r )f L£/08
Phone: 702 6452088 |
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_August 25 2001

. City Plannmg Commlssron
" 400 E. Stewart B
‘Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissi0ners

- Tam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
" Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: ..

1.

4.

 Please vote to deny thlS\ }Jroposal.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent res1dences (R-E zoning)

‘ ‘*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 umts

per % acre.

- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
-+ structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg

and training horses.

‘ *anacy would bé lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
~ privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

our backyards

- 4000"dai1y trips~wou'd céose unruly—rré.ﬁic coﬁge‘sﬁon‘ |

*Access’ to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound Y

_lane.,

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has fo turn nght on Cra1g Road
_ This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road:
The additional traffic would i increase the- chances of accidents and unruly
delays. '

‘Crime in the neig‘liborhOOd would greatly increase.  In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

‘Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Print Nerne' £ éo'no’a.“ /u&./é‘e/:_
AddreeS" 9%20 Pué a/m/c Dr:
Phone:. J ?é 933 a?
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart.
. Las Vegas, Nevada

Cormmssroners,

'_ .»I am opposed to the: Speclal Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
' Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:: .

1.

4.

Please vote to deny thrs proposaL

Thrs proposal is not- compatible wrth adjacent re51dences (R-E zomng) )

*Adjacent homes are 1 unrt per ‘/z acre Proposal would equal 25 units

-per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Sucha high density
" ' structure would dxsturb the tranqurl nature of the area needed for housing

" and training horses.

| ’*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards . .

o 4000 dally tnps would cause unruly traffic congestlon.

© *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive i is only from the south bound

lane.

- *North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn rlght on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road..
The additional traﬂic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays '

o Cnme in the nerghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there ’

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho.

: Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁected

4. __Phone //55#?&}7

Pg.

1672



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre. Proposal v?ould equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the paiéel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. : ' i

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thxs proposal.

s s G L —

Print Name TIMOTHY ‘I’Suomlworq

Pg.

Address: 09 RuBIDOUX PR.. LASVEAS/W 9108

Phone: éS 6- 2‘]'18
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart : I
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

© 2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
“delays. ’ '

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.
N

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature:

Print Name: ICHARD GOSSELIN

Address: A00( R\LBIDOUKV DRIVE
LAS VEGAS NV B4I08
Phone: (702 656-G288
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' August 25,2001
City Planmng Commission-

400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

: Commi‘ssioners o

lam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
‘Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

_1. This proposal is not. compauble wrth adjacent resxdences (R-E zomng)

_ *Adjacent homes are 1 umt per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥ acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hlgh density
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
- and training horses.
“ - *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
. privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our backyards ’

. 2 , '4000 daxly tnps would cause unruly traffic congestlon

‘*Aecess to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound trafﬁc oon Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
* This currently causes traffic to back up trymg to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would mcrease the chances of accxdents and unruly
delays

3. Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year- 2000 there
' were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites-at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. : Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

\N\Ckb\w«m A T s
Print Name. :)— nﬁ—P\/ (} [:_lauJ? -G

'Phone: N93 7§ 3

Please vote to d’eny'this proposal

Slgnature _
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‘August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

. Commis'sio'ners

Tam opposed to the Spec1al Use Penmt (U -0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Revrew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1

4.

~ Please vote to deny this.\'.isroposal. /——/\

This proposal s not--compatlble w1th' adjace’nt- residences R:E Zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per vz acre Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y2 acre. :

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hrgh den51ty
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
“and training horses. _

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story | homes to have
privacy. ~This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

~ our backyards. _

4000 dally *rlps would cause unruly traﬂic congestxon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho DerC is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road
“This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
- The additional traffic would increase the chances of accldents and unruly
delays. -

.. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

 Signature: (
Print Name /A?ojﬂuf; Bzuc:c:
stes_SY) K. ooy ies L
 Phone:_ MJ’-/A/‘] |

Pg.

1676 |



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1677 t

 August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las .Vegas, Nevada

. ’Comrmssxoners,

- 1 am opposed to the Special Use Permiit (U-01 16 01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z- 0137 %4 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. This proposal is not: compatlble w1th adjacent re51dences (R—E zomng)

- *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Pr0posal would equal 25 units
per %2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses ‘Sucha hlgh density
structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housmg
and training | horses.

- *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
~ . privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

* our backyards:

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craxg Road.
~ This currently causes traffic to back up-trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
. delays.

3. " Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police servxce at Budget Surtes at 2219 No Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

A I\JeTBQa& y

Address: é,é 39.9 (Zﬁ 322331 Pnes ZDR LU P
VA

Phone 70 9. ~ 04/\(-,13/52.
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August 25, 2001

. City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart

-~ Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioniers,

Iam opposed to the Speclal Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z—0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

4

Thjs proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

. *AdJacent homes are 1 unit per l/z acre Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y2 acre.

. *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hlgh density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
~and training horses.

e “‘anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

4000 da.lly tnps would-Cause um'uly traffic congestion.

“*Access 1o the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
. lane.
~ *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road E

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
‘The additional traﬁc would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there-

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

. | Property values in the nelghborhood. would be adversely affected.

Please vote- to deny thJs proposal

SlgnatureG@ux& \%&V\w

Print Name: T Aol K . CORA e
Address; < (3% W, Torren fi PV s
' {
Phone;_ & 4 B-b%e°a
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7 August 25, 2001

,‘ ' Cxty Planmng Commxssron
400 E. Stewart -
Las Vegas Nevada

- Commiséidners,

I am opposed to the Specxal Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan

1.

':.f.--4.

Please vote to’ deny thls proposal

" Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

This proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent resxdences R-E zonmg)

o ,*Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per Y4 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
-structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
“and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards ,

4000 dally tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestlon.

*Access to the parcel fon'n Rancho Drive is only from'the. south bound
lane.
*North bound traﬂlc on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cra1g Road.
' This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. -

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites 4t 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the ne1ghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected

Prtha.me lMﬂ aumg/ﬂ // /74///77/#/
Address: #[Z[Z/ // TPW\/W?I@
Phone: (ﬂgf 5 7f f
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'August 25,2001

City Plarmmg Commlss1on
400 E. Stewart.

- Las Vegas, Nevada

CommisSioners -

Tam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
“Review (Z- 0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1 | '_Th1s proposa.l is not compatﬂ)le with adjacent remdences (R E zomng)

: ‘*Adjacent homcs are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 units.
per % acre.

- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

" and training horses. -
N ‘anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

-privacy.  This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooklng
our backyards

2.0 4000 daily trips would cause. unruly traffic congestxon
*Access to the parcel form Rancho' Drive is only ﬁom the south bound
lane..
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig’ Road
This currently causes traffic to back up trymg to-get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there °
- were 770 ca.lls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. ) Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ’ected

Please vote to deny l‘.hlS proposal

PrintName:- ﬂé [ j"l‘ e (4 Mﬁn///ét'
Address: /0)5’/J 7/@0¢h/p//\/e.5 D«;

Phone: / 70> ) 39 - 2’?%

1680 |
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August 25, 2001

" City Planning Commission
~ 400 E. Stewart .
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

- Tam. opposed to the Special Use Permit (U -0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
: ;_Revxew (Z 0137 94 (4) for the following reasons:

l'.

4.

Please vote to deny thJS propo sal.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

*AdJacent homes are 1 umt per. l/z acre. Proposal would equa.l 25 units

per % acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density

~ structure would dlsturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
* and training horses.

*anacy would be lost We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. -

' 4000 dailytrﬁis Would cause unruly traffic congestiorL '

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. -

*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Craig Road..
This currently causes traffic to-back up trying to get.on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase.the chances of acmdents and unruly
delays '

Crime in the neighborhood would-greatly increase. In the year 2000 there:
~were 770 calls for police service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho.”

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Slglature 7 % /i 7 |
Print Nam/e Debra %w) Lross
Address /f(M/ /%4/40 C{'

Phone;__ 57474

Pg.
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* August 25,2001

" City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Comﬁzi's‘sioners

Iam opposed to'the Special Use Permit (U 01 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-Ol37 94 (4) for the followmg reasons: - .. :

'l. . Thxs proposal is not compatible wrth adJacent residences: (R-E zomng)

_ *Adjacent homes are 1 umt per l/z acre Proposal would equal 25 units -
per Yz acre. .

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses.. Sucha hrgh densrty
structure would: disturb the tranquﬂ nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses..

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have |
pnvacy This proposal would place a 3 story structure ‘overlooking
our backyards. -

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traﬂic congesnon
*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is’ only from the south bound
lane.’
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
" This currently causes traffic to back up trying to‘get on Craig Road.
_ The additional traffic would i increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays. '

3. : .Crune in the ne1ghborhood would greatly mcrease ‘Inthe year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho

4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Please vote to deny th.lS proposal |
Signature: I/()mm/v m 9( é‘)

- Print Name: \l\lW\OV\C& N\ S\A\\J L
Address: (0 U2 & ’.l?oq\ ’_\Zogm N
Phone: - ué%/Rw&
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August 25, 2001
: Clty Plannmg Commssmn

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners

Iam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z- 0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

.

4

ThlS proposal is not compatible with adJacent residences (R E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per  acre. Proposal would equa.l 25 umts
per 2 acre

- *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranqu1l nature of the area needed for housing

N and training horses.
‘ *anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy.. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 da.lly tr1ps would cause unruly Lraﬁc congesnon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic.on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
- The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

~ Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there -

were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected..

Please vote to deny tlns prOposal

. "Slgnature %‘\Q’Ww_ &M{M)@W

 Print Name: s+e,th Rroxsw bael?er

Pg. 1683 |

 Address: 6hob lQou o guts DPLM\/M“ MVM(Q‘E

" Phone: ’703 é‘JS— o413
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August 25,2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart o
- Las Vegas, Nevada

: Comm1ss10ners,

.'I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U 0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
.Rev1ew (Z-0137 94 4) for the followmg reasons:

1. . Th15 proposal is not compaﬁble w1th adJacent re51dences (R-E zoning)

‘ "'Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per Y2 acre Proposal would equal 25 units
 per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing -
~ and training horses.
*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our ‘single story homes to have
- privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
- our. backyards ,

- 2. 4000 dally tnpswould causenlmruly traffic congestion.

- *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. o
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road
+ This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
. The additional trafﬁc would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

3. | ‘Cnme m the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. | ’Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th15 proposal

Prthame /;dsom O ,Gu RKE Zl:
"Address (50‘/fy G sios ﬁ/ ,LI/ A/V39/0§

Phone: A4 ~£é_',?7

Pg. 1684



- August 25,2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart =
Las Vegas, Nevada

Corrmssmners

I am opposed to the Specml Use Perrmt (U-0116-01) and the Slte Development Plan
- Review (Z 0137-94 (4) for the. followmg reasons:

1.,

4.

ThlS proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent re51dences (R -E zomng)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre Proposal would equa] 25 units

" per Y acre.
~ *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

_*Pﬁvacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

4 4000-daily trips would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drrve is only from the south bound
lane,

- *North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to-get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Critme in the ‘nei:ghbor_hoodwould greatly irxo'rease. In the year 2000 there

- were 770 calls for pOlice service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

‘Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely aﬁ”ected

Please vote to deny thls proposal

Si‘gr;aturez' uow%/,«ﬂ

Print Name:__ avréjprbe Rowm
 Address: b5 2§ Rou Qoqers Dr.
Phone:____ 702 /395> 8/3%/ |

i CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
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* August 25, 2001
City Plannmg Commission

400 E. Stewart

- Las Vegas, Nevada -

Commissioners, "

Iam opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U- 01 16-01) and the Srte Development Plan
‘Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg 1easons: ~

1

4

This proposal’ls ot compatiblewrth adjacent residences (&Eﬂzoning) .

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per /2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ' acre.

" *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high densrty

‘structure would disturb the tranqurl nature of the aréa needed for housing

- and training horses.
E *anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

_privacy. ‘This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards '

4000 da11y trips would cause unruly trafﬁc congestron.

*Access to the; parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the ‘south bound

lane.

"' *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craxg Road

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
. The additional traffic would i mcrease the chances of acc1dents and unruly

o delays '

Cnme in'the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sultes at 2219 No Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected. *

_ Please vote to deny thJS proposal

Slmtme%

A :
P_rint'Name: /%/f‘ L. 0‘0///1,504_,

Address: 6376 £0r Foizes pR. Lb so

Phone: | §/5-55s5
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August 25,2001

C1ty Planmng Commxssxon

400 E. Stewart

- Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioner's, -

Iam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Stte Development Plan
Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the followmg reasons: ,

I.

4.

" This proposal is not compatfble with 'adja'cent residences‘ (R-E zoning)

:*AdJacent homes are l umt per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

- per Y2acre..
*Currefit homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high densxty
 structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

" and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg

- .our backyards
4000 daily trips would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon. :'

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound

lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

Crlme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
-were 770 calls for police serv1ce at Budget Sultes at 22 19 No. Rancho -

Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely aﬂ’ected

Please vote to deny thls proposal

Print Name:

Addfess:

T Lh.s Ve%o.s ) 84! 4
Phone: _ . v _ o
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o

August 25, 2001

- City Planning Commission -
‘400 E. Stewart .
Las’ Vegas, Nevada

x Cor'nmissioners,

Iam opposed to the Speclal Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Srte Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following Teasons: _

1.

4,

Please vote to deny thisxproposal.

Thrs proposal is not compatﬁnle w1th adjacent re51dences (R E zoning)

'*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y acre “Proposal would equal 25 units . -
.. per Y2 acre. :
*Current homes have andare zoned for horses Such a high densrty

- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses. _
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

~our backyards

4000 darly tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestron

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
‘lane.

~ *North bourrd traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
* The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

~ delays.

Cnme n, the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 cal]s for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No: Rancho.

Prope_rty values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected.

Signature:

_Print Name: )/A&A//'z //ﬂﬂ ./JJA@a{

ltlAddress LENS %&4{ %MM ,{ﬂé/

-.Phone /6/5/ /’Vév?
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 August 25, 2001

City P]anmng Commlsswn
400 E. Stewart.
Las Vegas, Nevada

v 'Co'rnmissioners

~"T'am opposed to the Specml Use Permit (U-Ol 16- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Revrew (Z 0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.  This proposal is not companble with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

. .*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
~ per % acre.
*Current homes have and are. zoned for horses “Such a high density
~structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.
’ *anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
- privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. _

2. 4000 daily tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon.

-+ *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drrve is only from thesouth ‘bound
lane.
“*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to. turn right on Craig Road.
‘This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would i increase the chances of acmdents and unruly:
delays

3. Crimein the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
. were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nerghborhood would be adversely affected.

\

Please vote to deny this proposal. o
N -
Srgnature / (A 2. (1Al

" Print Name:: X//’ffn -F/a‘m See

s 009 /émme O
'Phone /ﬂgq ?IYI
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August 25, 2001

City Planmng Commlssxon :
400 E. Stewart - A
Las Vegas, Nevada

Cominissioners

" 1 am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-Ol37-94 C)) for the following reasons:

Y

4.

Please vote to deny thls proposal

_P'riht'Ngnte: ] ; ZQ_QCJ q Jfa 0 %0 Lpff

This- proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

- *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 ¢ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Yz acre. .

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high densrty
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. _

*anacy would be lost.’ We purchased our smgle story homes to have
 privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

4000 dally trips would cause unruly traffic congestron. ‘

% Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.

~ “*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has’ to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trymg to get on Craig Road.
The additional traﬁic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unmly ’

~delays.

Pg.

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly i mcrease In the year 2000 there =

were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁected

Address: /{O/,L ﬂ/{onda. A~
"vPhon'e:'v“' 105\ 3@02

1690



August 25, 2001

" City Planning Commiission
400 E. Stewart
Las V'eg'as, Nevada

‘Commissioners,

. Tam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permlt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
' Rev1ew (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons: : ,

- 1.’ ' Thxs proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent re51dences (R-E zomng)

J*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre Proposal would equal 25 units
- per Yz.dcre.
. *Current homes have and a are zoned for horses. Such a high densrty
 structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
-and training hofses.
~*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would placea’3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards.

2. 4000 daLly trips would causé unruly traffic congestion.
*Access to the parcel forrn Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
. lane. .
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to-turn nght on Cra1g Road.

This currently causes traffic to. back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

3. ‘Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. Inthe yea.r 2000:there
were 770 calls for pohce serv1ce at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

' 4 o Property values in the nexg.hborhood would be adversely affected.

vPlease vote to deny thxs proposal.

Signature: //)/ LU, G~ %pé
Prmt Name: W, ((7 /(F RO\, ¢K7
Address:__6517. A /f/m an S
Phone:_ /. 2 Meq ¢s f-/\/x/ g 19(?

| CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
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August 25, 2001

- City Planning Comrmssron '
~ 400E.Stewart '
~ Las Vegas, Nevada

‘ Commissioners,

-1 am opposed to the Sper.:lal Use Permit. (U-01 16-01) and the Srte Development Pla.n
Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. Th1s proposal is not compatible wrth adjacent re51dences (R-E zonmg)

, ‘Adjacent homes are 1 unrt per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per /2 acre. :
. *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high densny
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
" and trammg horsés. - .
*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
© privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards - .

2. 4000 daily tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon.

| *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drrve is only ﬁ"om the south bound
" lane... .

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addltlonal traffic would increase the chances of accrdents and unruly

: delays

3. * Crime in the nelghborhood would greaﬂy increase. In the year 2000 there
“were 770, cal]s for pohce service at Budget Surtes at 22l9 No. Rancho.

4 " Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th15 proposaL

Signature: (beee’, /)

| .Prthame De,c)m:r‘en,o _ b./eéé

o ._A_ddress:64/3é Hrr7, /m,ix/ ST
Phone:_702_G43m 22IP
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

N

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

N\

Signature:

Address: /4 #/7/6‘//%4;/ &L ANV EGr
Phone: [70}1 SISO o‘g

WW

/..L,u,

1693
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. PropoSal would equal 25 units

per ¥z acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

N
Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: .
Print Name: <A hy A SMa i
Address: 5U11e  Doc Ho[(zhﬁw‘: Aore
Phone:_ 65 S -30U 7
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

- 400 E: Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

Iam opposed to the: Specral Use. Perrmt (U-01 16—01) and the Slte Development Plan
~ Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

"‘4-

‘This proposal is not compatible. yvith 'adjaeent residences'(R-E Zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per l/;: acre. Proposal would’ equal 25 umts
per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hrgh density

structure would dlsturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
and trammg horses.

*anacy would be lost. . We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

4000 darly tnps would cause unruly traffic congestlon_

o '*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only. ﬁom the south bound

lane.
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cran Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

- The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly |

delays.

Pg.

Crimé in the heighbo,rih}cod would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

we‘re,770 calls for police service at Budget Suites ‘at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

o Please vote to deny thrs proposal

Signature: MW AA/'

Print Name: O//;'—/Ll Es W, /3%5

Addresss CYY4/ S /ﬁ/z. J%s,,,,/w—@f
Phone:_ (b #S” /377

1695

i
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August 25, 2001

~ City Planmng Commission
400 E. Stewa.rt
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners

Iam opposed to the Spemal Use Permit (U 0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 @: for the followmg reasons:

1L "This proposal is not compatﬂ:le with adjacent resxdences (R-E zomng)

-‘ ~*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y, acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

" per Y.acre.
. *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a ‘high density
 structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have-
~ privacy. ‘This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards ‘

- 2 - 4000 dally tr,xps wouldfcaUSe unruly traffic congestidn.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from' the south bound

: lane. -
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Cran Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Cra1g Road.
The additional traﬁic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly

delays

3 . Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
~ were 770 calls for police semce at Budget Surtes at 2219 No Rancho.

4. A .PrOperty values in the ne1ghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected

Please vote to deny thlS proposaL
o Slgnature - . ; =y 1 s G \ o -
Prmt Name:_ \ %\FKQ Q(\\ CO G & .

Address{ ¢ a A %\‘&.T‘ ‘%&\M&v&,

O Y =N\

;Phone N ( oQ\‘H \-v\—k Q"cQ\_l
. 1 =T
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August 25,2001 .

- City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Cormmssxoners,

- ITam opposed to the Specml Use PermIt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: ,

o L - This proposal is not cornpatible with adjacent'residences (R-E’zoning)

*Ad]acent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per'zacre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hrgh densrty
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
and training horses ,
*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy: This pr0posal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
~our backyards.

2. 4000 daily tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestlon. _
, *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traﬁic on Torrey Pines has to turn rlght on Cra1g Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. -
The additional traﬁic would i mcrease the chances of accidents and unruly
- delays.

3 Crime in.the neighbo_rhood would greatly increase. _In‘the year 2000,there"
were 770 calls for ‘po]ice service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

8 4. B Property values i in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁected

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

| Address

."":“Phone Ys- -) D / ‘7

Pg. 1697 |
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. August 25,2001

 City Planing Commission
- 400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

- Tam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-01 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-Ol37 -94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. This prOposal is not compatfble with adjacent residences (R-E zbm'ng)
*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

. per 2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses.. Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housing

. and trammg horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
-privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backya.rds
| 2 . 4000 dally.tnps wotlld cause unruly traﬁic .'c‘ongestion.’
| ‘*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
'*?Iﬁ:th boﬁnd traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Cran Road.

- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would i mcrease the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

3. :Crime inthe neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year“2000 there
‘were 770 calls for police service at Budget Siiite’s at 2219 No. Rancho.

| 4 Property values in the neighborhood weuld be a_dvetsely affected.

 Please vote to deny this\-iaroposal. ' - RO
Signature: /244/§ . /.,z il
Print Name: /),4,,,/(/ S cg wSos!

‘Addr'ess 57///5 _ f /TSMA(VI € CT
Phone 705} @53 (9596 -/

Pg. 1698 1
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» August 25, 2001

“ City Plannmg Commrssron
400 E. Stewart - .
~Las Vegas, Nevada

o CommissiOner's '

‘AI am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U -01 16 01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons

1 ThlS proposal is not. compatible with adJacent resrdences (R-E zonmg)

‘ *Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per '; acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
. per 2 acre.
“*Current homes have a.nd are zoned for horses. Such a high density
_structure would disturb the tranqurl nature of the area needed for housmg

and training horses.

C *anacy would be lost We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

2. 4000 daily trips would .cause unruly traffic congestlon. ,
*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound
lane. .
-*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Crmg Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addltronal traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

3.  Crimein the nelghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there
were' 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected
' Please vote to deny this proposal '

Signature: :)Z%Ww O{ ”7 WW
anName (//9/7 ine ) M QWM/%M/
Address: é 437 STAR. \],5_5/71 INE <t
Phone: N MW 89/¢K

Pg. 1699 }
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~ August 25, 2001

Cxtyv Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart

, Las Vegas, Nevada

, Comm]ss1oners,

“Tam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U -0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
- ’Rev1ew (Z -0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

© 1. . This proposal is not compatible with adjacent resxdences (R-E zoning)
| *Adjacent'homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

. per Y% acre.
“*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

 structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses. :
*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

- privacy. This proposal would placea 3 story structure overlooking
- our backyards v L |

2. 4000 darly trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addmonal traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

3, y Cr1me in the. nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
'were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sultes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal & ”f”ﬁ*‘”%

Signature:_\

' Address é G4y 43 Tﬂ/?/L]—\Sm/&é CT—
Phone: G S\é’ 2777

Pg. 1700 ‘
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[N

" August 25, 2001
- City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart -~
Las Vegas, Nevada

. Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U- 01 16- 01) a.nd the Site Development Plan
- Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. Th1s proposa.l is not compatible wnh adjacent resxdences (R-E Zoning)
’ “‘Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per Y; acre. Proposal would equal 25 umts,:

per Y acre
. *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a hlgh density

structure would disturb the tranqull naIure of the : area needed for. housmg -

and training horses. .
*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have _

privacy. -This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

2. 4000 ‘daily trips w0uld cause unruly trafﬁc congestion. :
- *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁom the south bound
.- lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accldents and unruly

delays

3. . Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. Inthe year 2000 there
were 770 calls for pohce service at.Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

s Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.
Please vote to deny thJs proposa]
- Signature: W’@ ﬁw Wﬂwﬂ#
.AV_IP'riﬁtName fzobeff[) Ro t(se_ |
 Address_ 6416 SAPPhre sT. L V/l//ﬁ/%"s’éﬁ =
'Phone [70’)—\ éé’é 7373 |

1701
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August 25, 2001 -

L 'C1ty Planmng Commission
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

‘Tam opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U- 01 16 01) and the Site Development Plan
'Rev1ew (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

‘1."

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

This proposal- is not compatible with vadjacent reSidenees (R-E zoning)

.*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

‘per Y2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high densxty
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. - :

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards : v

4000 dally tnps would cause unruly traffic congest1on.

_*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.

*North bound traﬁc on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road. -

This currently- causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
‘The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays.

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there '

“were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rarcho.

Property values i in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

W

.Pnnt Name%?‘f(/a/ﬁ ﬁ A 4L‘/
- ddess 608 SBIYNINE ST
| : Phohe:' A. éé/é"/é 28
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August 25, 2001

City Plannmg Commission
400 E. Stewart -
Las Vegas, Nevada

Comm 'issioners

I am opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137-94.(4) for the following reasons:

1

4.

Thrs proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per %2 acre

° *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha high density
- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

- privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking

our backyards.

' 4000 dally tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestion

- *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound

lane.

‘: *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

Crlme in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thrs proposal /
o o _ Slgnauue Al 15 6{4&5

PnntNarne L'MHZ/ ,4— R/WL \/45
Address [;9’% §am///€ .CA
Phone 274 /

Pg.
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August 25, 2001

 City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

- Las Vegas, Nevada:

. Comm1ssroners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Slte Development Plan
R .Rev1ew (Z 0137 94 (4) for the following reasons:

l.

4.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal
'
: B Signa’ture:g% v Z

This proposal is not compatfble with adJacent residences (R-E zomng)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y, acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per ¥; acre. '

*Cuirent homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg

. and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards. . :

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congesrion

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive i is. only from the south bound

~lane.

*North bound traffic.on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road
This currently causes traffic to back up trying'to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays

Crune-m«the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

- were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected.

PrintName:“_/I’;% 3 ffp,(f/}l/ . | - -
Address;_ $45¢ 2/ A }}74 A/ f% /ﬁ v )/ 7 /5 |
Phone:_ /‘/v(“ ?ég// .




l CciITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

“August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

- Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Spemal Use Permit (U 0116-01) and the Slte Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z—Ol37 94 (4) for the' following reasons: -

L

4.

Please vote to deny this’ propo

This proposal is not compatible thh adjacent resxdences R-E zomng)

*Adjacent homes.are 1 unit per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per ' acre.

| _*Current ' homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hlgh density

structure would d15turb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses ‘
: *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy.. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards '

4000'da11y tr1ps would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁom the south bound

~ lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn right on Cralg Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

- The addltlonal traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly

delays

-Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
-~ were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

: Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

e LT

X PnntName MH’RV Z _720,;,,/4-.:
Address: 4-'%‘-/ | #m#vﬂ‘ Adi
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August 25,2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

- Las Vegas, Nevada

Conmnssmners

- lam opposed to the Specra] Use. Perrmt (U -0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
1 Revrew (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the followmg reasons: -

1..

4.

“This proposal is not compatible with adjacent resrdences (R E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per %z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density.
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg

L andtrammghorses
" *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

- + privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking -

our backyards

4000 da.lly trips would cause unruly traﬁc corigestiou.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound

‘lane.

*North bound traﬁic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cralg Road.

. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addltlonal traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

a delays

o Crlme in the nerghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there '
. were 770 calls for pohce servrce at- Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho.

) Property va.lues in the nerghborhood would be adversely affected.

R //zyﬁwwég zy//f%/
‘Phone: ﬂé7,77 /%/5 7‘5/7/

1706
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August 25,2001

~-City Planning Commlssmn :
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commrsswners :

Jam opposeg to the Spec1al Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

'4.

ThlS proposal is not compatrble with adJacent residences (R-E zoning)

- *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per V2. acre. 'Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y2 acre.

~* *Current homes: have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
* structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

.and trammg horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards s

4000 da11y tnps would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

’lane

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cran Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get onCraig Road.
The additional traffic would i increase the chances of accldents and unruly
delays. .

Crime in the. nerghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there ,

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

‘Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal

Slgnnture;_ Z/ﬂl?é}/ A WM /W

- Print Name: l/l/ﬁf)c//} W/d/ Am.s
Addsess (/07599 AmethysT Ave
e L45°£102 7

Pg.
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» 'Augu‘stf25, 2001 -

C1ty Planmng Commxssxon

" - 400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

' Commissione'rs,

I: am opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Perrmt (U-0116- Ol) and the Site Development Plan
. .Rev1ew (Z 0137-94 (4) for the: followmg reasons: , _

l. ~ This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residehces R-E Zoning)

- *AdJacent homes are l unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
- per Yz acre
- *Current: homes have and are zoned for horses Such a hlgh density
A structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
* - and training horses.
; ~*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
- privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
- our backyards

2. 4000 da11y tnps would cause unruly traffic congestion.

-. *Access to‘_the'parc’el form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
" This currently causés traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
. The addmonal traffic would i increase the chances 6f accldents and unruly
" delays.’

3. -~ Crime inthe neighborhood ,Woul'd greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 ca]ls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No: Rancho.

4 Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS proposaL

Print Name -F'/ahc X fe/-#m ,éo,ﬁr/z///e /W 5&-1‘/(//V

Address ésj A Q Z 2@ [:g:t' g‘ 57 {g)d 2’?/&/9'

Phone: KT -5~ /37




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25,2001

City P]annmg Commission

400 E. Stewart

‘Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

Please vote to deny th1s proposal

This proposal is not companhle with adJacent resxdences R-E zonmg)

: *Adjacem homes are 1 unit per '/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

- structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
- and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. _

- 4000 daily tnps would cause unruly traffic congestlon.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane. .

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

‘The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays.

 Crime in the rieighborhood would greally. increase. Inthe year 2000 there

were 770 calls’fOr police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No.’Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Signatire: 7M °/ ﬂ//é‘&l

Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planmng Comrmssmn

: ‘400 E. Stewart

 Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners

_‘I am opposed to the Spe01al Use Permlt (U -0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
~Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: , :

L

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent resrdences (R-E zomng)

"‘Ad_]acent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre. Pr0posal would equal 25 units
per Yz acre. :

.. ¥Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
and trainifig horses.

.*anacy would be lost. We' purchased our smgle story homes to-have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking -

C.oour backyards

4000 datly trips would cause unruly traﬂic congestiOn.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve lS only ﬁ'om the south bound
lane.

. *North 'bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pmes has to- tum nght on Cratg Road
. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accxdents and unruly
‘delays. :

~ ‘Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
. were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

. Please vote to deny th1s proposal

Slgnature %,.\,Q)/%é(/
Print Name: MWAW ol 7649&5

Address: &#2 /‘éﬂf’w 7€A
Phone:_ ééZ s 6%5/




; CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg 1711 ,1

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission -

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners

- Tam opposed to the Specml Use Perrmt (U 01 16-01) and the Site Development Plan
B Rev1ew (Z 0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

CL

L4

This proposal is not compatfble with ad]acent resrdences (R-E zomng)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
- per Y2 acre. ,
* *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
- structure would disturb the tranqui] nature of the area needed for housmg

and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy: This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards : ‘

: 4000 daﬂy trips would cause unruly traffic congestlon,

. *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane. -

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currentJy causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

 delays.

Crime in the nexghborhood would greatly i mcrwse In the year 2000 there

~were 770 calls for pohce semce at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thrs proposal

‘Signature: W“{’ ZW %/"7 C&

= Print Name: RObERT’ﬁ/D}#A:/@//\/F Dka
Address (0 S5 ) Pgﬂk(fﬁ[gf £ Xas VETAS A

| Phone: @5’8 335 I
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 August 25,2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart g
. Las Vegas, Nevada

. Cormmssroners,

Tam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Revrew (Z- 0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons: = -

| l : f _ Thrs proposal 1s not compatible with adJacent resrdences R-E zomng)

\ *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ‘/z acre. Proposal would equa.l 25 umts
~per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are. zoned for horses Such a high den51ty
structure would disturb the ‘tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. |

" *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2 - 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound |
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cralg Road
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would i increase the chances of accxdents and unruly

delays

3. Crune in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
o were 770 calls for police service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4 - Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected
Please vote to deny thls proposal
Signature: H@lgﬂ . -K~ ALM’) V
Pri_nt Name: He‘t\% oo K. Hw nte
Address:_[; 4 L{q PF/Q_ r O}”Q s A
Phone: 092 ~ L Y3 - 90 b4
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August 25,2001

City Planning Commission
© 400 E. Stewart |
Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

. Tam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U- 01 16- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Revxew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the following reasons: \

1.

| .4.’.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

' This proposal is not compatlhle with adjacent residences (R-E zomng)

: *Adjacent homes are l unit per Y acre. Proposal Would equal 25 umts -

per‘/zacre

~ *Current homes h.ave and are zoned for horses. Such a high density

“structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

.~ and training horses.
. *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
_ privacy.. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

our backyards.

) 4000 da.lly trips Would cause unruly tratfic congestlou

- *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound

lane.

* *North bound ttaffic on Torrey Pmes has to turn nght on Craig Road

"This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

. The addttlonal traffic would i increase the chances of accndents and unruly

delays

: Crlme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 77 0 calls for police service at Budoet Sultes at 2219 No. Rancho

5 Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

'Slgnature | l‘ L. / %
-Prthame BM/J&F/&SCAW/)
Address &%{Q /@ﬂ@’f@gé

e (708) LAWY =y foirve -
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!

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commlssmn |

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas Nevada '

‘ Commlssmners

.Tam opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U 0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
.. Review (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons: o

1.

4.

Please vote to deny thls proposal

ThJS proposal is not compatible thh adjacent residences (R—E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per. Y, acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
‘per Y2 acre.

" “*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
' structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg

and training horses. .

- *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

4000 daily tn'ps would cause unfuly'trafﬁc congeSiion.

' *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound -

lane'

' *North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
o ThlS currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
- The addltlonal traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

Cnme inthe ne1ghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

: were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

| Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

: Slgnature

Print Name: Q) m(*; e (O

Address (o‘(//“/ ' ’/’P?Q\(“Qre‘ﬁ'lf | Ed
 Bhone: /702\ Q:aé* (Y65
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" August 25, 2001

City P]anmng Commxss1on
400 E. Stewart
" Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

. . Tam opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
3 Rev1ew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. 'I'hls proposal is not ‘compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

, -*Ad_]acent homes are 1 umt per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
- perYs acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

-and trammg horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
- privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
 our backyards _

2. *4000."da11y trips would cause unruly traffic.congestion.
*Aecess to the parcel form Rancho Drive. is'ohly from the south bound
~ lane.
~. *North bound traffic on. Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.
" This currently causes traffic to back up.trying to. get on Craig Road.

The additional traﬂic would mcrease the chances of accidents and unruly
~ delays.

! ; 3 | Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for ponce semce at Budget Suites: at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. ‘Property values in the neighborhood would be adver'sely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal
| Signature: W L ﬁ M/@)

Print Name: Dona\d % Burton

Address (DBOI W&Sl’ ALeander poqd
Phone: - 03 - 445 -368 A
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August 25, 2001

Civtyv Planmng Commission
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-01 16—01) and the Site Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z-0137—94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density .
structure would’ dlsturb the tranqui] nature of the area needed for housmg
‘and training horses. . . .. S

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have :
privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg
our backya.rds C ' ,

,:2‘-. S 4000 dmly tnps would cause. unruly trafﬁc congesnon

. *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
- lape.. .o
- *North ‘bound traﬂic on Torrey Pmes has to tum nght on Crmg Road.
- This curremly causes traffic to-back- up trying to-get on Craxg Road.
The additional trafﬁc would mcrease the chances of accxdents and unruly
delays : . _

3.+ Crime ini th 'k‘helghborhood would greaﬂy inérease ,v,In_the year 2000 there.
U were 770 Salls for police sérvice at: Bﬁdget ‘Suites at'2219 No. Rancho:

4, Property yalues in the neighborhood Wo_uldbe‘ adversely aﬂ'ected.
Please vote to deny\:h1s proposal , o o
Slgnature . OLLZLLM /@ BM‘@
Prthame A ud rQ\I R Bur f°on
| Address (301 W&.»f' /‘}LP \«M&er ?oac{
Bhone:__ 703~ G485~ 308 5.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥; acre. Proposal Wodd equal 25 units

per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cra1g Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

XN

Print Namg=__/ <\ \ bu_:l—(—-
Address: 450 2 4 22 ﬁzexanclgg . [@

Phone: 7&/? 'é 4/5 ’/020
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart '
Las Vegas, Nevada

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
. Review. (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: - . ,

'.I.' rThxs proposallsnot compaﬁble thhad;aoentmdmes(R—E zonmg)

' ‘Ad]acenthomarelunnper‘/&acre ProposalwoﬂdequalZSumts
. perYzacre..
‘Cmenthomshaveandarezonedforhorses. Such a high density -
structm'ewoulddxstmbthetmnquﬂnatureoftheammdedforhousmg
" and training horses. =~
' Prwacywouldbelost. Wepurchasedoursmgle story homes to have
. privacy. Tmsproposalwouldphcea3storystmctm'eovetloohng
_' ourbackyard& :

2 ‘4000dai1ytnpswmﬂdcanseunru1ytraﬂiccongesuon.

*AowsstotheparcelformkanchoDnvexsonIyﬁomthesouthbomd
lane. .
~ *North bound u-aﬂic on Ton'ememhas to tm:nnght onCralgRoad,
.. This carrently causes uaflic i back upricying to get on Craig Road.
Theaddluonaltxaﬂicwomdmreasethcchancesofaccxdems and unruly
delays. :

3. Crmlemthenaghborhoodwou[dgreaﬂym-ease Intheyw2000there
) wemﬂﬂcaﬂsforpolweservxceatBudgetSun&satZZBNo Rancho.

4. "Pmpertyvahmmthenexghborhoodwouldbeadmlyaﬁaei

Please vote to deny th:s proposaL
’Slgnamre: ///% /M

PnntName —40'%0 ST T sesay

' Address: 529 1) fesradoir R
| Phone Las (,/Eg/;s_/x//- Biw8B.
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August 25, 2001

City Pla.nmng Comnnssxon’
400 E. Stewart .
- Las Vegas, Nevada -

- Commiissioners,

~ITam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

4.

This proposal is not compatible. with adjacent' residences (R-E zoning)

"'Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y; acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per 2 acre. :
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density

. structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
" and training horses.

"‘Prlvacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story hornes to have
privacy. . This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards :

" -4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestiorl.

' ”*Access to.the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

- lane.

~ *North bound traffic-on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cralg Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traﬁ‘.'lc would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.”

' Crime in'the neighborhood would greatly;irrcreas_e. In the year 2000 there
'were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho. '

Property values n the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

~ Please vote to deny thlS proposaL

’ngnature X .
Prthame\)\t\en) KR\\A&? K
}v:Address 9&37 {A&a.s lewe - 290y
prone:_Let| S - M1 3Q

1719 |
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August 25, 2001

- City P]anmng Commission
. . 400 E. Stewart .
' Las Vegas, Nevada

CommiSsioners

T am opposed to the Speclal Use Permxt (U-Ol 16—01) and the Site Development Plan
" 4Rev1ew (Z 0137—94 (4) for the following reasons:-

1.1‘

4.

Th1s proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent resxdcnces (R-E zoning)

‘ *Adjacent homes are 1 umt per ¥ acre: Proposal would equal 25 umts
. per'sacre. - '
- *Current homes have and are Zoned for horses. Such a high densxty

 structure wotild disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

' *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards .

' 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.
*Access to »lhe:pa\r‘_cel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound |

. “*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road:

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get-on Craig Road.

| The additional traﬁic would increase: the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays

Crime in'the nelghborhood would greatly increase. Inthe yea_r 2000 there

were 770 ca]ls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

_Slgnature ‘W\&Mw N, D/tgfaoj
Prthame mPAR.)OJQ}b ., AW)II/.S :
Address: L/..:ua ._SADESR«)E Aw: LASVEERS, NV

K?/ox
Phone. 70-:)— éALS )0 S




| 'CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

© August 25, 2001

' City Planning Commission
- 400 E. Stewart :

Las Vegas, Nevada

: Commissioners, '

I am opposed to the Special Use Permxt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan

o ‘Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal 1s not compatible with ad]acent residences (R-E zoning)

‘ *Adjacent homes are 1 umt per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
~per Vs acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high density
' structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. -
*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our b&kyards

20 4000 daily trips woula cause unruly traﬂic oongesnon

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound tra.ﬁic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cra1g Road.

- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

Pg. 1721

The additional traﬁ‘ic would increase the chances of acmdents and unruiy '

delays.

3 - Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there:
' were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sultes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thls proposal

Signature: Y '

| PrintNaf_néf Bar[va'ra\“ A . f'j/a //
Address: A 33 (QQJQ stoene 'AU@,
| ~ Phone: .‘70_;{ WL e




i ~ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.” 1722

. - [ _ . |

" August 25,2001

CrtyPlannmg Commission
400 E. Stewart
- Las Vegas, Nevada

' Commissioners,

’ I am opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
.Revrew (Z 0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1.

. vv4'

' o Thrs proposal is not. compatible with adjacent resrdences (R-E zoning)

'_ "‘Adjacent homes are 1 umt per '/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
- per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high denslty
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
and training horses. -

- *anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

_privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story: structure overlooking
our backyards

i 4000 dally irips would cause unruly traffic con'gestion_

'*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive'is only from the south bound

lane. -

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craag Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig | Road.
The additional traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly .

delays.

- Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there -

were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected

Please vote to deny thxs proposal

Slgnature gw‘l@%

Print Name: (‘) RN& “\ \0\7\\\\4 -
| Ad‘dr_ess,: \‘7\'\ 7 Q Q) @\‘\“‘f\ Lwy
o733 - \u65- WL A4y
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August 25, 2001

- City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart - -
Las Vegas, Nevada- =

Comrmssroners

~. Tam opposed to the Spec1al Use Pemnt (U-Ol 16 01) and the Slte Development Plan
. Revrew (Z- 0137 94 (4) for the following reasons:. |

L

4.,

Please vote to deny thJs proposaL

Tlrus proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

o *Adjacent homies are 1 umt per l/z acre Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y acre.

- “*Current homes have. and are zoned for horses.’ Such a high density

structuré would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

.. and training horses.
~* *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

pnvacy This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg

‘ -our backyards. - 7
. 4(l00.daﬂ}'r trips wOuld cause uhruly traffic congestion.v‘

) *Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

" The additional traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
. delays

Crlme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. ‘In the year 2000 there
‘, were 770 calls for pohce servrce at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values i in the nerghborhood would be adversely aﬂ’ected

‘ 'vSignature: ‘ A '
,"Print._Name:_.EmQ;p/ Sc ‘\c,f/
" Address: Yh33 'I'/y Trar|

- Phone:_




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

_August 25, 2001

City P]annmg Commlssmn

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada..

, Commissionefs;

I am opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Sxte Development Plan
Rev1ew (Z -0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

4

Please vote to deny thxs proposal

R T'h;s proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Ad_]aoenf hoine‘s-'are 1 unit per % acre. PrOposal'WOulci equal 25 units
per Y acre

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high den51ty
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Prlvacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. " This proposal would place a 3 story-structure overlookmg

~our backyards
4000 dajly trrps would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. -

* *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.

This currently causes traffic to.back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addmonal traﬂic would 1 increase the: cbances of accidents and unruly

_ delays

Crime in the. nexghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancko.

4‘ Property va]ues in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

,/47?/ \gm/wu

pamnane e Dra L7200
Address: 400 ? oYanne Ne-
_‘Phone /‘ng 370)

- - Signature: '

Pg.
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| CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25;'-2001 -

U City Planmng Comrmssron
- 400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Cormniss‘ioners

- Iam opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-0116-01) and- the Srte Development Plan
Revrew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the following reasons: - . v

1. Thrs proposal is not compatible with ad]acent resrdences (R-E zoning)

: *Ad]acent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Sucha high density
 structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

. .and training horses.

Pg. 1725

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have -

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg :
our backyards E '

2. | 4000 daiiy trips would cause unruly traﬂic congestion.
* Access to the pa.rcel form Rancho Dnve is only ﬁ'om the south bound ’

lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to tirn right on Cralg Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional trafﬁc would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. :

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly i increase. In the year-2000 there
» were 770 calls for police service at Budget Surtes at 2219 No. Rancho

4. Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected

Please vote to deny thrs propo
S smmm M
| - »Prmt Name [/sA M;

Address: 99;? £ /( o X q'//V/VC/

Phone é%f {?%55
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

- Iam ‘opposed to the Special Use Permrt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Revrew (Z-0137 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:.

4

| Thxs proposal is not compatﬂale with adJacent residences (R-E zoning)

,*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per Y; acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha high density

~ structure would disturb the tranquﬂ nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses:

: “*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards '

~ 4000. daxly tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlom

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traffi¢ on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cran Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accldents and unruly

delays

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there

‘were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th1s proposal
‘ v: SugnaIUTe.__¢===‘;;;7 //1171;;?/2::?12:://éi:jii

Print Name: Siam‘«gp Wi e/arvéi

Address:_ 'f/bo g ‘/r%a ><é e VD’"

Phone: 375" 708 ¥
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i CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart =~
~ Las Vegas, Nevada

~ Commissioners,

T am opposed to the Specml Use Permit (U 0116-01) and the Slte Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L.

4,

ThJS proposal is not compatible with adjacent re51dences (R E zomng)

*AdJacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
‘per % acre., '

" *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a hlgh density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.

B *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have -

_ privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards A

4000 daxly tnps would cause unruly lraﬂie congestlorL

*Access to the: parcel form Rancho Dnve is only &om the south bound

lane. :
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has'to turn nght on Cra1g Road

_ This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

B delays

Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 ca]]s for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho B

v- -Property values in ‘the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th.lS proposal

Slgnature / /VM/ 7 MV/
Print Name:_ %Q/J WJ‘ £7\
Address LV%M ??//d&/

Phone: " ”////7

1727
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

1 am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per %2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: ‘f‘]ﬁif an, LOR ﬁﬁzﬂ&:@zgﬁ ,
Print NmeiMmﬁMﬁm@%Zi&ﬂz roco/fen

Address:_“YA2) Touchstone CT. »L-V/ Ay, F7/08

Phone:  724-5729



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

© August 25,2001

City Planmng Comm1ss10n
- 400 E. Stewart -
Las Vegas,‘ Nevada

Commlssmners

Iam opposed to the Special Use Perrmt (U- Ol 16~ Ol) and the Slte Development Plan

- Rev1ew (Z 013

. ,.,1? .

7-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

This proposal is not compatlble with adjacent resndences R- E zomng)

s *AdJacent homes are l umt per Y, acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
" per %z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a hlgh density
structure. would disturb the tranqui] nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.

‘ ‘*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. - This proposal would placea3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards _

000 da.lly tnps would cause um'uly traffic congesnon.

: *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
-~ lane.
_ *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.

4..

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The addmonal traffic would increase the chances of acmdents and unruly .

delays.

- Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly i mcrease .In the year 2000 there

were. 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected

Please vote to deny thts proposal :

~/ouzt_ lerul .7/2:5/70

Signature: Z@W D, 7/ m& \44 zf//za, (;//Z/Z/ibﬁ&,
'Prthame //,/UK\/ D \7’ DoEEEh/ M. Keele
Address#z.?/f 7_(5066/—/-576/%: c’f . §9/08
.“'Plto'ne:' AR e

Pg.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan .
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would équal 25 units

per % acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hxgh density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

e
Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: %M ( /43/

Print Name: [Wychee/ 4. gt —

Address: 7333 :D?J<§7éne Ave. éﬁ):S’ [/éj?@/t/(/ 505

Phone: 70+ (SP-25¢ ).
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001
City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Developmem Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L.

4.

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zZoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per 2 acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Prrvacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly
delays. .

Crime in the neighborbood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

s

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signame:_dzﬁ_ﬁ_‘_ﬁ@ﬁ;&
Print Name: ( ihmf gl Bgﬁg ?ZM

Address: 6172 ﬁ%c:n‘a;:f Ave.,
Phone: 655-23713

Pg.
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" CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

L.

4,

This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. '

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS propo

seectsios Tortrnecs

Print Name: [C(c{//‘? MWFMO
Address: ]| L()\Ccm(’]" ' )41) Q-
Phone: 703 -§69- ?Oc-(/ )

Pg.
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; August 25, 2001

City Planmng Commission
' 400 E. Stewart :
‘Las Vegas, Nevada_

;Comrmssnoners

~Iam opposed to the Specxal Use Perrmt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
" Review (Z-0137 94 (4) for the following reasons: ,

- 1.

‘4.,

- This proposal is not companble with adjacent re51dences R-E zonmg)

' '*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per Y acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per 'z acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha high densxty

structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. -

~ *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
. privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

‘our backyards

| '4000'da1ly tnps would cause unruly traffic ‘congestion

~* *Access to the parcel forrn Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane.

, *North bound t trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.

* This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
‘The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

c H-‘Cnme in-the nexghborhood would greatly mcrease In the year 2000 there
- were’ 770 calls for police service at Budget. Suites at.2219 No. Rancho.

R Property values in the nexghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thls 131'013osal

Signature: L//)l Q414 Wﬂ/w/ %//“/117 ";(77«‘_,

. Print Name: Mﬁwu /{d V2 /?0[;16 0a |
Address: @/&.é/ Fj&%&“/?aﬂz’ yA AL LV
Phone:. léé s -/3 5/?




~ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

';qunnzs 2001

- .City Plannmg Comrmssmn -
400 E. Stewart -
Las Vegas, Nevada -

-Commissioners

. ITam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and’ the Site Development Plan

' Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1.0 .

4.

Please vote to deny thls proposal

Thxs proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent res1dences (R-E zoning)

 *Adjacent Homes are 1 unit per l/;z acre.’ Proposal would equal 25 umts

per 'z acre. .
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housmg

" . and training horses. |
: *anacy would be lost. - We purchased our single story homes to have

privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backya.rds .

4000 daﬂy tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congestion.

*Access to the pa.rcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
 lane.’

‘ *North hound traffic on ’I‘on‘ey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road.

This. currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addmonal traffic would i increase the chances of accidents and um'uly
delays

-Cnme in the ne1ghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there

were 770 calls for pohce service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the ne1ghborhood would be adversely affected.

N i

N . |

.'”PnntName __ Lk&: /?@«\cw ,
*A_dd;ess él;—‘—f Foxcroer Ave LV
-~ Phone:__ LS8 1330 |




l CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001

 City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart

' Las Vegas, Nevada

Comm1s51oners,

Iam opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit (U-01 16—01) and the Site Development Plan
' Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: ‘

1.

N ,4. .

o Please vote to deny thls proposal
: - Signature: WJO’/V\ %

This proposal is not compatl“ble wrth adjacent residences (R -E zomng)

* Adiacent homes are 1 unit ner % gcgg Proposal would equal 25 umts
per 72 acre.

~*Current homes have and are zoned for horses ‘Such a high density

-~ structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses. -

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooklng
our backyards : o

4000 da11y trips Would cause unruly traﬂic congesuorL

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound
lane. -

*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cra1g Road
This currently causes-traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays. '

Crime in the neighborhood would gr,eat"l'y‘increase, In the year 2000 there

- were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suit‘es'at 2219 No. Rancho. -

_ Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely affected.

Print Name: AGC’IV] ﬁ _32{/ / y 115
Address:__(» 3 (90 Jzﬁmm‘pf’f‘ C—(
Phone: ‘\702_; - /31.77

Pg.
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- Augu‘st. 25,2001

City Planmng Commlssmn
. 400 E. Stewart
* Las Vegas, Nevada

o Comm15510ners

* lam opposed to the Special Use Permit (U -0116-01) and the. Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137 -94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatlble w1th adjacent restdences (R-E zomng)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥z acre. Proposal would equal 25 umts
per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
‘and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

~privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards. ,

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic corigestion.

.

*Access to the parcel forrn Rancho Drive is on]y from the south bound
 lane. .
*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.
- This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
. The additional traﬂic would i increase the chances of accidents and unruly
. delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4.  Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

" Prine Nmeéfg/zg/%g< J-adC 62‘/\“?:‘:

:.Address é?d?lj/@,\yjy//%[ (]7\
Phone:' éf/j_—-— 7-5_85‘
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August 25,2001

City Planning Commission

. 400 E. Stewart:

Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

-1 .am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Developmeht Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1

4.'

This proposal is not\c‘ompatible with adja.cent‘residenCes '(R-E zoning)

*AdJacent homes are 1 umt per ¥ acre. Proposal would equaJ 25 units

" per Yz acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a hlgh den51ty g
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

"+ *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have

pnvacy This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

4000 daily trips would cause unruly traiﬁc congest;on.

* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound
lane. .

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craxg Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of acc1dents and unruly.

delays.

Cnme in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny: this proposal.

Signature: K k B

Prmt Name R(‘ ot (‘ \ MEPFMAA

“Address ( W !D\ R().ML\QO PL
Phone: Z 12.-222%




city COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001

: Ciry Planmng Comrnission
400 E. Stewart - -
Las Vegas, Nevada

- Commissioners,

’I am opposed to the Specxal Use Pernut (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137- 94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1. Th.ls proposal is not compatlble with adjacent residences R-E zomng)

*AdJacent homes are | unit per % acre.- Proposal would equal 25 units
per /z acre. -
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a high dens:ty
_structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg
- and training horses. o
: *anacy would be lost.. We purchased our single story homes to have
. ‘privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
" our backyards

2. 4000 daily tnps would cause unruly traffic congestion.

" *Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
~ “The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
‘ delays : :

Pg. 1738

3. - Crimein the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there -

 were 770 calls for police service at Budget Su1tes at 2219 No. Rancho.
4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.
Please vote to deny thlS proposal

Slgnature é s %M7“_

Print Name: %7),4,:% 7,0 rEL

“Address: é 9‘?’-5'-2/9/;’1;&:[, <Z

Phone: 702 & 5 4220
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August 25, 2001
City Planning Commission
-~ 400 E. Stewart ' '
Las Vegas, Nevada
- Commissioners, |
Iam opposed to the Spec1al Use Perrmt (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
-Review (Z 0137- 94 4 for the followmg reasons:
'l." ~ This proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent restdences (R—E zoning)

: "‘Ad_)acent homes are 1 unit per ¥, acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per %2 acre.
‘*Current homes have and are zoned for horses ‘Sucha hlgh density

structure would disturb the tranquﬂ nature of the 2 area needed. for housing

- and training horses.
*Prlvacy would be lost. ‘We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
.our backyards : ,

2. 4000 dajly tips would"cause uriruly traffic congestion.
*Access.to the parcel form Rancho Drlve is only from the south bound
lane. .
*North bound trafﬁc on Torrey Pines has to turn. nght on Craig Road.

* This currently causes traffic to back up trying to-get on Craig Road.
- The additional traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

3. Crime in ) the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
: were. 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

" 4 : Property values in the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬁ'ected
~ Please vote to deny thJS proposal

Signature:,

Print Name: Sk vuerre  7X/ ompsen

Pg. 1739

Address:_ 4o/ Bambes fipce (RS [ECHS S5r0€

Phone: ;4475 76A
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission

" 400 E. Stewart

* Las Vegas, Nevada

' Cormmssroners

Iam opposed to the Specral Use Permit (U-01 16- 01) and the Slte Development Plan

1.

L Revrew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons: .
-This. proposal isnot compatlble w1th adjacent res1dences (R—E zomng)

,*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per 2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per Y; acre.

_ *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high densrty

: structure would disturb. the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

'*anacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes t6 have

privacy. This proposal would place a3 story structure overlooking
our backyards

4000 da11y trips would cause unruly traﬂic congestron

*Access’ to the parcel form Raricho Drive is only ﬁ'om the south bound

lane.

~*North bound traﬂic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cralg Road. .
. This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get.on Craig Road.
- The additional traffic would mcrease the chances of acc1dents and unruly

delays.

Property values in»the neighborhood would .be adyersely aﬁ_"ected. :

Please vote 10 deny th.lS proposal

. Slgnature A

) 'Prmt Name:

. 'Address é‘t’ ’7’2— }Qa*médc (0(7<
' Phone(/Z‘ZZ) 9476 —’/—\(/ég

4

Pg.

- Crtme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
- were 770 calls for police servrce at Budget Suites at 2219 No Rancho.

1740



August 25, 2001
City Planmng Cormmsswn
- 400 E. Stewart
- LasVegas, Nevada
Commissioners

I am opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Perrmt (U -0116- 01) and the Sxte Development Plan

| Rev1ew (Z 0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons:

1». - Thls proposal is not compatible w1th adjacent resxdences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per 2 acre Pr0posal would equal 25 units

per 'z acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing

- and training horses.

* *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would plaee a 3 story structure overlookmg '
our backyards.

2. . 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic cohgestion.
* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn rrght on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.

The additional traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In'the year 2000 there
o © were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

4. . Property values in the nerghborhood would be adverse_ly affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: E@MM | SH=EF]IN
Print Narme:_ RO&;E\[ Ru/dzo P}q
Address:_ (s 90T 57%’? oo F, LH(LC
Phone:_ 3950048

| CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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AugUst 25, 2001
' City Planning Commission

400 E. Stewart 7
Las Vegas, Nevada

Comr'nissioners

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116- 01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

‘1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)
*Adjacent homes are 1 umt per. Y2 acre. Proposa] would equal 25 units

per Y acre.
*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Sucha hlgh den51ty

Pg- 1742 |

* structure would- dlsturb the tranqull nature of the area needed for housing

"and training horses.

*anacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
pnvacy ‘This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards 2 _ ,

2. 4000 dale tnps would cause unruly traﬂic congesnon.
N *Access to the parcel form Rancho- Dr1ve is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Cralg Road.

* This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. -
The addmonal traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

3. ‘_PCnme in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
‘ “were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho

4. Property values m the nelghborhood would be adversely aﬂ'ected.
Please vote to deny thlS propo

sme@g[l =

Print Name:_ ./esu.s oe L4 F(/e‘?\/?’ é‘

' -‘Address: '4/_/-_7 f/o'e'f 7R

o Phone: o é =14 -30 30
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August 25,2001

ity Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

CorhmisSioners

‘Iam opposed to the Spec1al Use Permit (U -01 16-01) and the Slte Development Plan
= Rev1ew (Z-0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons

1 o ThJS proposal is not compatlble w1th adJacent re51dences (R-E zoning)

_‘ *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per V2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

“per Y2 acre.
*Current homes have. and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
* structure would disturb the tranqml nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.
~ *Privacy y would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg

our backyards
2. 4000 darly tnps would cause um'uly trafﬁc CUngestlorL

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is only from the south bound

lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Craig Road

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get ‘on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

) Crime in the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Sultes at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the nerghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this proposal.

 Signature:__Hzuf fotne  [held

Print Name: W) /liam . Hull

_ Address:_ 4o J‘"l‘l7 Tkﬁl/ :
Phone:; G 45- 72ii
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August 25, '2'001:..

o ‘Clty Planmng Comm1551on |
400 E. Stewart - -
Las Vegas Nevada

Commlssxoners

: I am opposed to the Spec1a1 Use Permit U- -0116-01) and the Srte Development Plan
: Rev1ew (Z- 0137 94 C)) for the' followmg reasons::

1’.

4.

Thls proposal is not compatlble w1th adjacent restdences (R-E zomng)

- *Adjacent homes are 1 unit per s acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per 'z acre.

~ *Current homes have and are zoned for horses Such a hlgh densny
© structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and training horses.

| *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to have

privacy. ‘This proposal would place a3 story structure overlookmg :
our backyards ' ,

_ 4000 dally tnps would cause unruly trafﬁc congestlon

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dnve is. only from the south bound

lane..

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pmes has to tum nght on Craig Road.

This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The addlttonal traﬂic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

" Crime i the nelghborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
. were 770 calls for police serv1ce at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho '

| Property values in the ne1ghborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny thlS proposal

: Slg_rlature.

" Print Name:_ .
Address: "/33 3 ’_—IBrV TAL,
. Phone: éf‘é 3 & §A
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August 25, 2001

- City Pla.nmng Commlsslon

400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada -

Commxssmners,

Iam opposed to the Spec1al Use Perrmt (U 01 16- 01) and the Slte Development Plan
- Review (Z 0137-94 (4) for the followmg reasons: v

* This proposal is not compatlble with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

v*AdJacent homes are 1 umt per l/z acre. Proposal would equal 25 units

per 2 acre.

~ *Current homes have and are zoned for horses ‘Sucha lngh density .

structure would dlsturb the tranquil nature of the aréa needed for housing

. and training horses. -

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our smgle story homes to, have
_ privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards

4000 daily trips would.cause unruly trafﬁc:c"Ongestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Dr1ve is only from the south b01md
lane. ..

" *North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn nght on Cralg Road.

~ This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traﬁic would i increase the chances of accidents and unruly

delays

, 'Cnme in the nelghborhood would greatly i increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770'ca_lls'for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

: o Property' yaldes in the neighborhood 'would'be é,dversely éﬁ'ected.*

A _ Please vote to deny this hroposeil;

Signature:
Print Name: Licei/ /e /(°&70.Zﬂ

Address: 425 Jopy Tomi [ LV NV 57/”‘?
- Phone éj ) 0f//%/




CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

*Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per % acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.

*Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane. _ .

*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
“delays. ‘

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4, Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

N

Please vote to deny this proposal.

Signature: W /&M)

Print Name: Ke (= e (ab//; 5677

Address: ‘%/ J“g’ 76_44‘/ £ l///() ) EP/0b

Phone: \79 © - éé&S
w~ 87/ -4960

Pg.
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning). .. .. -

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per % acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y acre.

*Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing

and traming horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlookmg
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congesiion.
* Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
were 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny th1s proposal

Signature: 9"““”"/8 WJ‘”’ W% Wm
Print Name: ML_CLQ[%__@Q/Q U - Chi // ess

Address: 20/ Tory Tm}/f LY. NV. 8F/108
Phone: V2. ~ 4 58=5T/F — o« 4 Y4 - /093
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August 25, 2001

City Planning Commission
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, Nevada

Commissioners,

I am opposed to the Special Use Permit (U-0116-01) and the Site Development Plan
Review (Z-0137-94 (4) for the following reasons:

1. This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residences (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per ¥ acre. Proposal would equal 25 units
per Y2 acre.

« *Current homes have and are zoned for horses. Such a high density
structure would disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing
and training horses.

*Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have
privacy. This proposal would place a 3 story structure overlooking
our backyards.

2. 4000 daily trips would cause unruly traffic congestion.
Tt * Access to the parcel form Rancho Drive is only from the south bound
lane.
*North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to turn right on Craig Road.
This currently causes traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road.
The additional traffic would increase the chances of accidents and unruly
‘delays.

3. Crime in the neighborhood would greatly increase. In the year 2000 there
e " ~ere 770 calls for police service at Budget Suites at 2219 No. Rancho.

4. Property values in the neighborhood would be adversely affected.

Please vote to deny this}aroposal. éﬂ
Signature: @"/ Can P

Print Name: _7/0] -DUP <
Address: Q’% %f / Al /

Phone: /)@ 5 9;?— ~7 o
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MY NAME IS JIM ENSLEY
MY ADDRESS IS 4217 JORY TRAIL

- ILIVE IN THE 4™ HOUSE OFF OF TORREY PINES AND MY
. BACKYARD FACES THE PROPOSED SITE

 FORMYPART-

IWISHTO SHOW THAT THIS PROJECT DOES NOT AGREE

. TO THE GENERAL PLAN AND IS NOT COMPATABLE WITH

o OUR NEIGHBORHOOD

- | HAVE A COPY OF THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP OF THE
- ".GENEF{AL PLAN Lo |

| HAVE E'NLARGED THE AREA OF THE SUBJECT

. PROPERTY B |

~ AS INDICATED - UNDER THE GENERAL PLAN — THIS
AREA IS INTENDED FOR SERVICE COMMERICAL USE

SERVICE COMMERICAL CALLS FOR LOW TO MEDIUM
~~INTENSITY RETAIL SERVICE - SUCH AS - SHOPPING
o CENTERS OFFICES OR'OTHER USES THAT PRIMARILY

SERVE THE LOCAL AREA PEOPLE.

Submitted at C?ty‘Council
Sy
Date J/ / 7/0 / Item #/ 55 ’
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THIS MAY INCLUDE - INDIVIDUAL OR GROUPED OFFICE
CENTERS - NOT HIGH DENSITY USE HOTELS

THE GENERAL PLAN PROVIDES OTHER SITES THAT ARE
BETTER SUITED FOR THE MORE INTENSE COMMERCIAL
CHARACTER THAT IS PROPOSED BY THIS HOTEL.

THIS 3-STORY HOTEL SHOULD BE LOCATED AWAY
FROM OUR LOW DENSITY R/E ZONED SINGLE STORY
HOME SITES

| HAVE LIVED IN MY HOME FOR OVER 14 YEARS NOW -
MY NEIGHBOR WAS THERE WHEN | MOVED IN.

OUR HOMES ARE SINGLE STORY HOMES ON 2 ACRE
LOTS

SOME OF WHICH HAVE HORSES AND OTHER FEED
ANIMALS

WE TAKE PRIDE IN OUR HOMES

WE CONTINUE TO INVEST IN OUR PROPERTY BY
ADDING ON OR REMODELING OUR HOMES, AND
IMPROVING THE LAND SCAPING
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o OVER 300 SIGNATURES OF MY NEIGHBORS HAVE BEEN

| ‘SUBMITTED OPPOSING THIS PROJECT
_NEARLY ALL OF WHICH ARE WITHIN THE NOTIFICATION

C]AREA

. THESE SIGNATURES WERE OBTAINED BY GOING DOOR
"TO DOOR AND REFLECT THE WILL OF THE COMMUNITY

"AHAVING,SAID THAT - WE WANT THIS COMMISSION TO
KNOW THAT WE ARE NOT AGAINST DEVELOPMENT
WE JUST WANT IT TO BE COMPATABLE WITH OUR
COMMUNITY

”AS A MATER OF FACT I STOOD HERE AND SUPPORTED A

o ,DEVELOPMENT ON THIS VERY SITE ABOUT 4 YEARS
SR AGO |

N CLOSING WE NOTICED THAT THE CITY SITE MAP

FOR THIS PROJECT HAS AN ERROR -
T DOES NOT SHOW THE R/E ZONED LOTS THAT ARE -

~ ADJACENT TO THE PROPOSED SITE

INSTEAD IT SHOWS ALL THE PROPERTY AS
COMMERCIAL
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November 6, 2001

~ City CounciI:

The developer has ‘made much of his intent to utilize the

. IDL system. This. system is only used when the clientele a hotel
_expects to attract is clientele the LVMPD would be concerned

with. ©Notably, Mandalay Resorts Group, ‘MGM Mirage, Harrahs
Entertainment and Park Place Entertainment do not utilize
such a system.

v You have heard from my neighbors that this project will
increase crime, traffic and be incompatible with our rural

" estates neighborhood In fact NRS 278.0177 and NRS 278. 261,

known as the Rural Preservation Neighborhood Law ‘directly applies
to our neighborhood.

1. There are more than 10 residential dwelling units.

2. The outer boundary of each residential lot is not more.
‘than 330 feet from the outer boundary of any other lot

. used for residential purposes.

3. There is omne residential dwelling unit per ¥ acre.

4. The subject neighborhood is zoned for horses to be kept
non-commercially. '

5. The neighborhood is more than 330 feet from an existing
‘street or highway that is more than 99 feet wide,
(Rancho Drive).

6. The Law mandates that ‘the governing body, in this case

" . the City Council, ensure that the .average residential
density for that portion of the zoning request located
within 330 feet of a rural preservation neighborhood not
exceed 3 residential dwelling units per acre. The
proposed residential hotel would be. 50 units per acre.

- At the Planning Commission meeting on 9/20, there seemed to be

some confusion us to whether The Law applied to our:neighborhood

- because. the property in question was zoned C-2 prior to the homes
being built. We do not agree with their interpretation of the

law. - Additionally, there is a one.acre piece of the subject
property in the SW corner, that is zoned RE. The Planning '
Commission approved C-2 zoning but ‘the final decision is reserved
to this Council. 1In January of 1994, the property owner was
given a Resolution of Intent to C-2 on this one acre of property
for the building of a mini storage facility. The neighborhood
supported the building of this project. The rezoning of this RE
property under Resolution of Intent to C-2 was to expire in 12

Submitted at City Council

ot /‘” ter )55 5.

[ -m,;
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. months if no extension was filed for consideration and approval
- by the City Council. No such extension was requested, therefore,
‘this. property is still zoned RE and ‘backs up to Big Sky Ranch
~ Estates and certainly is covered by the Rural Preservation
'~ Neighborhood Law.

The developers have not attempted to meet with the neighborhood

.. since 9/13/01. ‘ They have telephone numbers for 10/15 of us.

. They have three numbers for my wife and two for me

" Ten three story buildings and one 2 story building is too
~intense. All two story buildings are still too intense.

In neighborhood meeting, we . discussed ‘how we could accept a 396
unit residential hotel. .and that is:

1. All one story buildings.

2. Crash gate only on Torrey Pines Drive.

"3. . Inc¢rease landscape buffer on the entire west and south
property lines to 24’and provide for 24" box trees, 20’
feet on center.

" '4. No wash lights except for Rancho frontage.
. 5. Trash pickup: on NE portion of project.

6. On-site parking for employees.

7.' Only a 4 cu.ft. refrigerators, no kitchens.

This proposed residential hotel is not compatible with our
,neighborhood, is not compatible with the state statutes and is
not within the general plan for 'the northwest area. Therefore,
- this Special Use" Permit and its: companion Site Development Plan
should be denied.

‘Thank Youy,

4333 No. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89108

1753 i
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NRS 278.0177 “Rural preservation neighborhood™ defined. “Rural preservation neighborhood” means & subdivided or
developed area:

1. Which consists of 10 or more residential dwelling units; |

2. Where the outer boundary of each lot that is used for residential purposes is not more than 330 feet from the outer
boundary of any other lot that is used for residential purposes;

3. Which has no more than two residentisl dwelling units per ecre;, and
4. Which allows residents to raise or keep animals noncommercially.

(Added to NRS by 1999, 3363)

NRS 278.261 Rura) preservation neighborhoods. [Effective through May 31, 2004.]

1. Inaeountywiﬁapopuhﬁmoﬂ&.ﬂ&wme,ﬂwzovmﬁaquysbaﬂmkgmhmﬁmummd
appropriate to ensure that the rural charscter of each rural preservation neighborhood is preserved.

2. Uniess a rura! preservation neighborhood is locsted within 330 feet of an existing or proposed strect or highway that is
more than 99 feet wide, the governing body shall, to the extent practicable, adopt any zoning regulation or restriction that is
neoessary to:

(2) Mzintain the rural character of the area developed as a low density residential development;
(b) Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4, ensure that the average residential density for that portion of the zoning

mm&hlmmssomdamﬂwmm@wmmmmmmm
per acre;

{c) Provide buff ing and d i iti .
e o  sdequate emg,ade;ummmg‘my.mordeﬂym efficient transition of land uses, excluding

3. The governing body may modify the standards for the development of infrastructure to maintain the rural charecter of

the rura! preservation nei

4 The i T allow i i i i
mmmb&ymx_y ;g&odmnd:own. & greater density or intensity of use when that use is less than

(Added to NRS by 1995, 3363)
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: BROTEST AND.

A REGUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94{4))

- This proposal Is for constmchon of a high density 2 or 3 story 398-unit residence hote! amid single story low

. density Rescdemial Estates:

 The fouowlng ndividuals petmon lhen' protests and objecuon of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Developmem Plan for the following reasons:
1) This pmposal is not c.ompaﬂble with adjacent resndcnoes (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for harses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

. *Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 ur 3 story structure ovenooking our backyards.

- 2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congesﬁon
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is unty from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Cralg Road . This currently causes
“traffic to back up trying to g8t on Craig Road. The addmonal traffic would increase the
* chances of accidents and unruly delays. :

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300.000.

Address LIwe
A Lz o LX)/ AU e
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I ¥ [FA® ’ ]
A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-84(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 338-unit residence hotel amid single story low
density Residential Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacant residonces (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

* Current homes have and are zoned for harses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overfooking our backyands.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion.
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is onfy from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The additional traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300.000.
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A REGUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref 2-0137-94(4))

This proposal is for construction of a high density 2 or 3 story 396-unn residence hotel amid single story low
denslty Rasidential Estates. = .

The followtng individuals petmon their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residcnces (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Prbposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre,

* Current homes have and are zaned for harses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. . We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 stofy structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional trafﬂ; would cause unruly traffic oongeshqn
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.
* North bound traffic on Tomey Pines has to tum right on Cralg Road . This cun'ently causes

s traffic to back up trying to get on Cralg Road. The additional traffic would increase the
a \ ~ chances of accidents and unruly delays.
(\ J 3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300.000.
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PETITION OF PROTEST AND OBJECTION 10

A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0116-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-84(4))

' Thus proposal Is for oonstmdion of & high density 2 or 3 story 398-unit residence hotel amid single story low
denslty Resldentlal Estates.

The rollow_Ing individuals petition their protests and objedion of the above referenced request for
a Special Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:
1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacant residcnees (R-E zoning)

* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposai would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre.

~ * Current homes have and are zoned for harses. Such a high density structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We pumhased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 or 3 story structure overfooking our backyards.

- 2) Additional trafflc would cause unruly traffic congestion
* Access to the pareel from Rancho Drive is only from the south bound lane.

* North bound traffic an Torrey Pines has to tum right on Craig Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Cralg Road. The additlonal traffic would increase the
chances of accidents and unruly delays.

3) Home values would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300, 000
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AREQUEST FOR‘A SPECIAL USE PERMIT. (Ref U-0118-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref 2-0137-84(4)

This proposal is for conﬂmcﬁon ofa hlgh densily 2 or 3 story 396-umt residence hotel amid single story low
denslty Reswentlal Estates.

The following individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a SQgcial Use Permit and Site Development Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not oompauble with admcant residcnees (R-E zonirig)
* Adjacent homes are. 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Propoul wouid equal 25 units per 1/2 acre,

* Current homes have and are zoned for harses. Such a high density structure would
“disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housmg and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This propesal would place: a2 or 3 story su'ucture ‘overtooking our backyan:!s

2) Addmonal traffic would cause unruly trafﬂc congestlon
* Access to the parcel from Rancho Drive is only from tne south bound Iane.

* North bound traffic on Tomey Pines has to tum right on Cralg Road . This currently causes
- traffic to back up trying to get on Craig Road. The addmonal traffic would increase the
chances of aocldems and unruly delays

3) Home values would be advetsely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to ssoo 000.

\-,/
e

Address s
27‘ / lL&Vﬁ/@
2% y by LAY J5op
32Ls Nha LYY 59508
&Qj)g 31@444/}( LM/JZ»LV%
35/ N Ranghe u/ @_ys%o |
JéJMﬂ'JW / M’S/
| ./&Jay XWK

*w Bagcly: g/f.
&S10 LU &(xm 87/0;?’

S




L.

Hug 1w L1 VO e

NOFP

. -
]7 CITY COUNCIL MEETlNG OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001  Pg. 1760

TEST AND OBJECTION T

A REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (Ref U-0118-01)
AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW (Ref Z-0137-94(4))

, This proposal Is for construction ofa high density 2 or 3 story 398-unit residence hotel amid single story low

density Residential Estates.

The foliowing individuals petition their protests and objection of the above referenced request for
a Speclal Use Permit and Site Davelopment Plan for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is not compatible with adjacent residcnces (R-E zoning)
* Adjacent homes are 1 unit per 1/2 acre. Proposal would equal 25 units per 1/2 acre,

* Current homas have and are zoned for harses. Such a high derisity structure would
disturb the tranquil nature of the area needed for housing and training horses.

* Privacy would be lost. We purchased our single story homes to have privacy.
This proposal would place a 2 ur 3 story structure overlooking our backyards.

2) Additional traffic would cause unruly traffic congestion. _
* Access to the parcsl from Rancho Drive is unly from tne south bound lane.

* North bound traffic on Torrey Plnes has to tum right on Craig | Road . This currently causes
traffic to back up trying to get on Cralg Road. The additional traffic would increase the

chances of accidents and unruly delays. 4
3) Home vaiues would be adversely affected. Current home values are from $200,000 to $300.000.
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SUBW”/ TO KONI -

" Sent: Monday, October 15, 2001 9:59 PM

. To: ’ "YoByron@aol. com’, councdman-lbrown@cn Ias-vegas nv.us; councilman-mmack@ci.las-
Ce: LeniSkaar

Subject RE: Emerald Suites - ,

" Byron, Iappret_:late your lnputonthla_lmportant issue. -

Leni .Skaar-

. Regards,
Michael

----- Original lMessage--—-

From: YoByron@aol.com [mailto:YoByron@aol. com]

Sent: Monday, October 15, 2001 9:34 PM

“To: councilman-lbrown@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; councilman- mmack@cn las-vegas.nv.us
SubJect. Emerald Smtes ' . .

Good Day Councnlmen,
|.am writing this dppbsitlon as promised for the neighbors of Ward 6. This project is too close and

intrusive to the:neighbors. The nearest neighbors affécted by this proposed development are only-
90 feet away. . "I feel that a one story office oomplex better fits thls properfy Thanks for you

con5|derat|on
Byron Goynes
_ Submitted at City Council
R Date || /D' ltemﬁ/é?a/*’/
11/7/01 W @(> ,4
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_ _ - -

. Leni Skaar

- From:

-, Sent:
To:
Cc:

Michael Mack

Monday, October 29, 2001 3:33 PM
'BRUCE BIRT' B

Leni Skaar

éubject RE: Special Use Permit U-0116-01; Hearing November 7,

~ Birt Family,
I apprecrate your input on thls important issue. Please let my council and the mayor know your feelings on this

rtem

Regards,

.Mic’ha'el Mack

——-Original’ Message—--
From: BRUCE BIRT [mailto:BBIRT@lvem. oom]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2001 3:08 PM

~ To: councilman-mmack@ci.las-vegas.nv.us

Subject: Special Use Permit U-0116-01; Hearing November 7, 2001

Dear Counc‘i|man Mack,

-You are the City Council member charged with representing my household. It is my

understanding that a hearing is scheduled on November 7th at 1:00-p.m. regarding a
Special Use Permit, #U-0116-01, for a 396-unit residence type of hotel. This e-mail is in
addition to a letter | have forwarded to your office requesting that this permit be denied.
This type of use is clearly not appropnate for the area for the following reasons:

« This project has the great potential to significantly increase the level of crime in this

- neighborhood. Budget Suites, a similar residential hotel located at 2219 N. Rancho
Drive, had over 770 police calls for service in the year 2000. ’

«. The compatibility of this proposed development does not blend in any way with the
‘neighboring 1/2 acre and single story homes in the entire area. Homes in adjacent
neighborhoods which will be’ impacted by this development are over 2 acres. Other
homes abutting the property and throughout the area are zoned for horses. The
density of 396 units placed in this neighborhood does not coincide with the rural
preservation codes required by the city. This project does not meet the.
requirements of the development standards as stated in the Las Vegas Zonlng
Code Chapter 19A.08.020.

» Traffic in the neighborhood will increase dramatrca|ly Public works required a full
entrance and exit onto Torrey Pines Drive. This will create over 4000 trips to and
“from this property through the nelghborhoods eachway. This will cause dangerous
situations for everyorie using the school bus stops and crossing nelghborhood

~ streets. Additional traffic of this magnitude will create an excess of noise and
increase chances of accidents involving pedestrians and pets or horses.

. Residence Suites cause a transient environment for schools in the area. The
schools surrounding the similar type of development not far from this subject
property have over 5 chlldren enrolllng and leaving the schools each day.

1177701
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Several years ago the City Councnl approved a multi-unit condominium complex in our

| o neighborhood at the comer of Alexander and Maverick. The neighborhood strongly
. . opposed the project believing it would increase traffic and deteriorate the values of our

property. Although our City Councilman at the time voted against the project, the

- developer apparently convinced enough City Council members that the complex would
- be up—scale and units would sell for more than $100,000 each.. Unfortunately this

" ’project was approved. The end project is a very common looking apartment -like
- complex. The units have not sold adequately. The first phase of the project has taken

several years and is still not completely sold. No fencing exists around the property

. Windows are broken. The land held for the proposed Phase 2 of the project is now up

. for sale because the developer can not make the project work.

An_oth,erA error in judgment on the part of the Clty Councll in approving the proposed
residence'type of hotel‘will be devastating for this neighborhood.

With the above facts I smcerely hope that you make an |nformed decision to deny this

proposed resndence hotel.
Respectfully,
Bruce A. Birt

~ Candace N. Birt: =
3816 Ginger Creek Street

Las Vegas, NV 89108
(702) 655-7540

11/7/01

|
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L%'eni Skaar

From: Michael Mack ‘

" Sent: . Saturday, November 03, 2001 7:31
To:~ Leni Skaar ' -
Subject FW (no sub]ect)

: ----Onglnal Message-----

- From: Lvchaz1@aol.com [mallu) chhazl@aol com]
Sent: Saturday, November 03; 2001 5:23 PM . '
To: councilman-greese@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; councﬂman mmcdonald@cn Ias-vegas nv.us; counc1|man-
Ibrown@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; councilman-Imcdonald@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; councilman-iweekly@ci.las-vegas. nv.us;
“councilman-mmack@ci.las-vegas.nv.us .
’ -Sub]ect (fo subject)

As a re5|den1' of Las Vegas and a nelghbor of the proposed 396 unit Residence Hotel
plonned for 4339 N Rancho I am strongly Apposed to the construction of such a place
near our home. Thls area is just beginning to-pick up and to put such a place here would
create all kinds of new crime to our neighborhood. You and T both know most of the
budge'r suites in Las Vegas are havens for prostitutes, sfrlppers and drug dealers. With
the pawn shop that you allowed to go in rlgh'l' down the street from this proposed site, it
: only seems reasonable that this will be a new jumping of f spot for house theives to
congregate das well Don't turn our neighborhood into another North Las Vegas. There is
alreday a Budge‘r suites just down the road across from the Fiesta. That should be -
enough of the riff-raff for one area. If youwant more Budget suite type hotels in Las
Vegas then put one down the street from your house. Come election time your actions
will be: remembered, favor'ably or negatively. You choose how you want me to vote in the
next elechon by how you vote on this.

Thank you

’Chorle's M. ‘Ho"pe
6432 Bamboo Ct
Las Vegas, NV 89108
702-396-2463 -

|
|

11/7/01
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Leni Skaar

From: Michael Mack :
Sent:  Saturday, November 03, 2001 7:31
To: Lem Skaar

SUbject FW 396 unit hotel on N. Rancho

' ——-Ongmal Message—--

~ From: Vegasavonlady@aol.com [mailto: Vegasavonlady@aol oom]

Sént: Saturday, November 03, 2001 5:25 PM

- To: councilman-greese@ci. Ias-vegas nv.us; oounc:lman-mmcdonald@a las-vegas. nv.us; councilman-
Ibrown@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; councilman- Imodonald@cl las-vegas.nv.us; counalman -lweekly@di.las-vegas.nv.us;
councilman-mmack@di. Ias-vegas nv.us. -

Subject 396 unit hotel on N. Rancho

Don t be mlsgulded A 396 unit Budge'r Sun'l'es 'I'ype hoTeI at 4339 N, Rancho is not what
~ our neighborhood needs. We don't want it. We don't want the crime that comes along
- with such a place. We don't want the mega-traffic problems that arrises from sucha

- place. We already have a budget suites not even 2 miles down Rancho from this proposed

site and they have had nothing but numerous calls to the police, just in the past year

alone. Put one of these places next to your house and see how you like it. We currently

have a nice hotel (Scm'l'a Fe) right down the street that is not at max. occupancy that

_dmws a muich more desirable element to our neighborhood. Unfortunately I will not be
ble to attend the City Council meeting, so I am writing to you via email so that perhaps

my voice will be heard. Your actions on this matter will be remembered neighborhood-
wnde durmg the next election. '

g Tbcmk you for listening,
Eleanor Pélletier
| 6432 Bamboo Ct

Las Vegas NV 89108

(702) 3962463

11/7/01
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Lem Skaar

.From E Michael Mack :

Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2001 10:08 AM
To: Leni Skaar

Cc: | Lisa Clearwater. Campbell

Subject: - FW: Emerald Suites

-F---Orlglnal Message-----

From\ Charles W. Bennion [mallto cbennlon@emblaw com]

Sent!': Thursday, September 20, 2001 9:01 aM

To: MMack@ci.las-vegas.nv.us

Cc: Al Duchene; Annie Macomber; Greg and Alice Seymour;
vonrueden@lvcm.com; Linda Myers; Linda Young; callister@alltel.net
Subject: Emerald Suites . :

,Dear‘Councilman Mack:

“The NARA Board has met w1th Don Hamrick and Mike. Mona,_representatives
>E :
Emerald Sultes, as well as with Matthew Callister, their legal counsel.

. Mr. .

Mona and Mr. Hamrick have been gracious and very willing to give us
1nformatlon and resolve concerns regarding their proposed project on

. Rancho. »

I have had the opportunlty ‘to visit the Emerald Suites located on the
other

side of town and have reviewed their proposal and securlty measures.

The

management appears to make every effort to ensure that they are good
neighbors and an asset to the community. ' The Board expressed to them. a
desire to include a larger conference -room and to make it available to .
. the

‘community, and.they readily agreed. It is my bellefethat the success of
‘'such: a venture (daily/weekly reéntal), not only monetarily, but also as a
~good neighbor, depends greatly upon the management and their

determination

‘to work with the nelghborhood and prevent crime: fEmerald Suites has
rorked ’

- hard,to be cooperative so far, and I ant1c1pate and expect that they
w1ll'

contlnue to do so once the prOJect is up. Based upon management
representatlons thus far, I believe that this is a prOJect that would
fit
within our community.

\
Whlle I have not recelved a response from all. members of the Board,
Annie
Macomber (Treasurer of NARA) and Paul Von_Reuden (Recording Secretary of
NARA) concur with the above. The qther members of the Board have not
yet. : ’
-welghed in on the matter.
.:Charles W. Bennion
President, NARA
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“From: = Michael Mack

Sent: o Tuesday, September 25,2001 12:46 PM
To: Leni Skaar
Cc: - Larry Brown; Lisa Clearwater CampbeII

Subject: ' FW: Emerald

—----Orlglnal Message-----

From: Don Hamrick [mailto:luckydj@hotmail.com]
. Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2001 11:47 AM
To: MMack@ci.las-vegds.nv.us '

Subject Emerald

y . .
"Good Mornlng Counc1lman Mack! '

By now I am sure you have heard we had an interesting Planning Council
Meetirng last Thursday Fortunately, we prevailed and the item now will
go !

before you & the City Counc1l on’ 11/7 We were happy to have the show of

support from some less emotlonal & more ratlonal sources such as Charles

Bennlon, Linda Myers &, Allce Seymour of NARA. I remember in our first
'meeting, you had lndlcated that NARA would be a tough adversary & to win

‘their. support would be qulte an accomplishment. We are happy to see that
we |

have; them on- our srde Loulse, from the Northwest Network of

' Nelghborhoods .

spoke at the meeting lndlcatlng that we had presented our project to

ﬁ'thelr

group and that it was generally ‘well recelved While there has been
arguments agalnst our progect from some of the nelghbors, those people
who' = :

~directly abut the property where conspicuously absent from the Meetlng.
I |

belleve the reason 1s that we have adequately addressed their concerns -
with! )

JUr agreeing to reduce the bulldlng ¢closest to them to a two story &
provide

a block wall with mature landscaplng in that corner The other issues

" were.

over . a reductlon of property values, which is baseless & concerns of a.
crlmlnal element frequenting our property A review of Metro's records
1nd1cates that this neighborhood is not the "bedrock" of soclety that -
the |

residents would have you belleve The trailer park dlrectly behind our
property has: been an admitted focus of concern for the residents &
"'Police .

officers for some tlme now I would submlt that a,superv1sed and
controlled :

property such as ours would not add to. the crime in the area. :
Addltlonally, in 1ight of the c1rcumstances surroundlng our economy on a

local level, it would seem that a developer/operator who ls gOLng to 1st

pump out $16- 17 mllllon in revenue to local subcontactors & then employ
40- 50 people with an annual payroll in excess of $1,500,000 while
generatlng

ca 9% tax revenue for our communlty would be deserv1ng of the asslstance
“of’ :

our council.
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- As you know your position & vote are going to direct your fellow

Councilmen

& our Mayor. Please notify us as to any other recommendations you might

have

that would help us move forward with your support towards November's

meeting.

Thank You,

Mike Mona & Don Hamrick

Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at
http://explorer.msn.com/intl.asp
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Lem Skaar

Erom': - Michael Mack

Sent:.  Tuesday, October: 02, 2001 2:12
To: Louise Ruskamp’ '
Cc: Leni Skaar

Subject RE Emerald Inn

Louise, Thanks for_ update. .

. —==-Original Message—=-- :

" From: Louise Ruskamp [mailto:canyonamigo@earthlink.net]
; Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2001 8:39 AM

. . To: Michael Mack

o Subject. Emerald Inn

5 Michael, =~ - ’ ’
; The place, Emerald Inn, looked like a nice hotel. Very quiet, very nice . -~ .
. landscaping between the buildings. (But, it is brand spanking new.) A couple -
of people around, checking in, coming horiie from work, a guy 'doing a couple
of miles' in the work-out room, a family with a couple of kids in the pool.
I still think that it is a bit INTENSE for the site, and I think that the :
neighbors have some legimiate concerns. (wh1ch I sha.red with Don Hamirick who .
- showed me “theit ‘'model suite'). I-am going to do some "comparison shopping' and I
* will let you know what I dlscover -

You seemed like your old self yesterday
Louise

17701



Page 1 of 2

| CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

Leni Skaar

From: Michael Mack
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2001 8:38 AM
v 'i‘o: Leni Skaar
* Subject: FW: Special Use Permit U-0116-01; Hearing November 7,

-—+—0Original Message-—--

" From: BRUCE BIRT [mailto:BBIRT@LVCM.COM]

Sent Monday, November 05, 2001 6: 31 AM

To councilman-lweekly@ci. las-vegas.nv.us; councilman-Imcdonald@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; councilman-
‘Ibrown@a las-vegas.nv.us; councilman-greese@ci.las-vegas.nv.us

Cc: councilman-mmack@ci.las-vegas.nv.us

,.‘,Subject Special Use Permit U-0116-01; Heanng November 7, 2001

Dear Council Members,

It is my understanding that a hearing is scheduled on November 7th at 1:00 p.m. regardmg a
~ Special Use Permit, #U-0116-01, for a 396-unit residence type of hotel. This e-mail is in
addition to a letter | have forwarded to your office requesting that this permit be denied. This
type of use is clearly not appropnate for the area for the following reasons:

This prOJect has the great potential to significantly increase the level of crime in this
neighborhood. Budget Suites, a similar residential hotel located at 2219 N. Rancho Drive, had
- over 770 police calls for service in the year 2000.

The compatibility of this. proposed development does not blend in any way with the neighboring
1/2 acre and single story homes in the entire area. Homes in‘adjacent neighborhoods which

will be impacted by this development are over 2 acres. Other homes abuttlng the property and -

throughout the area are zoned for horses. The denS|ty of 396 units placed in this
nelghborhood does not coincide with the rural preservation codes required by the city. This
project does not meet the requirements of the development standards as stated in the Las
Vegas Zoning Code Chapter 19A.08.020.
Traffic in the neighborhood will increase dramatically. Public works required a full entrance
and exit onto Torrey Pines Drive. This will create over 4000 trips to and from this property -
through the neighborhoods each way. This will cause dangerous situations for everyone using
the school bus stops and crossmg nelghborhood streets. Additional traffic of this magnitude
“will create an excess of noise and increase chances of accidents involving pedestrians and
“pets or horses.
Residence ‘Suites cause a transient envnronment for schools in the area. The schools
surroundlng the similar type of development not far from this subject property have over 5
chlldren enrolling and leaving the schools each day. '
Several years ago, the City Council approved an multi-unit condominium complex in our
neighborhood at the corner of Alexander and Maverick. The neighborhood strongly opposed
the project believing it would increase traffic and deteriorate the values of our property.
E AIthough our City Councilman at the time voted against the project, the developer apparently
corivinced enough City Council members that the complex would be "up-scale” and units
- would sell for more than $100,000 each. Unfortunately this project was approved. The end
project is a very common looking apartment -like complex. The units have not sold
adequately. The first phase of the project has taken several years and is still not completely
sold. No fencing exists around the property. Windows are broken. The land held for the

11/7/01
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- proposed Phase 2 of the project is now up for sale because the developer can not make the
- 'pl‘OjeCt work. '

Another error in judgment on the part of the City Council in approvmg the proposed residence
~ type of hotel will be devastating for this nerghborhood

With the above facts, | sincerely hope that you make an lnformed decrsron to deny this
proposed residence hotel.

: -Respectfully,

Bruce A. Birt :
Candace N.-Birt

3816 Ginger Creek Street
Las Vegas, NV 89108
(702) 655-7540 :

11/7/01
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"I.“en_i'-Skaa'r |

» F"rom:; Micha,_ej_ Mack
Sent:  Tuesday, November 06, 2001 9:55

To: 'LR430@aOI com’

Cc:  Leni Skaar

Subject RE 4339 N. Rancho Road 396 unlts
Lola ‘ -

| appreciate your »a,_ttenti_qn‘ to thls véry irhp_or'tant issue in ybur neighborhood.
Regards, '
. Michae‘l Mack

—--Original Message——
From: LR430@aol.com [mailto: LR430@aoI com]
Sent: Tuesday, Novembeér 06, 2001 8:25 AM ‘
To: greese@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; mmcdonald@ci.las-vegas.nv.us; Ibrown@cl Ias-vegas nv.us;
' Imedonald@ci. las-vegas.nv.us; Iweekly@ci. las-vegas.nv.us; mmack@ci. las-vegas.nv.us
' . Subject: 4339 N. Rancho Road 396 units

Please vote NO Th1s would be too many cars ,on too small an area (- 8 acres). There would need to be
room to-park 600 cars (1.5 parking spaces per unit), besides the added traffic to Torrey Pines. This is mostly a
residential area. My home is within 2 blocks from there. Thank you, Lola Ross 4120 Montemesa Circle,
LV,NV. 89108 phone 645-1179 ' '

11/7/01
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Dear Michael Mack; _ v - October 31,2001

Asa home owner in the Big Sky Ranch Estates I.wish to voice my opposition to the proposed

' Embassy Suites PrOJect at the location near Rancho and Craig Road (site development plan
- review #Z-0137-94-4; special use permit # U-0116- 01) I'believe our standard of living will be

lowered with thie approval of this dévelopment. -

I have a number of issues with the development. One of my major coficerns concerns the traffic
issues this development would bring to our neighborhood.- It is my understanding that currently

‘there will be ho Torrey Pines Road access. What assurances are there that there will be no

future zone variances allowing a Torrey Pines access? The estimated 3,355 daily trips assigned
to this development would constitute a serious degradation of our standard of living in the Big
Sky Ranch Estates and adjacent areas: The one proposed access on Rancho, so close to the major
Craig and Rancho intersection will surely result in overcrowded streets, possibly causing traffic
to back up into the intersection. Inaddition, it should be expected that U-turns on Rancho Road

“would increase and traffic would increase on Jory Trail, Alexander, and Torrey Pines, as vehicles

seek a short cut to the Rancho Road development access. I am greatly concerned that the
probable negative traffic impact in the Craig and Rancho area will be used by the current or
future owners as an argument for a zone variance allowmg access onto Torrey Pines Road. A -

‘Torrey Pines Road access would also bring addmonal traffic, no1se, privacy and security
concerns directly into our nelghborhood

. I have chosen to hve in zoned rural horse property because of the behef that I and my family
~ would be somewhat insulated from the areas of concern voiced in this letter. The additional

- traffic, noise, pollutlon three story project lighting; privacy and related security issues will

* certainly degrade the lifestyle we have come to enjoy for the past thirteen years in our

neighborhood. For the reasons prewously discussed, I urge you to vote no on the Embassy
Suites Development.

.

e
" Patricia L. Chess ~
6301 Jennifer Ct. - S L
Las Vegas, Nv. 89108 & oA
645-6082 L2
t(;_:(
T =
S
=
m .

:
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COMBINED VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT ITEM 159 — U-0116-01 AND ITEM 160 — - Z-0137-94(4) - RONALD
AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

- MAYOR GOODMAN - 159 and 160. 159 is a Special Use Permit. It's a Public

’ : Hearing on U-0116-01, Ronald and Judith Vitto. Request for

a Special Use Permit for a proposed 396-unit residence

hotel at 4339 North Rancho Road. The Planning
- Commission and staff both recommend approval subject to -
conditions. That's going to be a Public Hearing and | now

declar‘e it open. '

: -And 160 is a Site Development Plan Review related to U-
'0116-01. This too will be a Public Hearing on Z-0137-94(4).
Same applicant. Request for a Site Development Plan
Review for a proposed 396-unit residence hotel at the same
location. The Planning Commission and staff recommend
approval subject to conditions as well. These are both
Public Hearings, | now declare them open.

. COUNCILMAN MACK Mayor. Mayor, just for the record, —
' _MAYOR GOODMAN Yes.
o C‘OUNC!LMAN MACK - I'd like to disclose that my brother has a Super Pawn in

the notification area on the outside limits and it will not
-adhere to my ability to vote and leave this agenda item. So,
| just wanted to disclose the fact.

MAYOR GOODMAN . - Allright. Thank you.
RONVITTO , - Mr. Mayor and— -

L MAYOR GOODMAN ~ One moment. | reed a legal opinion. Mr. Stein used to be

my law partner. | don’t believe we have any business
dealings together at this point in time.

'ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN Thank God we don't.
"MAYOR GOODMAN Right. He said, thank God we don't, he said. So, | don’t feel
that in any way will affect my ability to sit fairly.
. ’DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY That should be okay, Your Honor.
BRYAN SCOTT :
| "-MAYOR'GOODMAN "~ Very good. Thank you.
' ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN And for the record, that was back in the days when we were

_ both much younger.
MAYOR GOODMAN . That is true.
' ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN | Yeah. All of us were.
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MAYOR GOODMAN
RON VITTO

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

All right. Mr. Vitto?

 Mr. Mayor, Council members, | will keep my comments

short, because | kriow a lot of peopIe want to speak, and it's
aIready been a long day. So, if you don't mind, I'll just refer
to my notes and step out of the way.

| My wife and | invested in this property 22 years ago, as -

part of our retirement package, and at times it was a
struggle to make those payments, but we did. We've seen

~ our taxes go from five to $25,000. .We've been assessed

over $60,000 to improve Torrey Pines, and we have spent
literally thousands more in cleaning up the property from our
good neighbors, who have used it for their own personal
dumping ground, especially those neighbors that abut the
property. They just toss it over the block wall, which also
happens to be totally on my property.

This property with its C-2 zoning, was purchased long
before any of the adjacent neighbors bought their homes in
the area. They had to know that eventually it was going to
be developed. It's been on the open market. There have
been for-sale signs on this property for over five years, and |
guess it — brings me to the question: Are they not
responsible for any of their own due diligence? Why — Is it
always dumped on the investor.and — the developer to take
care of them after the fact’?

At the Planning Commission meeting, and | have to take the
City to task a Ilttle bit, the- Plannln% Commission meeting on
September 20", it was suggested by the neighbors that they
would approve a lower-density use. Well, so would 1. But

- three years ago a used car dealer had very much of an

interest in the property. Certainly, that's a lower-density use, .
but he was told by City staff that he couldn’t locate on

~ Rancho. And, of course, now there is a used-car dealer just

less than a mile from us. We also sold the property to a

- builder of automotive centers - some 18 months ago.

Certainly, a lower-density use, and he was told by the City
he couldn’'t have an auto body within the complex, unless it
was in connection with a new-car dealership, even if the
auto body shop were a thousand feet from the nearest
homes. Now the City again has changed its mind
apparently and it's okay. Of course, neither of those
developers are anywhere around for me.

Now, a local developer, who is willing to, pardon the pun, roll
the dice in a shaky economy and create employment, not
only for subcontractors but well beyond that, with a project
that fits one of the uses, certainly of a C-2 property. But
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~ MAYOR GOODMAN
ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN
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 RON VITTO

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

apparently because some other developer has produced, |
guess, a nightmare of an extended hotel three miles to our
south, the same ugly brush is used to paint every

,developer’s extended stay hotel, unless your name, | guess,

is Marriott or Holiday Inn or whatever.

The main issues raised by the protestors at the Planning
Commission were the increased crime that the project would

~ bring, the decreased property values the project was going .
to create and the traffic that was going to be produced on - .-

Torrey Pines. Well all of these issues have been discussed

in depth prior to this meeting. To us, the crime can only
decrease. Our tenants have been robbed 14 times over the
past 10 years, including last September and last October
and those suspects live in Jade Park. And that information
was brought to us by a resident of Jade Park and it's been

-turned over to the propertor proper authorities.

As to property values, if any property is being devalued I
think it's ours, with the two previous developers who were
told no and now with the conditions that the Planning
Clclnmmlssmn wants to place on this project, if it's approved at
a

As for traffic, it's a non-issue. :This could be mitigated in —
many different ways on Torrey Pines, at least keeping all but
a fraction of it from going south where half of the homes are

.behind six to eight-foot walls anyway. And | think to deny us - |

some type of ingress and egress on Torrey Pines, which is
an 80-foot wide street, while the adjacent sh0pp|ng center
was allowed to use it, and of course all the residents, it just
doesn’'t seem fair.

In conclusion, all of the neighbors were invited, in fact, they
were heartedly urged to at least go look at this builder's

_product that exist now ‘at least one other location, | believe,
‘maybe two locations in Las Vegas. To my knowledge one-

person did so. And yet each and everyone of them can tell
you exactly what it is, is that's going to be built and exactly
what the result of that's going to be. And | wished | had that

talent, especially lately in the stock market. That's what | -

have to say. Did | give my name?

All right. Any — questions?

You didn’t give your name.

Excuse me?

Ron Vitto, 9830 Red Coach.
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" MAYOR GOODMAN
ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

Right. Any questions of Mr. Vitto at this time? All right. This
is a Public Hearing. Anybody want to be heard?

Mr. Mayor, members of the Council. My name is Stephen
Stein, 520 South 4™ Street, and myself together with Mr. Hall
are here on behalf of the Emeralds Inn, which is the
proposed builder of this project.

| was brought in late in this particular project and being
aware of how the City Council operates, | contacted
Councilman Mack and discussed with him this particular
item. | was informed by Councilman Mack that he had

checked with the residents of the area and that there were

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1777
— = . ; - . _l

very many problems and: very many protests regarding the

building of the Emerald Inn on this particular piece of land.
Councilman Mack informed me of three major problems
raised by the individuals in the area. The first problem was
the traffic problem .on Torrey Pines. The original plans
submitted to the City had. a gate for traffic into and out of the
project on Torrey Pines. That has been, the plans have
been amended, the gate has been removed, there will no
longer be a gate allowing traffic in and out onto to Torrey
Pines. There will simply be a crash gate for emergencies.

The second problem that was brought to my attention by
Councilman Mack was the fear of the individuals in the area

of cime. In the packages, which we gave to you, and -

hopefully you can see it on the overhead, is a comparison
July 4" to October 31% of the year 2001, between the

Emerald Suites, the Budget Rancho, which is somewhere

near this area, and the trailer park located west of Torrey
Pines, right across from this area, with the number of police

- calls for services and the daily average police call. It is

interesting to note, and these are statistics from the Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, it is interesting to
note that the trailer park, which is directly west on Torrey
Pines, right where I'm pointing on — the map here, had a 168
calls. for service during' this period of time for 1.4 daily
average, whereas the Emerald Suites, which is similar to

~ this —

Mr. Stein, you have to talk in the mike.

— owned by t'he same people, had only 86 calls for 0.71 who

called. So, | think the fear regarding crime maybe slightly
misplaced based on these particular figures. ‘

The major concern of the individuals in the area was the
-aesthetics and the privacy of the homes that they live in.
 The onginal plans called for certain buildings located, the
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ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN

“MAYOR GOODMAN
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AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL
Building G Iocated along Torrey Pines, the long building I'm

‘pointing to now, and the three buildings located on the south

side were all to be three-story buildings. Councilman Mack
stated to me his concem and the people’s concem about
those three-story buildings. The new plans, which were -
submrtted to staff, are now two-story buildings in Building G

— F and B.

— F and B, both two-story buildings. G remain, | mean, D
remains a three- -story building, but that does not abut any
private dwelling. It abuts the UMC Quick Care Center and
does not overlook anything at all of a — private dwelling. In

* addition, the Emerald Suites has.agreed and put in their new

plans many more trees, as far as the landscaping goes, 36-
inch boxes staggered every 20 feet all around, as far as the
landscaping goes,. ‘which will ‘block the views 82, 85%
around the entire perimeter of the area.

They have tried, they being the Emerald Suites individuals
have tried to comply with the requests of the people in the
area by changing the plans and hoping to alleviate the
concerns that were voiced by them to Councilman Mack to
me. And | think they did this very rapidly because | — believe

it's been less than a week since | heard of these concems.
And these plans were all amended so that the three-story
buildings were ‘reduced to two story, the landscaping was
“increased considerably, they have agreed no access to

traffic in and out on Torrey Pines and we have done, |
believe, everything we can to — make the people happy and
to still build a quality Emerald Suite building facility for this
area. And | would ask, and we concur with the
recommendation of staff and the recommendation of the

'Planning Commission.

All right does anyone have — Mr. Héll, do you want to be
heard?

Only for a minute, Your Honor. Ashley Hall, 550 East
Charleston, Suite H, Las Vegas, 89104. With us today is

-Mr. Don Hamrick, who is the Managing Partner of Emerald
“Inn, LLC, along with Mr. Mike Mona and as Mr. Stein has

mdlcated we certainly agree with the staff recommendations

‘and recommendatlon of the Planning Commission. He's

covered with you all of the various component parts of the
changes that we have made. We. have met diligently with
people in the area, both in terms of individual neighbors, and
| certainly want to commend Mr. and Mrs. Wilson, Mr. and
Mrs. Blandori, and Mr. and Mrs. Morales. They are the.
abutting neighbors and we've tried to work with them and
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talk with them. We've met with them on different occasions
and that and they certainly have been very polite, and it's
been a dignified process, and we certainly understand their -
concerns. We tned to address those.

We have addressed certainly the perimeter block wall, the
eight-foot decorative block wall. We've also addltlonally
indicated that — the Emerald Inn staff is trained and have
implemeted, implemented in their facility on Las Vegas

. Boulevard South, the ADL Program with Metro police and
the District Attomey s Off ice and it's working out very well.

| think, the only other thing | would say is, with the economic

- situation -~ as it.- presently sits today, and its my-

understanding, as of some conversation today, that —

‘building permits in the Valley are down about 50%, and we

understand the economic situation as it is.

Again, | certalnly have to commend Mr. Hamrick and Mr.

Mona for their willingness to go forward with the project in

these kinds of times. But just to give you an idea in

spending some time with the Nevada Development
Authority, yesterday and looking at the statistics that are —
currently being processed for the Valley, the 20, a 26.5
million dollar project, which this project represents,. about 20

million dollars of that.is going to be in construction fees, it's a
local contractor, it's about 25 of them representing about»
1,000 jObS over the next year.

-Secondly, approximately '$1.5 million will be in permlttmg ,

fees to local governments, approximately - $450,000 in
annual room tax, $250,000 in State and City tax, provide

- approximately 50 full-time jobs with over a million dollars in

salary and payroll. And the economic multiplier used by
NDA is about 2.7 to 3.0, and we certainly used the
conservative figure of 2.7, but the multiplying, the economic
multiplier for a $26.5 million facility is-about $72.5 million.

- And again, we certainly tried hard to work with people in the -

neighborhood, both closely and extended, and we certainly
will do our best to accommodate any — concerns that they
might have. Mr. Hamrick, any comments?

Not at this time.

All right. Thank you very much. Folks, what we do is those
who are. in support of the project, we'll have them be on this
side; those against the project, will be on this side. And
what I'd like to do is I'd like to limit you to two minutes a-
piece. If you feel that you need more than that, you keep
going. But what we; believe me, when we see you up there,
we know what you are thinking and if somebody has said it,
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it does as much good with us for you to say | agree With so

and so. It has as much impact than hearing it over again.
I'm just tryln% to move this along for the benefit of you folks.
We have nothing better to do. Okay? All right. Yes, Ma’'am.
Ball game on?

No ball game, no ball games tonight.

Mayor Goo’drhan and Council members, I'm Ruth Ann . -

Benoist. .| live at 6444 Hartman Street 'm here

. representing Jeffrey Hicks and Penny Crawford. Currently
- he’s working in Tahoe and unable to be here and she’s got a

job and is on the job now.

One of the thmgs that upset me was the connotation when
he said this is a mobile home park to the west of this facility
that they’re planning. |'would like- very much for the Council
members and the Mayor to comé out there and see this
area. It's improving greatly. We own the land that our
homes are on and most of them are the modular
manufactured homes. We're improving the area, and | think
that it is going to be continuing to be a lovely area.

My greatest concem is with the traffic situation at Rancho
and Craig. | drive this a lot. | have to make a left tum from
Rancho onto Craig. Most of the time I'm lucky if | can. get
through that intersection before the light changes. They're
putting up a facility here that's going to have almost 14, or
400 occupants. That's going to mean, most likely, 400
vehicles. How they’re going to handle this traffic situation is
beyond my comprehension. | know that they’re going to be .
widening Rancho to the east side of that street, but without a
tumout for these people to get into their future residence, |
don’t know how it can be done. And I'm very much against
this facility being built in this area without some kind of a

traffic study or an understandln?( of how they’re going to get

in and out of their homes. Thank you.
Thank you. ‘Next please.

Hi. - Mr. Mayor and Councnl members, | ask for your

, mdulgence We have a particular —
* You have to give — us your name.

Oh, I'm sorry. I'm Tammy Cortez, but | wanted this before —

And you have to tell us — where you live.
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6404 Southfire.. But —

And now — you can go.

speaking in because we wanted not to waste your time and

be redundant. So, that's what we’ve all lined up for with our -

own little script.
Good

Wlth that being said, my name is Tammy Cortez, and I'm at

6604 Southfire Street in the Jade Park Mobile — Home

Estates. | stress this because we are not a trailer park. We
own our homes. We have dedicated streets. We are build

sic) on oversize lots and we are all single-story dwellings.
| have a picture. | don’t know where to put this either.
Right in the rﬁiddle there.

Right in the middle?

Turn it the other way.

Do | have it upside down?

. Upside down.

Yes, it's upside down. There you go.

Okay. So, you as you can:see, we're not a, quote, trailer:
park. This proposed three-story residence hotel will be

looking directly into our yards. This photo was taken at a
third-story level window.” As you, this project is intrusive
high-density and is not compatible with our neighborhood.

- This looks right into the windows of these people’s homes
- right in the back, which one of those is mine.

This will impact the reS|dents of Jade Park, a real concern
for those that abut Torrey Pines. It is my understanding
based on the information provoded, provided by Mr. Mona
and Mr. Hall and Mr. Hamrick at both our neighborhood
meeting and the Commissioners’ meeting, in order for them
to stay in black, they will require a certain occupancy rate.
They indicated in order to accomplish this they're in

‘negotiations with Nellis Air Force Base in lodging military

€snc; for property and sewer. We are single-family residence -

Okay. | can go. We have a particular order that we're
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persbnnel. Station Casinos for their overflow and North Las .‘
Vegas Airport for the business traveler.

| have contacted Airman First Class, Mary Caputo, she's the
team lead with the contracts office at Nellis Air Force Base.
| requested information regarding the criteria for military
personnel for lodging them. . She advised, to be considered
for a lodging contract you must have a 24-hour restaurant,
- must be on site laundry facilities, etcetera. According to the
developers, this pro, this proposed project does not have a

restaurant and will not be part of the plan. According to .

Mary Caputo, kitchenettes will not suffice. This, the
developers, have confirmed are in the plans. Even the less
BPA Contracts, Emerald Suites does not qualify. Currently
there are no bids outstanding and she does not foresee any
till 2005. She explained that Emerald Suites currently holds
no contract and to her knowledge never has. She knows of
no contracts pending. [I'd like the Commission to ask
Emerald who they're in negotiations with at Nellis for these
- contracts. :

Accordmg to Station Casinos, which is 500 rooms between
the three properties, Texas Fiesta and Santa Fe, the
occupancy rate shows there is no overflow. The average
monthly occupancy rate is 86%, 79.5 and 78%, respectively.
Furthermore, we were told that before guests are referred to
an outside proprietor they would be sent to one of their other
eight properties. What overflow are they referring to and to
whom are they negotiating with?

Regarding the North Las Vegas Airport,. Channel 3
investigated the flights in and out of the small airport. Their
statistics show that 90% of the flights in and out of North Las
Vegas are local residents. They reside right here in Las
Vegas Valley.. Most of the air traffic consists of private
planes, pleasure flights, test site personnel, police and fire
rescue aircraft, some corporate planes, and these are not
necessarily passenger flights. | have an example, but |
- won't waste your time.on that. The scenic flights to Grand
Canyon do not impact the business traveler. Most of these '
flights are tourists from the Strip.

| would pose this question: .. If Station Casinos aren’t able to.
fill the? 500 rooms, what do we need with another 396
rooms?

On a personal note, I've lived in Las Vegas since 1976,
always in the Northwest | went to the schools here. This is,
| consider it my town. | love where | live. The crime that
he’s indicated, | have no knowledge and neither does any of
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my neighbors. Granted, there could be a few bad apples in -
there, but they're not in my block. | can tell you that.

| have made a packet with all my notes, all the backup
materials, so that you can look at that. Thank you so much
for your time.

Okay. Next, please.

My name is Flo Limandri. | reside at 4025 North Torrey
Pines. I'd like to briefly discuss some crime statistics.

| will briefly dISCUSS why —1 strongly oppose the pro;ect in

-question today. The following information- has been:

obtained from the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Public
Information Office.

In the year 2000 the hotel suite, which | will be referring to in
just a couple 'seconds, expenenced seven hundred and
seventy calls to the local police. After some careful research
was conducted, our subdivision was compared to that, to a
similar hotel suite as the one in question. This hotel suite is
located just a couple of miles south of this proposed project.
The research consists of the number of calls to the local

- police départment and the type of dlsturbances that were

reported from January 1%, 2001, to June 30", 2001. There
are as follows:

There were six unknown frouble calls, four attempted. -
suicides, 18 burglaries, two burglary of vehicles, four
robbenes five stolen vehicles, 14 stolen vehicles recovered _
three persons with gun, grand, one grand larceny, one: petty

larceny, one larceny from person, 20 assault and battery:

calls, one assault and battery with a weapon, one fight call, -
one Juvenlle disturbance, 20 various other disturbances, 35
family disturbances, seven suspicious situation calls, two
kldlnapplng calls, one indecent exposure, and six narcotlcs
calls

This equates to approximately 25.5 calls per month to the -
local police during this period. Our neighborhood during that
(san')le rilenod of time experienced one juvenile delinquents
sic) ca

In conclusion, if these numbers are in any way an indicator .
to what we can expect in our neighborhood as homeowners,
if this project gets off the ground, we’ve made a very good
case why we do not want this project in our neighborhood .
where we plan on raising our children. Thank you.

Thank you. Next, please.
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This pictUre‘ here is a piotUre of the Emerald Suites on South

You have to —

— Las Vegas Boulevard.

Please tell us who you are and where you live.

My name is John Williams. | live at 4041 North Torrey Pines

within the circle of affected homeowners. I've lived there for '

12 years. I'm very much against the proposed project for

several reasons, not the least of which is the quality of life
we enjoy in our neighborhood. @ We don't have a .

' homeowners .association and we pride ourself (sic) on the -
‘live and let live attitude.. But this proposed project with an

estimated three thousand three hundred and fifty-five daily
trips assigned to the developrnent would constitute a serious
degragation to our way of life.

With one proposed access on Rancho so close to the major -
intersection of Craig and Rancho, will surely result in
overcrowded streets; jammed intersections and creative

- drivers using Jory Tra|l Alexander, Torrey Plnes as ways to .

avoid that congestlon

- | realize the developer keeps saying this is not a Budget

Suites, but in reality it's very similar. So, I've made several

- trips to the neighborhoods that are. close to Budget Suites

on Rancho and Lake Mead. In talking to the people in that
area, | was amazed at how much a project like this can
rmpact a neighborhood. The people there told stories of

-prostitution, drugs, -traffic, sirens, unsavory-type people just

hanging around. Of all the people | talked to, there was only

‘one lady that didn’t really care, but every — one else | talked

to was either very opposed to it and the way it affected thelr'
quaIrty of life. ‘

About the onIy good thing | heard about Budget Suites was :
that the buildings and landscaping there were pretty nice.’
We don't even get that with Emerald Surtes pr01ect because
it looks like an army barracks :

One of my other concerns was the overall helght of this
project, so | borrowed a scissors lift and set it up in the

_parking. lot next to the proposed project and measured 80

feet setback from Torrey Pines. | took the lift up to this two- . -

story -level and the three-story level, myself and another =

nelghbor -took some very enllghtenlng pictures: of peoples
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backyards. My house is far enough away from this project

- to maintain my privacy, but | sympathlze with the 30 or so

neighbors that. will lose their privacy. I've been pretty
involved with this proposal from the start, and I've talked to a
couple of neighbors that really don't care, | talked with a
bunch of people that are really opposed, but to this day I've
not talked to one person that thinks that this is a good thing
for our neighborhood.

In conclusion, there are séveral types of businesses that can

go on this property that would be acceptable to our way of
life, such as office space, auto repair, or mini-storage. But
hlgh-densrty housing would affect our quahty of life a great:
deal. Most of us are here for the long haul. I'll be horizontal

.when | leave. So the future of our neighborhood is

important to me. | hope you deny this project.
Thank you. Next please.

My name is. Frances Denison. My husband is up here to

“help with the pictures, and then he'il be speaking later. | live
~at 4008 Rhonda Drive, and | use Las Vegas Zoning Code,

Chapter 19A. 08 020 for reference.

During the Plannlng Comm|SS|on review, the developer was
asked what could be seen from a third story of the buildings
facing Torrey Pines. The hesitant responsé was nothing but -
trees and rooftops. Those are just trailer houses. This is
inaccurate. These pictures were taken 80 feet from the curb -
line at ground level and second-story level. | was the other

one in the scissors.lit. Most of these photos were taken .

from the adjacent property.  These show clearly that. this.
project will undoubtedly be intrusive to the abutting
properties and will negatively impact the neighboring
properties.

The — first photo you showed was a two-story and these are
three-story'?

Those are, | only would go up as far as 25 feet. | got

-scared.

So, you went to two-story only?
So, | only went to two-story. Yes.
Okay. |

The Budget — Okay. There is no design compatibility
especially from the homeowners’ perspective.



E CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001  Pg. 1786

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
MEETING OF

NOVEMBER 7, 2001 .

Page 13 -

COMBINED VERBATIM'TRANSCRIPT: ITEM 159 — U-0116-01 AND ITEM 160 — Z-0137-94(4) - RONALD

" MAYOR GOODMAN
" KAREN HANSEN

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

These are pictures from the building or the project at South
Las Vegas Boulevard. Okay. We don’t have the resources
for artistic renderings and so we have to settle for these -
photos. That was a before and that's an after. That's what

we're going to be looking at.

- That wés from the home park on the other side of Torrey
- Pines that would be facing the, there on the west of the bill,

what the proposal is. This is in the Big Sky Estates. That is
what we're going to be looking at.

In reality the view will be even more intrusive and will invade
our privacy, as well as compromise the safety of the abutting
properties and surrounding neighborhoods. | don't know of
anyone who wants strangers watching over their families
and looking into their homes. This project is as much as an
eyesore to us as the cellular towers are to you. I'm sure you
can see why I'm opposed to this project. Thank you for your
time. '

Next pleasé.

"My name is Karen Hansen. | live at 4009 Rhonda Drive. |

have here a map that | want to show. Okay, in referencing
the same zoning code that Fran did, 19A08020, the map
here shows one and two-story buildings in the surrounding
area. They're color-coded. Orange is one-story, blue is
two-story, three, as you can see, there’s no three stories on
this map at all. That's the notification area of this project.

The proposed project will be the only three-story building in
the immediate area, using Rancho and Craig as major cross
streets, the Santa Fe Station will be the nearest three-story

structure, 1.2 miles north. The Fiesta would be the nearest, -

south 3.2 miles, and to the east would be 4.8 miles, which is
a U-Haul building. To the west of us there’s nothing higher
than two stories, as far.as the base of the mountains. This
clearly does not meet the design compatibility between the.
abutting properties and hardly contributes to the overall
attractiveness of the City.

This property was zoned over 30 years ago as C-2, with
Service Commercial as the intent. Now there’'s R-E zoning.
bordering the property with surrounding neighborhoods
being a mixture of R-1 and R-E. .The intent of the master
plan is to ensure that the newer development does not
negatively impact the use and enjoyment of adjacent and

neighboring properties, and to-increase design compatibility .

between the abutting properties and land uses. Also to
reinforce a sense of community and preserve the integrity of -
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neighborhoods and places of business while reducing
unsightly views, which is, ‘which the Emerald Suites does
clearly not comply

Mr. Mona and Mr. Hamrick at a neighborhood meeting had
stated that this project is a Marriott-style hotel, not extended
. stay. | have here a sign that | took a pICtUI’e of, clearly -
- states that it's extended stay. | contacted the nearest
Marriott Residence, because they told us it was similar to
the Marriott style. Marriott hotels do not offer weekly rates. -
There are no deposits to stay there. There are no move-in
specials. Police background checks are not required upon
check-in. The rates at the Marriott do not drop after the 35™
day. There's no fee for maid service. The rates at the
Emerald Suites are, for one bedroom, 199.50 a week, plus
$125.00 deposit, in which $95.00 is retumed upon checkout.
The tax. charges are removed after the 35" day, since after
the 35" day you're a legal resident. Theré’s a $10.00

charge for maid service.

The rates at the Marriott Inn, for a studio, is $89.00 a night,
and based upon dates. . Marriott also provides a light
breakfast, lunch and dinner, with complimentary beverages
being served all day. Laundry and valet is provided, as is -
room service, 24-hours a day. The daily paper is also
- provided. -There’s also fi ireplaces in some of the rooms.
Mairiott Hotels take pride in anchoring their hotels and™
business parks and near major attractions where their
-guests can walk or take a Marriott shuttle or taxi to. Marriott
Hotel offer lush, mature landscaping with appropriate
buffers. Clearly the type of project that this is proposed for
~our residential nelghborhood does not fit. . It's obviously
" incompatible. There are nho Marriott Hotels in our city -
bordering R-E Estates. Thank you for your . informed
decision on this matter. v

'MAYOR GOODMAN Next please.

- IRENE HOUGHLAND Good aftemoon. My name is Irene Houghland. | reside at

' » 4333 North Torrey Pines. I've lived there 12 years. | have
been a resident of Las Vegas for 44 years. | would like to
give to the Council a letter that | received, and I'd like to
write, read it for you, please.

To whom it may concem.. We are a shopping center right
next door to the north of the subject property, at the comer
of Rancho and Craig. We are opposed to the proposed use
of this site as a 396-unit weekly residence hotel, as the
proposed project lacks -appropriate ingress and egress to
site, and thus contributing negatively to the traffic pattemns at
this location.
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Even though we have only about 32 tenants in Ledo Plaza,

we have five entrances and exits at our center, and so-there

is no traffic problem. More importantly, the transient usage

proposed for this site has historically increased criminal

activity in the area because of the type of tenants it attracts.
And this will adversely impact the Ledo Plaza and the

neighborhood.

| would also like to turn ‘over to. you the hundreds of letters

and petitions that we've gotten signatures on that represent -

346 homeowners in our immediate neighborhood. Many of -

our neighbors were unable to be here today because of

- work schedules or the elderly unable to endure a meeting - -

that's this long. They hope that by signing these letters and

~ petitions that their voices will be heard.

~ We understand that the — developer is looking —, sorry, I'm

nervous —

'Don’t be nervous.

— at a large investment. However, the investment of the

collective homeowners in this area is much greater. Many of

the. homeowners m this area purchased their properties for
retirement. -

While walking the neighborhood, we met a couple who had -
a lovely home in Jade Park and were very concemned about
this project and what it would bring into our neighborhood.:
The homeowner informed me he was about to retire and he:
had, just about to make his last payment on his home. Now
he wondered if he had to sell or what he was going to do.
My heart felt really heavy for them. :

While walking another day | came upon a lady who told me |

was wasting my time and that the people would never win

this fight. | told her | hoped she was wrong and that we the
people would count ‘ .

stated that we had met thh the neighbor, he had met with
the neighborhood groups NARA and the Northwest Network
of Neighborhoods, and had favorable support from these
groups. This was upsetting to the residents of the
neighborhoods, as we were not notified of these meetings
and therefore had not representatives at these meetings..
I've since spoken with Charles Benion of NORA and Louise
Ruskamp. from Northwest Neighborhoods, and they both
informed me that they would be writing the Council |n_'
support of the neighborhood.
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Finally, | would like to say that my husband and | have never
been involved with anything like this before. We have lived
in our home 12 years, working and raising a family. We
know our neigh, we knew our neighbors across the street
and next door. During this process we have met many of
our neighbors and formed a lot of new, pardon me, new
friendships. We have worked ‘hard to save the integrity of

~our neighborhood and to maintain the quality of life that A
we’re used to, and in domg so I've gained a strong sense of

community, and for that we're very grateful. Thank you.

Thank you. And there’s no reason for anybody to be
nervous when they are up there. We appreciate, you know,
that you're not public speakers necessarily. But don’t be
nervous.

- My name is Jim Ensley and I, my address is 4217 Jory Trail.

| live in the fourth house off of Torrey Pines and my
backyard faces the opposed site, the proposed site.

For my part, | wish to show the project does not agree with
the General Plan, is not. compatible with our neighborhood. |
have a copy of the future. land use map for the General Plan,
which is right here. In addition to that, | have enlarged it to -
the subject property.

As indicated in the General Plan, under, this area is
intended for Service Commercial use. Service Commercial
calls for low-to-medium’ intensity to retail service, such as .
shopping centers, offices, and other uses that are primarily
served the local area people This may include individual or -
grouped office centers, not high-density use hotels. The
general plan provides for other sites that are better suited for
a more intense commercial character that is proposed by
this hotel. This three-story -hotel should be located away
from our low-density R-E zone, single-story home sites. I've
lived in my:home for 14 years now. My neighbor was there

- when | moved in. Our homes are single-story homes on

half-acre lots, some which have horses and other feed

-animals. We take .pride in our homes. We continue to
invest in our property by adding and/or remodeling our

homes and improving our landscaping.

Over 300 signatures of my neighbors have been submitted

“opposing this project, nearly all of which are in the area, the = |
‘notification area. Having said that, we want.the, these

signatures were obtained by going door to door and reflect
the will of the community.
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- Having said that we want the commission to know that we

-are not against development We just want to be compatible -

"to our community. As a matter of fact, | stood here and
supported the development on this very site about four years
ago. Thank you for your time.

MAYOR GOODMAN Thank you. Next please.

FRED HOUGHLAND Good evening. My name is Fred Houghland. | live at 4333
' “North Torrey Pines. I've lived there twelve and a half years,
-been a resident of Las Vegas for 37 years.

The developers made much of his intent to utilize this IDL
System. . Should be noted, this system is only used when
the chentele that a hotel expects to attract is that clientele
‘that Metro. would be very concemed with. Notably,
Mandalay Resorts, MGM, Mirage, Harrah’'s Entertainment,
and Park Place Entertamment do not utilize such a system

You've heard my neighbors say that this project will i increase
crime and traffic and be incompatible with our rural estate
neighborhood. In fact, the NRS 278.0177 and 278.261,
known as the Rural — Preservation Nelghborhood Law, :
directly applies to our neighborhood. There are more than .
10 residential units in the area. The outer boundary of each
residential lot -is' not more than ;330 feet from the outer
boundary of  any other lot used for residential purposes. ...
There’s one residential dwelling ‘unit per half acre. The -
subject neighborhood is zoned for horses to be kept non-
commercially. The neighborhood is more than 330 feet from -
"an existing street or highway that is not more than 99 feet -
. wide, namely-Rancho Drive.

The law mandates that the goveming body, in this case, the
City Council,-ensure that the average residential den3|ty for
that portion of the zoning request located within 330 feet of a

“rural preservation neighborhood not exceed three residential = -
dwelling units per acre. - The proposed residential hotel
would be 50 units per. acre. .

At the Planning Commission.on 9/20 there seemed to be -
some confusion as to. whether the law applied to- our
nelghborhood because the property in quéstion was zoned :
C-2 prior to the homes being built. - We do not agree with
that interpretation of the law. Addmonally, there is a one-
-acre parcel of the subject property that is still zoned R-E,
and that is that portion‘ right there. At the Plannlng,
Commission ‘they approved the C-2 zoning on this.. Of,
course, the final decision is this Council’s.
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In January of '94, the property owner was given a Resolution
of Intent to C-2 on this one acre of property for the building
of a mini-storage facility. The neighborhood supported the
building of — this facility. However, the, and the rezoning
under the Resolution of Intent was to expire within 12
months if no extension was filed for consideration and
approval by the City Council. No such extension was

" requested, therefore, this property is stil zoned R-E and

- backs up to the Bay Sky Ranch Estates, which is certainly
covered by the Rural Preservation Nelghborhood Law.

The developers not have not attempted to meet with the
neighborhood as a group since September 13". They have
telephone numbers for 10 to 15 of us. They have three
numbers for my wife, Irene, who spoke just a few minutes
ago. They have two numbers for me.

Whether they have, now they've reduced down to some
three-story, some. two-story buildings. That is still too .
intense for this neighborhood, for this Rural Preservation
Neighborhood. All two-story buildings would be too intense.
In the various neighborhood meetings that we have had,
and we have had a number of them at. my home for this
 project,. we've discussed how we could accept a three
hundred and ninety-six-unit residential hotel. That would be
if they were all one-story buildings, only a crash gate on
North Torrey Pines, which is still a question mark in my
-mind, because NDOT said no crash. gate. It must have an
entrance and that they were proposing to put a median
down Torrey Pines, which would be disastrous, so that traffic
could only go north on Torrey Pines out of the subject

property.

If they increase the Iandscapln? buffer on the entire west
and south property lines to 24 feet, and provided then the
box trees on 20 feet on center staggered, that would be .
‘helpful. Should have no wash lights on the buildings, except
for the Rancho frontage.

'On site parking for the employees, righf now | don't know
-where the employees would park. And only a four-cubic foot
refrigerator, no kitchens.

This proposed residential ‘hotel is not compatible with our
neighborhood, is not compatible to State Statutes, is not
within the general.plan for the Northwest area. Therefore, -
we respectfully request that this Special Use Permit and this -

- companion Site Development Review Plan be denied.

. Thank you.
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* Thank you." Okay. We're getting into the area of a Iittle:
repetition here. So, if you be kind enough to please "

incorporate by reference your colleagues’ responses, but try
to make it within two minutes, please.

. My name is Sharon Rhizor, and | live at 4109 Jory Trail. I'm

representing the Tobler Elementary School community. It
would be the (inaudible) elementary school for a project like
this. | am a parent. | happen to be a Special Education
Teacher at that school, but I'm also a parent and a resndent
in the, our nelghborhood

The Tobler community has asked me to communicate to you
their concems for the safety and the well being of the
children and their school, specifically. | know that the
gentleman’s statistics about. the crime actually supported

~ their concemn that if crime is already present, then just

adding more crime will make it that much more intense.

The traffic concem was their concem for the school,

because anyone who's been near an elementary  school at
coming and going time knows how much traffic there is.- The'
traffic, as far-as it impacts school is, is that people have a

tendency to cut through and that is a concemn that the

children who are walking or biking to school or just out

recreationally riding might be in danger. Additionally, there’s - -

a bus route pick-up on Alexander, which is about, a quarter
mile fromthe ‘proposed residence, and the impact there
would be again, the issues of traffic and safety of the
children waiting for. the moming bus route, waiting to be
picked up at, for Leavitt School, which is presently housed at
Molasky. :

Also, the quality of life would directly. impact our children at - -

this school. Although, as'a Special Educator, | have a real
soft spot in my heart for all children, I'm here to advocate for
my own children who go to that school and - the

neighborhood children. My understanding that projects of
this type bring children into the community, which would be -

a normal thing. The concemn for our children at Tobler is, is

that some of the communities, some of the schools that
service these communities have about five children at’ least

per week coming and going, enrolling and unrolling. And
one. statistic | was given from one feeder school is that
there’re only five children that the clerk could remember -
from similar residence. They had stayed longer than a
month. Additionally, researches recently show that Emerald
Suites themselves have said that about 100 children:
typically reside at their residence pér — month.
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And | guess my last — only comment/question is, those of

~you who have children, would you want your children

exposed to this? Thank you. And excuse me. | have one -

-more thing.. I'm sorry, | forgot. But these are signatures

from the Tobler community. There are 116 of them. Thank
you.

Thank you.

My name is Ernie Morales. | live at 4225 Jory Trail. At the
last meeting Mr. Hall, the representative from that, this —

‘(inaudible) he stated that the only reason that we didn't - -

show up is because he had met all of our concems, which it
wasn’t so. He did try to attend, he did try to talk to us, but
because of my schedule and my wife’'s work schedule is too

busy. | did tell him that if | wanted, if you want to talk to us -

he would have to talk to a group of people, not just me
individually.

And one of the concems | had was the, that | stated to him
was the wall height and also that, the elevation from each

- property. ‘That I'm — in about three quarter of an acre and | -

do have pet goats on my yard. He did stated that if this -
project goes through, that he could give me all the clippings
from — the landscape for my goats and, which | told him |

-want to keep my privacy and unless | ask for it, | didn’t really

mind. .

~ Also, he did state, | did state about the block wall, that it was

too short and the elevation was going to bring the other-

building higher than — my house. He — said well if it goes -

through maybe | can hire you to do, to increase the wall to

. whatever height you need.” And I'm a contractor, | know the

codes and as far as what you can do or not, as far as wall

- heights. :

| —-want to-make sure, |. want to.make clear that I'm o'pp.ose'd.'

" to this project, and not only would it invade my priva, my
~.privacy, that it would also create more traffic to our
- neighborhood and it would also create even more crime for

our children. My daughter picks up the bus on Jory Trail and

“I'm very, very concemed that, for her safety and from her

walk, from, you know, from herself walking home. And |

“don’t know what kind. of people. | feel that this — building

right behind my house, it would violate my privacy. Not only
that, it would also — | just forgot. That is it.

Mr. Morales? I'm right here.
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Yes. ;
Are you the third house in on Jory Trail?

Yes, | am.

.. Okay. So you're the proud new papa.

I'm — yeah.
So, okay. | — came by your house.

Yeah. That time | didn’ t — attend the meeting. My wife was
pregnant, and she was about to give labor about the time —

Yeah. Well, you jUSt had the baby when | came by your
house so —

Yeah.

Okay. | know exactly where you live. Thank you.

Yeah. Thank you.
And thank you. Next please.

Mr. Mayor, Council members, my name is Michael Gorsllne
| live at 4216 .Jory Trail. | live directly across the street from

' Mr. Morales and Mr. ‘Ensign.

As much as the developers and counsel object to our

"comparison of their project to Budget Suites, | also object to
* them comparing the proposed project to the project that has

been established on Las Vegas Boulevard South. There is
NO comparison.

My nelghbors have also rebutted many of- their proposals,
and | would like to add one thing. At the September meeting "

at the Rainbow Library, where we met the developers,

counsel for the developers adamantly stated to me and to a

couple of my neighbors, -that the parcel of the property in
question that was zoned R-E was already rezoned C-2, and

that is not factual. - Therefore, overall, | doubt the, ldoubt the _'

integrity of counsel for thlS matter

| also submit, Mr: Vltto | recently bought into there for my
own retirement purposes. | lived for over 20 years behind

‘South Boulder Strip and | saw what happened down there.
Those properties have military. contracts and they also have
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an extreme rate of narcotics violations and prostitution that’ s '
developing in that area. :

In addition, I'm a high school teacher and my students are
following this case. ‘They want to see that if the residents’
freedom of speech is effective and that if representative
government will act responsibly. Thank you for your time.

'I'm Debra Couche, 6309 Jennifer Court. | live within the

notification area. I'm within approximately about 400 yards
or less of the border of this development.

‘| have two comments. One comment is, | stand in support

of all that you've heard, coming from my neighbors and their
excellent presentations. - My other comment is some .
excerpts from an open letter that | wrote, but never sent to
Mr. Vitto.

When | reviewed your public, our public records it was
apparent that similar properties surround your property. -
This is. his home. That gives your neighborhood its-

desirable characters. The communities near 4339 North
Rancho Road, the subject property, may not have exactly

~ the qualities that you have, but we would like to retain the

current character of our nelghborhood If you are retaining
the property and leasing the use. of the property to

~ developer, then your urgent voice, which we heard at the
. Commissioner's meeting, | need. to sell the property, is a_

false voice.

“Your mteni apparent, apparently is to make your property

income  generating at your neighbors’ expense. Is this
property preserving. your retirement-or your standard of
living?- Please consider selllng your current property. and-
moving into the adjoin, into an, in and joining one-half acre
with a single-story home to the proposed hotel. We were
assured the landscaping and othér concessions the
developer would make will ensure that our community will -

- not lose any of its attractiveness. You could lower. your cost
‘of living, be close to your investment, and - protect your

investment, and still live in a, quote, attractlve rural estate

~ community.

~ | ask Mr. Vitto, if he is, is to sell his property at Red Coach

and abut his investment and see how he does, ‘cause | do
not believe he would want to live near a similar thmg And |
feel that our quality of our neighborhood is excellent and we
do not have a neighborhood community organization, ‘cause
we don’'t need one. We do it on our own will without having

" to have a formal association because we ¢are.
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Mayor Goodman —, Councilmen, I'm Jim Childress. | live at
4201 Jory Trail, over the back fence from this proposed
property. | have horses in my backyard. | don't want -
someone bothering my horses. They bother my horses,
they bother me and they're in trouble. Anyway, | just like to

‘say that | have business property that | operate on Boulder

Highway. | know these men, or have good intentions and
they don’t like me to compare their place to Budget Suites,

but if time gets bad, they're going to tumn it into a Budget -

Suites, and times arent good. So, | th|nk they're going to
turn to ‘a Budget Suite before it's over, ‘cause as | see i,

anyone that spends twenty six and-a half million dollars on a - "
- piece of property’s got to make a pay back sooner or later to

a bank and if you put a pen, paper and pen to this thing, -
you're going to:find these people are going have to be

- somewhere around 72 to 78% occupancy to make a

payment on that. And Im not sure in these tlmes they can
make it.

And the other thing is, from my experience on Boulder.

Highway, we used to be pretty quiet down there. You could
leave your, didi't have to fence your property. Now, | putup

razor wire to keep these guys out of my propérty. It worked
pretty good, ‘except they still can come over the front fence
where you can’t put — a razor wire. But, these guys, when =
Budget Suites. comes.in is when the problems when the
problem develop.. And | don’t know if it's coincidence or not,

~ but that's what happened.

So, I'm lucky to reconsider that, making a payment on '.

- twenty-six and.a half million dollars. Thank you.

Thank you.

My name is Arthur Thom. | live at 4001 Rhonda Drive in Big
Sky Ranch Estates. | have to take issue with the property.
owner-because -in July of 1978 | moved into my property.
He, when he bought his property 22 years ago, should have

~ known that that property was fully developed, adjacent to his

property.

He, | bought my property to raise my family, and one of the
major reasons | bought it was because it had deed -

restrictions on it limiting me to the single family on my half -
acre. Now, it doesnt seem right that it would even be

considered feasnble or proper to allow somebody to come in -
and build a high-density property next to' my subdivision that -
won't even permit. me to build a mother-in-law quarter orto
put a pool house in with full facilities. So, I'm against this
project, and | wish you'd take that into consideration. '



; V CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1797

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
MEETING OF
NOVEMBER 7, 2001

Page 24

COMBINED VERBAT|M TRANSCRIPT ITEM 159 —.U-0116-01 AND ITEM 160 — Z-0137-94(4) - RONALD

MAYOR GOODMAN

'LANAE WILSON

' MAYOR GOODMAN
ED BLANDORI

- MAYOR GOODMAN
MIKE MALONE

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

Thank you, Sir.
Hi, my name is Lanae Wilson. | live at 4241 Jory Trail. My. '

‘house backs up to this proposed property or, and I'm

representing my husband and my three children also. And | -
just wanted to thank my neighbors for all the research and
time that they put into this, and | second all that they have
said. And the — two-story building would be looking into my

“backyard where my children play, because we live on Torrey

Pines also, and so, we've made a backyard for them.

Basically, | second all that they've said. | know you don't
want any redundance And so, | thank you.

T hank you. That was very effective.

Good evening. My name is Ed Blandori. | reside at 4233
Jory Trail and: | have one of the four homes that abut the
property of the proposed project.- Mr.-Mack has been kind
enough to come out to our house and take a look at our.
property, and | thank you very much for that.

First of all, I'd like to- say that the garbage located behind

those four homes, adjacent to the project, were dumped by -
the people that they lease their business to on Rancho. And -
that's very, you can come out and easily substantiate that.

Other than that, | just want to thank my friends and .
neighbors for the time and effort in fighting this project.. And

| want to reiterate that I'm against the project and | hope you
vote for us. |thank you very much.

Thank you.

Mayor, Council. It's a pleasure to be here today. It's a long,
long afternoon. [I've been here since noon and | know you

‘were here this morning.

I'm Mike Malone, 3660 Thom Boulevard and I'm here to

represent NARA. | will be or proposed to be the President
Elect as of the first of the year. | am the past President of

NARA, which as you know is the Northwest Area Residents
Association. It's amazing how a group of people can get
together and put out a. presentatlon like these people have. -
I, 'm impressed.

NARA had a m’eeting' last night, and the board, of which'we
represent 707 homes, unanimously voted to endorse what

‘our neighbors to the west have proposed, and that is, of
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course, the defeat of this project. With me is Mr. Paul Van -
Rudin, who is a current member of NARA.

Wasn't there a representation by somebody that NARA was -
in favor of this?

Oh, | can explain that. My name is Paul Van Rudin. | live at - -
4804 Sunbright Avenue, Las Vegas, 89130, and | am a
current board member for NARA.

A couple of months ago Mr. Hamrick, Mr. Hall and a Mr.

- Mona came and made a presentation to our board and

invited us all to come and view their property at South Las .
Vegas Boulevard, which most of us have done. And | got to
tell you that there’s very little comparison in the -
surrounding area at the Las Vegas Boulevard location to the
one on Rancho. We subsequently adopted a somewhat -
neutral position to the property proposed because we were -
basically informed that most of the residents in the area had
no opposition to the — development; and as such we would
probably have no opposition as well.

Subsequent to that, we’'ve met with the, some of the
residents that were affected by it and some Metro. Police

- Officers and basically they've all voiced a  significant -

opposition to it as you see today. And | won't reiterate all of
what they've said today, but a lot of good points have been
made. And | think the — NARA position, as Mike had stated
earlier, is that we currently do not support, we basically do
support the neighborhood residents that would be adjacent
to this affected property. And that is all | have. Thank you.

Okay. | appreciate that. Okay. Anybody else want to speak

. at the public hearing? All right, then we’ll close the public

hearing and give the applicant an opportunity to address
some of the issues. 4

Yeah, real quickly, Your Honor, with us today is the Traffic
Engineer that did the traffic study.

" Good évening. Ted Egerton, Locksaw Engineering, 5828 -
- West Spring Mountain Road. Our firm, Locksaw .

Englneenn?_ we performed a Traffic Impact AnaIysns per the
as Vegas guidelines, per the Regional
Transportatlon guidelines, and per the Nevada Department

~ of Transportation gUideIi’nes.

This Traffic Study, we did submit to the City of Las Vegas .
and to the Nevada Department of Transportation. What |
have in front of me is an acceptance letter of the Traffic
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Study from both the City of Las Vegas and from the Nevada
Department of Transportation. -

What I'd like to first address on — this — traffic study, there
we go, that, both those are approval letters. On the, in the
Traffic Study, we originally ‘had a driveway along Torrey_
Pines. The reason we originally had a driveway along
Torrey Pines is, it is an 80-foot collector street. However,
upon dlscussmns with the developer, he elected to take that
driveway out for public access.

~ The first point I'd like to make is that we did to a revised -
traffic study with one driveway along Rancho Drive. We met
with the Nevada Department of Transportation to look at’
issues that we could relieve traffic impacts that this project ~
wouId cause without a driveway on Torrey Pines. What"

we've — both met with both the City of Las Vegas and

~ Nevada Department of Transportation is to construct a left-
tum median opening. What that will do is actually relieve-
traffic at the intersection of Rancho and Craig. In addition,
we are going to expand the existing left-tum storage bay ,
that is adjacent to UMC. That will relieve the actual traffic
impact at the intersection of —Rancho Drive and Alexander.

What I'd also like to address are several points that the

-citizens have brought up. First of all, in this summer, the

Nevada Department of Transportatlon has a project
scheduled to expand Rancho Drive from two lanes of travel
in each direction to three lanes of travel. With that
improvement, you'll see a capacity in levels of service being
experienced out there actually go up.

Regarding dnveways,. an issue was brought up that the
development to the north has five driveways. I'd, | hate to
- say, but since that development was constructed and —
today's standards with the Nevada Department of
Transportation, both Craig Road and Rancho is controlled

by the Nevada Department of Transportation. Their
~ standards require one driveway every 350 feet. They'd only

be allowed two driveways with today's standards. In
addition, the shopping center does have a driveway on
Torrey Pines. Of course, like | said, we are eliminating our
driveway.

Another issue I'd like to bring up is, it was mentioned that a
“crash gate is not allowed by the Nevada Department of
Transportatlon on Torrey Pines. That is untrue. Torrey
Pines is actually a City of Las Vegas right-of-way, not a
Nevada Department of Transportation right-of-way. A crash
gate will, may be allowed on Torrey Pines.
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The other item is, like | was stating, the driveway issues, we -
would love to have more driveways. However, we're limited
with the number of driveways, not by the City of Las Vegas,

" however, by the Nevada Department of Transportation. Our ’

analysis have indicated, however, with one driveway and -
with the exclusive left-turn median opening, that will be

“allowed by the Nevada Department of Transportation, that

driveway will operate with acceptables (sic) levels of service.

I'd like to bring up the last point. This property is currently
zoried C-2. As was brought up by the citizens, a shopping
center can be constructed on this site. Currently this project
would be generating 3,533 daily trips. A shopping center on
this site would actually be generating 3,926 daily trips. What'
that — equates to is an actual 10% decrease of daily trips -
than what a shopping center, which this project is, which this
site is zoned for, would be generating. So, this is actually
decreases traffic generated by this zoning. Thank you.

Thank you.

Just two comments very quickly, Your Honor and members
of the Council. Reduced density, we've certainly indicated a
willingness to reduce the density of the project, making three

of the facilities two-story residences rather than three-story.

That reduces' it several percentage. The distance, height - |

distance ratio, we meet the three to one ratio. "We're
required by the City in terms of distance and height. "All of
the interior lights for the facility will be turned into the project,
not out of the project.

Relative to the, to Mr.. Morales and the block wall, staff
recommendation and . City Planning Commission
recommendation was for an eight-foot decorative block wall,
and we certainly concur with that. | think the problem that
Mr. Morales had is he's got a gate in that back wall that he
accesses in and out, and we — just couldn’'t accommodate
that, in terms of his situation. -And.never at any time did we'
represent to any of — people at NARA the neighbors were all
in favor of it. That's just was not, is not a fact. It was not
said. Certainly, I've always known that there's been people
who have been opposed to the project.

In terms of the zoning issue and that, and | certainly leave
that to staff. | think that was one of the major issues we
addressed initially with the neighbors and the homeowners

of the area, was that the first fire that went out from that
group indicated there was a zoning question. It's not a
zoning question. The zoning is already in place with a
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Resolution of Intent, according to City staff. So, that's our - - |
comments. :

Thank you. Now, there was one person who had, who
brought to our .attention some kind of a sign that indicated
that this was on a weekly basis. Was — that for this particular

. property? What did that sign relate to? Because —

It's still up (inaudible)
Daily/weekly?

Yeah. Only a comment, Your Honor, right quickly.

Yes. Because this would reflect that it is very much like a

Budget Suites.
Where's that at?
That's the property they told us to go look at —

| see.

'~ on Las Vegas Boulevard.

Thank you. ~ All right so, |- don’t know whether fhét was
picked up on the mike. The young lady says that was the
property that they were suggested to go and look at. Okay.

And this was (inaudible), Your Honor, there is no, there's.

only daily/weekly rates, there are no monthly rates at all, -

period.

Good evening. Don Hamrick. | am the Managing General

" Partner for Emerald Suites, and if | could just respond to.
some of the items that were brought up by the neighbors.

Some good items that they bring up, and also some of the . -
items that you just mentioned, Mr. Mayor. o

Our property is an extended stay property. We do have
daily and weekly rates. We are not like a Budget Suites that
they do monthly rates. That would be the distinguishin
factor, one of several. Could we get clarification from sta
what the zoning is on this property?

Our, excuse me, our research indicates that the — vast

majority of the property, 90% has been C-2 since it's been.
within the City. The rear comer parcel was rezoned to C-2
back in 1994 and our records show has had three
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subsequent extensions of time. So our records indicate that -
in fact the entire: property is legally a C-2 zoning within the

City.

And that's an- 'important. point we want to clarify. | think
there’'ve been. Some: fhiscommunication and the neighbors
have thought that we were misinforming them. That is
certainly not the case. ‘During this entire process, Mr. Hall,
myself,” Mr. Mona,  have tried to be forthright and
straightforward and lay everything out to the best of our
knowledge with the nelghbors

There are only three homes abuttmg the property, not four
as — might have been indicated before. One of them only
partlally, as you can see from the overhead.

In response to the " concems from the neighbors, the

concerns from Mr. Mack’s liaison, we have sat and spoken
with them on a great many occasions. And that is why we
have done the items that we’'ve done. As you look at this

overhead, three buildings are being offered to potentially be

reduced, if that is in fact what the City Council desires, to
eliminate any concerns regardlng visibility. When someone
takes a scissor lift and goes up 25 feet, there are in fact
more than double what our second-stoay level would be.

-story level would
be at 10 feet. So, a six-foot person standing there would be
at 16 feet, not at 25 feet plus their height Iooklng out onto '
those areas.

In addition, we intend to, as the picture shows, have 36-inch

box trees staggered 20 feet on center, which would be every
10 feet, and that would in essence make that area in the
corners where the residentials are like a forest. | don't even
think that we’'ll be visible to them. Certainly, they will not be -

_visible to guests at the property. | don't know why they
‘would want to look in the yards, but in the event that they

ever did, it would be difficult for them to do.

It was brought up as to who we were speaking with at Nellis

and - Stations. At Nellis, Joe Hart has been the
representative for them. Statlons we have spoken with
Blake -'Sartini, Bob Finch, Steve Arcana and Jan, John
James, all general managers and — presidents of the

property.

The crime numbers that were brought up, |, initially this was
a big ‘area of concern for the residents, and that was the -
reason that we took the time to generate the statistics, at,.

'you know, the request from Mestro, Metro, these statistics,

and the numbers don’ t lie. The property that is in question is .
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our current property on Las Vegas Boulevard. Iti is actually a
larger property than this one is proposed to be. ‘And this

o property has the potential to be aesthetically much more -
- attractive than what we have on Las Vegas Boulevard.

The other points. that were brought up regardlng rates. Our

“daily rates are .59 and 79. $79.00 is — comparable to the

Marriott Suites at 89." We offer rates on a weekly basis, -
unlike potentially the Marriotts. That is our market. The -

fastest growing segment in the hotel industry today is the ' i

extended stay market. .And it is there because there's a

~ tremendous amount of demand for this type of product. And

that is what we attempt to meet.

I'm a little put off by the latest attitude of some of the
neighbors regarding schools and things of that nature. Our
current location, Emerald Suites on Las Vegas Boulevard,

we have five families with school children in them. The K
school bus picks them up and they go to school, and | don’t

think they're any better or worse than the n_eighbors. Their
situation is such, we have one lady, Pam Claudio, whose

husband is a — part of the military, and he is not there Their

home is being built in Silverado. They anticipate that being -

done around Christmas. They will move out and move into~ .
that home. Our property offers peoples in those types of = -

situations a place to stay And that's exactly what we're

- designed for.

Mr. Hamrick?
Yes.

If | could.
Please.

It was explained to me ‘when | went out to visit you that

situational that you do. monthly agreements or you do
extended two-week agreements? :

~ No, Sir. We — never do monthly agreements. We're weekly :

now. In the event somebody could stay four consecutive
weeks, which would be 28 days. It's not like at the end of 28
days that — they're put out. | have a young lady that, as a
matter of fact, Counciiwoman McDonald's liaison pald us a

~ visit earlier in the week, and it was very beneficial because -

she had some experience and had worked in extended stay
property. Across the street from us, or a couple of housing
developments, one of them Iron Horse, and one of our guest
at this time, their daughter lives in Iron Horse. . She is having
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their baby, their first baby, their first grandchild next month.

They — came. into town from Michigan earlier this week.
They’re going to be with us through the new year to usher in
thelr grandchild. And — those are the kinds of needs that .
we're able to meet. And — for them to stay in a traditional
hotel property and pay $89.00 a night or stay in their .
daughter’s two-bedroom home, would be intrusive.

Thank you.

Let's see what else. | — am glad that we were able to bring
the neighbors together. They — did give a very good

“presentation, and | think really they’re motivated more by

Leqlrd than by understanding of the type of project that we
uild.

In — short, I, you know, | know that you're faced with a
difficult decision. | would ask that, you know, you make the
decision based on the facts. This property is zoned. Itis a
compatlble use for the — property. There are no requests for
variances of any type. The developers and operators have
resolved every single concem brought to us by the
neighbors via Councilman Mack and their liaisons, and we
have attempted to resolve those issues. And staff as well

as Planning Commission, has recommended for approval. - .

Thank you.

Thank you.

If | can answer any other questions, I'd be happy to.
All right. -Thank'you everybody.

Thank you. |

Councilman Mack?

Your Honor, I'd like to hear from my colleagues any

comments you have first, and if you dont have any

comments, I'd be happy to take that, take over.
Any comments? Councilman?

Just want a disclosure, Your Honor.

Okay.

My liaison, Doug Rankin, lives in the neighborhood. He's
not in the notification area, but he does, these are some of
his neighbors. But in talklng to the Clty Attorney, | can still
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MAYOR GOODMAN
'COUNCILMAN BROWN

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

vote on that because he s out of the notification area down |
the street.

Okay Councnman Brown’?

Thank you, Your Honor. I'll - be brief. |just, | want to thank
both the applicant and the neighborhood. | — had an -
opportunity to meet with, and the owners of the property.
Very professional- on all parts and that — always makes our

_job easier. And | do have relationships with both sides, but |

— certainly can remain objective.

The issues that seem to have been addressed today and in

-— my briefings deal. with the crime and the aesthetics and

traffic and zoning. And, to a certain extent, those could all
be mitigated. ' | guess, those could all be addressed through
either more money or_more buffering, more landscaping,
different design work. That, and — especially with the crime
statistics, | mean, the numbers are very open to
lnterpretatlon We don’t know what context they're using.
What kind of calls. So, | really don’'t base a perceived or real
issue with — the crime. But, the one — thing, and this has
bothered me from my initial meeting with Mr. Vitto. | told him
basically the same thing that those are all things, issues that .
can be mitigated for the benefit of the applicant and for the
benefit of the neighborhood.

The thing that concerned me the most was the introduction
of this product and thé inténsity and the density that's being
proposed. There's nothing, and — | was very honest with
him up front, there was nothing in the area that had this

~component, that this, and I'm sure in our Title and our

Ordinances there's — ‘better definitions for the intensity of a
project. But the three-story element, the number of:units per
acre, those are all things that we had not seen in the
immediate area.

And that — is why | don't feel comfortable to this day with th|s
product at this site under — these conditions, simply because
the number of the units, the type of the unit, the scale of the -

project definitely changes the character of the immediate
neighborhood. And | think in changing of that, the character

of the neighborhood, that | feel is directly related to what a
Special Use Permit is put in place. | think it goes against,
when we - dramatically impact the character of this
neighborhood, that is why the Special Use Pemnit is in place,

to protect that character, to protect the |ntegnty of our -
General Plan.

And — that, that's the issue that | really couldn't get
comfortable with. There’ s, I'm not sure if it can be mitigated.
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"MAYOR GOODMAN

' COUNCILMAN MACK -

MAYOR GOODMAN

: fﬂjcoU‘Nc‘:‘lLMAN MACK
" ASHLEY HALL
 MAYOR GOODMAN
 ASHLEY HALL

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

| don’t know, but as presented today and in meetlng with all
the — people | won't be supporting this project simply

| - because | think the :Special Use Permit is in place just to -

prevent the |ntensny and density and the changing of the

character in the area. ‘Thank you.

Thank you. Thank you. Councilman Mack?
You have any comments, Mayor?

My comments are that, it's a wonderful process listening to
both sides, to be honest with you, even (inaudible) a long:

‘day here, to see a nelghborhood come together without a

nelghborhood association in effect and make the kind of
presentation that they did, and to have the developers and

‘the potential developers express their position, and these

are always tough calls.

| — think the Council really, if we have a philosophical bent,
it's that of really trying to support the neighborhoods and the
existing neighbors and that, you've seen that already today-

~with the  Stratosphere matter where some very powerful

forces make a presentation before us and the" neighbors

voice their objection; and it's'a good system. That's the way

it takes place, and | listened very carefully to what the
neighbors had to say. And basically it's the old story.
Perception sometimes becomes reality and they perceive
this to be a project that their quality of life is going to be
severely jeopardized as a result of the potential of crime and
the invasion of privacy and the like.

And I'm — sure when they made their presentation to us they

truly believed everything that they said. So, | — see both

sides and I'm looking forward to heanng what the
Councilman of the Ward suggests.

Thank you, Your Honor. Ifl -
One — comment — if | could right quickly, Your Honor.

Yes.

'In terms of Councilman Brown and in terms of density. If we
brought a Hampton Inn iinto that property, the density of the

Hampton Inn would be one and a half times what the facility
would be, the Emerald Inn that we propose. Maybe the
question- has to do with — all the landscaping or ‘all the
property that's available. | don’t know, but certainly in-

“looking at the various options, in terms of the kinds of the
quality of the product that you brought into that kind of
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MAYOR GOODMAN
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* MAYOR GOODMAN

COUNCILMAN MACK

AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL

neighborhood or into that property to meet the zoning and to
try to-be compatible, we felt that certainly a much more of a

~ courtyard process was much better than a — real dense -
hotel.

Well | can say this too, as long as | was asked for my two
cents. One of the. thlngs that the Council appreciates is
when the developer works with the neighborhood. And | —
don't get the sense here that there was the kind of
communication with the neighborhood as a whole that may
have been able to convince ‘them that their perception may -
be wrong. That's — just my — impression. | think that maybe
individuals were contacted, but as a group | don't believe
there was the communication that would be necessary to
bring consensus from them.

There were several meetings held, and — definitely an
opportunity to sit with the neighbors. We went to homes as
well, scheduled meetings, met with NARA at Councilman
Mack's suggestion. He said that they were the most
powerful and appreciative group out there. We sat with

- them. At one time, as you see in your packages, there were

supports, support letters from them; however, as a result of

- the momentum that the neighbors dlrectly around the project

developed, they acqwesced and' said, well we will not
verbally support this. And | — can appremate that. They're
going to work with those people going forward. We want to

. be good nelghbors as well. We're not trying to ram a project

down their throats. But again, it's — viable, it — meets all of
the .requirements and there have been many, many
opportunities for the .neighbors to make their voice heard.

All right. Thank you .Councilman, did you have somethlng
you wanted to say?

No.
Okay. Councilman Mack?.

Mayor, I'd like you to give a quick interpretation of what I'm
going to state. This application is eating my kishkas out.

The, translating for the Councilman. He says this

| application is causing him great stomach aches.

| just want to state, I've worked with this applicant. You guys
have been true gentlemen. We, everything we've asked in -
regard to design, to landscape, you've come forward. Mr.
Hall, Mr. Hamrick, Mr. Stein, Mr. Mona, we had Mr. Callister,
Mr. Vitto. | appreciate all your efforts. | have spent more.
time on this project, | think, than any application, and as you
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can see from my agenda, | have 13 to 15 applications on a
average Council day. This application stood out and |
wanted to make sure | made the right decision to make a -
recommendation to our Board, because I'm only one vote on

this Board '

| spent several nights out in the neighborhood. | spoke to a
lot of neighbors. - | went into the Old Jade Park, where the
mobile home estates, and | heard that there were some
comments out there thrown around that these were trailer
parks. | take exception, if they were comments to that,
because | happen to live in a condominium by choice. And
there’s people in my ¢ondominium. complex, I'm sure, that
do things that are not of legal nature and there’s -all
elements, there’s people in Spanish Trail (sic) or Red Rock,
or wherever it may be, Summerlin that do things like that.
So, | don’t think we should characterize anyone, and even in

" Emerald Suites, per se, that might do illegal activity.

But | think what it comes down to, and | tried to work with the
neighborhood. And | think when | first came and talked to

- you guys and we spoke about your application, | said, go
meet with the neighborhood. And | think anyone that knows
me on this Board says, that knows how | deal with any
application | have that, neighborhood input. And it was
reported back to me that you met with the neighborhood,
you' met with- NARA, and you met with some adjacent
neighbors, and you felt a comfort level. Well, as it was
reported to me and | started getting flooded with e-mails, |
can just tell you that this is all the e-mails that are agalnst
this project.

And also, | want to submit, | have a few more that just
landed, another- handful this week. Roni? And | haven't —
had a Iot of support for the project. And it really, | think why
I'm eating my kishkas out, | say, is because 'm the — one
guy up here that this morning when the Chelsea Group or
the furniture mart went forward, here we got guys that are ..
ready — to spend $26 million in my Ward or in the City of Las
Vegas. You start talking about all the revenue streams that
flow off that, and the building permits being down. | have a
hard time with that.

But on, but | think more important, if | don’t have the support
of my nelghbors and the community that lives around it, |
would hate to see this $26 million project go down without a
chance. And you -, as the property owner or as the
operator of this business, | think, you'd want the support of
the community, because you'd want these folks out here to
put up their mother-in-law or cousins, if they're in town, and
support this project. But what | hear today, | hear that there
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- MAYOR GOODMAN

* MAYOR GOODMAN

.. 'ASHLEY HALL

, :/ac-;gpbv,v :

AND JUDITH VITTO ET AL

~ is more than a lackiof support. And so, with that, | think it
“does not fulfill a few things. | think in Title 19A we talk about
- Title 19:A08020 to ensure that the new development will not -

negatively impact the use of the enjoyment of the adjacent
neighboring = properties. | also believe that on a Special
Use Permit; that'we need to make, assure that the proposed

- use will be somewhat harmonious with the “neighborhood
‘around it.

| went to the moblle home estates, | went to the Jory Trails, |

saw some beautiful homes, | went into a home on Torrey

‘Pines, and so with that, and with a lot of heartburn, Your

Honor | move to deny.ltem 159.

.\ right. Vote on the motion, please. Post, please. MOthI‘I |

carries. (Motlon carried unanlmously)

. As to 1607 Councilman?

" Yes, I'm still with you. | haven't lost it totally yet. Your
-Honor, | move for denial of ltem'160.

All right. Vote on the motion; please. Post, please. Motion
carries. (Motion camed unanlmously)

All nght. Item 161.
Thank you, Your Honor.

(END OF DISCUSSION)
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AGENDA SUMMARY PA GE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NQVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S. GENZER ] CQNSENT [X_] DISCUSSION

SUBJ ECT

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO U-0116-01 - PUBLIC HEARING -
Z-0137-94(4) - RONALD AND JUDITH VITTO, ET AL - Request for a Site Development
Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 396-UNIT RESIDENCE HOTEL at 4339 North Rancho Road
(APN: 138-02-701-009), C-2 (General Commercial) and R-E (Residence Estates) Zones under
Resolution of Intent to C-2 (General Commercial), Ward 6 (Mack) The Planning Commission
(3 2 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL _ ,

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: | APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

’Planmng Comimission Mtg. _ Planmng Commlsslon Mtg. D
Hearing Officer Meeting NI Hearing Officer Meeting ]

CityCouncilMeetingg [0 | City Council Meeting o 1]
RECOMMENDATION: ‘ o

The Planning Commission (3-2 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions.
BACKUP DOCUMENTATION

1. Location Map

2.. Conditions For This Application
3. Staff Report
4. Submitted at meeting: Photograph submitted by Tammy Cortez along with her written
comments ‘
5. Submitted at meeting: Written comments and chart for Disturbance Calls submitted by Flo
'Limandri '
6. Submitted at meeting: Photographs subm1tted by Frances Denison along with her written
comments
7. Submitted at meeting: An enlarged not1ﬁcat10n map of the subject property submitted by
Karen Hansen
8. Submitted at meeting: Letter from Angelo Lardas, Lido Development Corporation, a petition
with 346 signatures in opposition, were submitted by Irene Houghland along with her written
comments :
9. Submitted at meeting: Written comments submitted by Jim Ensley
- 10. Submitted at meeting: Written comments submitted by Fred Houghland-
11. Submitted at meeting: Petition in opposition submitted by Sharon Rhizor
12. Submitted at meeting: E-mails received by Councilman Mack
13. Submitted after meeting: Two letters opposing the project-
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 160 — Z-0137-94(4)

- MOTION:
MACK - DENIED - UNANIMOUS

MAYOR GOODMAN declared t.he Pubhc Hearing open

NOTE: COUNCILMAN MACK dlsclosed that his brother has a Super Pawn within the limits of
" the notification area. However, he feels comfortable voting on this 1tem

NOTE:. MAYOR GOODMAN disclosed that ATTORNEY STEPHEN STEIN at one time was
his law partner and they no longer have any business dealings together at this time. Therefore, he
- feels it would not affect his ability to vote on this item.

NOTE: COUNCILMAN McDONALD disclosed that his liaison DOUG RANKIN, resides
outside the notification area. However, the City Attorney’s office advised him that he could vote
on the item.

MINUTES:

APPEARANCES:

- BRYAN SCOTT, Deputy City Attorney

STEPHEN STEIN, Attorney, 520 South Fourth Street
RON VITTO, 9830 Red Coach Avenue

ASHLEY HALL, 550 East Charleston Boulevard, Suite H
RUTH ANN BENOIST, 6444 Hartman Street
TAMMY CORTEZ, 6404 Southfire Street

~ FLO LIMANDRY, 4025 North Torrey Pines Drive
JOHN WILLIAMS, 4041 North Torrey Pines Drive
FRANCES DENISON, 4008 Rhonda Drive

KAREN HANSEN, 4009 Rhonda Drive

- IRENE HOUGHLAND, 4333 North Torrey Pmes Drive
JIM ENSLEY, 4217 Jory Trail

FRED HOUGHLAND, 4333 North Torrey Pines Drive .
SHARON RHIZOR, 4109 Jory Trail

- ERNIE MORALES,; 4225 Jory Trail

MIKE GORSLINE, 4216 Jory Trail

DEBRA COUCHE, 6309 Jennifer Court

JIM CHILDRESS, 4201 Jory Trail

ARTHUR THOM, 4001 Rhonda Drive
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~ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
'Planning & Development Department
ltem 160 — Z-0137-94(4)

MINUTES - Continued:

APPEARANCES - Continued:

LANAE WILSON, 4241 Jory Trail

ED BLANDORI, 4233 Jory Trail

MIKE MALONE, 3660 Thom Boulevard

PAUL VAN RUDIN, 4804 Sunbright Avenue

TED EGERTON, Locksaw Engineering, 5828 West Sprmg Mountam Road
DON HAMRICK, Managmg and General Partners for Emerald Suites

MAYOR GOODMAN dcclared the Public Hearing closed

NOTE A Combined Verbatim Transcnpt for Item 159 [U-0116-01] and Item 160 [Z-0137-
94(4)] is made a part of the ﬁnal minutes.
' (5:07 - 6:38)
6-2060/7-1
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* CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2001
' DEPARTMENT: ' PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
_ ITEM DESCRIPTION:  Z-0137-94(4) - Ronald and Judith Vitto, et al

Pg.

- ** CONDITIONS **
o The Planning Cominission' 3-2 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to:

Pl_qn‘tiing and Davelobment

1. If this Site Developmént Plan Review is not exercised within two years of the City
"~ Council approval, this Site Development Plan Review shall be void unless an Extension of

 Time is granted

2. Submit a revised site plan for staff review that reduces the bu1ld1ng in the southwest
‘comer of the site to two stories, in order to comply with residential adjacency standards.

3. Submlt a revised site plan deplctmg a crash-gate only, onto Torrey Pines Drive in a

‘manner acceptable to Public ‘Works.

4. 'Submit a revised site plan for staff review that depicts an eight foot tall decoratlve block
- wall around the perimeter of the site, with the exception of along Rancho Drive, which

“shall be an ¢ight-foot tall wrought iron fence.

5. Submit a revised landsca;ie plan that depicts eight foot wide planters on the north and -
- south propetty lines and depicts 36-inch box-trees 20 feet on center in the southwest
comer of the site adjacent to the existing residential properties. All other trees shall be

| minimum 24-mch box trees and. all shrubs shall be minimum 5-gallon.

6. . Wallpack lighting shall utlhze ‘shoe-box’ fixtures and downward-directed hghts on the

- proposed bu11d1ng

7. vAll mcchamcal equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in

-views from the abuttmg streets.

8. Al exterior lighting shall meet the standards of LVMC section 19A.08.060(C).

9. All development shall be in conformance with the submitted site plan, landscape plans,

- and bu11d1ng elevatlons except as amended by cond1t10ns

- 10.- - Landscapmg and a perrnanent underground sprmkler system shall be mstalled prior to

occupancy and shall be permanently maintained in a sahsfactory manner.

11 This approval is based on the site plan as depicted on September 20, 2001.
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Public Works :

12. Meet wnh the Trafﬁc Engmeenng Representauve in Land Development for assistance in
. the possible redesign of the proposed driveway access, on'site circulation and parking lot
layout prior to ‘the subrnittal of any construction plans or the issuance of any permits,
whichever may occur first. Driveways shall be designed, located and constructed in
accordance with Standard Drawing #222a.  Also,- the proposed driveway accessing

' Rancho Dnve shall recelve approval from the Nevada Department of Transportation.

13 » Sl_te‘ develop_ment--tq comply with all previous condmons of approval for Zoning
" Reclassification Z-137-94 and all other subsequent site-related actions.
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#* STAFF REPORT **

APPLICATION 'REQUEST

. This Request is for a Site Development Plan Rev1ew for a proposed 396-unit residence hotel at
4339 North Rancho Road.

BACKGROUND DATA

- 12/21/94 The City - Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0137-94) from C-2 (General
R .Commerclal) and. R-E (Residence Estates) to C-2 (General Commerclal) for a retail
~ center and mini- storage facility.

09/20/01 The Planmng Comm1ss1on voted to reeommend approval of a related ‘Special Use
Permlt (U 0116-01) fora re51denee hotel on the subject site. :

DETAILS OF APPLICATION REQUEST

Site Area: : a 786  Acres

Number of Residential Buildings:- . 11
Number of Units: : 396
- One-Bedroom: - 228
v Two-Bedroom .. 168
Density: - : 5038 Units Per Acre
- Building Helght 36 Feet (3-Story)
‘Parking Required: . 396 Spaces "
‘Parking Provided: 405 Spaces

-~ /1 PerTitle 19A.10.010 Parkmg Requirements for Multl-family and Condommnml Developments .

: Access to this site is proposed to be one driveway each from Rancho Drive and Torrey Pines Drive.
Buildings are proposed throughout the site with the resident parkmg around the site perimeter. -
Landscape planters are shown along property lines, with six-foot wide planter proposed along the
north and south. “There is a twenty foot wide planter proposed along Rancho Drive and a 15-foot
wide planter along Torrey Pines Dnve The elevations depict stucco exteriors with flat metal roofs.

ZONING AND EXISTING LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES

North: ~ C-2 (General Commercial) . Retail Commercial
~ South: R-E (Residence Estates) Single Family Residential
C-2 (General Commercial) Medical
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Bast: C-2 (General Commercial) Undeveloped
West:  R-MH (Mobile Home Residence) Mobile Home Residential
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

-~ ZONING

Staff finds that the proposed building in'the, southwest corner of the site exceeds 15 feet in height
adjacent to this boundary, and is therefore required to meet the Residential Adj acency Standards of
Las Vegas Municipal Code Title 19A. The proposed building height is 36 feet, requiring a
minimum setback of 108 feet or a 3:1 slope step down from the southern property boundary. The
submitted. site plan depicts a bmldmg set back approximately 60 feet from the south property

- boundary. Staff recommends a condition that requires the bmldmg in the southwest comer of the
 site be reduced to two stories in order to meet residential adjacency or that a Vanance be approved
to reheve the residential adjacency requirement.

SITE PLAN

Staff ﬁnds thax the submitted site plan presents an orderly arrangement of buildings and parkmg

- areas. Torrey Pines Drive, although a proposed 80-foot wide right-of-way, functions primarily as a
" residential collector street on all properties to the south of this project. Staff finds that the proposed

 ingress/egress onto Torrey Pines Drive should not allow unrestricted turning movements into and

- out of this propérty. Staff recommends a condition that requires that a median be constructed in

- Torrey Pines Dnve that would only allow right turns out of the property.
 LANDSCAPEPLAN |

The requirements of the Urban Design Guidelines as. incorporated by reference into Title 19A.12
stipulate a- landscape planter. of at least 15 feet in width abutting public street frontage for a
: _commerc1al or mdustnal site, and a landscape planter of at least 8 feet in width. for buffering where

-a commercial site is abuttmg a single family residential zone. Title 19A.12.020 describes the intent

. of landscape wall and buﬁ'er reqmrements including the following:

To ensure that new development will contribute to the overall attractiveness of the City;
To.reduce unsightly views.

' ‘Staﬂ' finds the proposed landscape plan to be appropnate with 1mplementatlon of a recommended
condition requiring that the planters along the north and south are increased to eight feet in width

and that 36-inch box trees are place 20 feet on center adjacent to the single-family development in
the southwest corner of the site.
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' ELEVATIONS

Staff finds the submitted building elevations depict typical design and construction materials for
buildings in the Las Vegas Valley and are appropriate for the subject location. However, staff
recommends a condition that requires the proposed building in the southwest comer of the site to be
reduced to two stories in order to comply with residential adjacency standards. In addition, staff
recommends a condition that requires an eight foot h1gh block wall around the perimeter of the site,
- X ,w1th the exceptron of the Rancho Dnve ﬁontage, which should be wrought iron fencing.

: F]NDINGS

In order to approve a Site" Developnrent Plan Review applicatiOn, pursuant to Las Vegas
- "Municipal Code Section 19A 18 050, the Planmng Commission or City Council must affirm all
of the following:

L
- . development in the area,”

“The proposed development is compatlble with adjacent development and

Staff finds the prdposed building willv be compatible with adjacent commercial uses to the
north and south, and will be compatlble ‘with the adjacent residential uses if appropriate

" site design and buffering cons1derat10ns are incorporated into the development.

“The proposed development is consrstent with' the General Plan, Title 19A, the

Design. Standards Manual,- the Landscape, wall and buffer standards, and other
dnly-adopted City plans, policies; and standards i

Staff ﬁnds the proposed project w111 be consistent with Tltle 19A and applicable C1ty_?f:

plans, policies and standards with implementation of the recommended ' conditions
regardmg conformance to the plans as submitted, a perimeter wall design, outdoor
hghtmg, bulldmg helght, project mgress/egress, and mechamca.l screenmg

“Site ' access and clrculatlon do not negatlvely lmpact adjacent roadways or
neighborhood trafﬁc. :

‘Staff finds that the proposed ingress/egress onto Torrey Pmes Dnve should not a.llow a.ll e
_ turmng movements into and out of this property, because Torrey Pines Drive, a.lthough a.
» ‘proposed 80-foot wide right-of-way, functions primarily as a residential collector street

on all properties to the south of this pro_]ect. Staff recommends a condition that requires o

- that a median be constructed in Torrey Pines Drive that would only allow right turns out .
. of the property. .
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4 . “Building and landscape materials are appropriate' for the area and for the City.”

- Staff finds the proposed pl'O_]eCt W111 incorporate appropnate bmldmg and- landscape

materials as proposed, and with 1mplementat10n of the recommended ' conditions
presented regarding conformance to the' plans - as submitted, outdoor lighting and
mechamcal screemng ’

5. “Bmldmg elevations, design characteristics, and other archltectural and aesthetic

* features are mnot unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious in appearance; create an

orderly ~and aesthetically pleasing environment; and are harmonious and
compatible with development in the area.”

- Staff finds the bmldmg elevations and landscapmg proposed will create an aesthetically
appropriate ‘development, with the incorporation- of the recommended Conditions
regarding increased planter widths and the reduction of building helghts in the southwest
corner of the site.

6. -“Appropriate measures taken to secureand pl‘otect the public health, safety and
. general welfare.”

' Staff finds the proposed building will be subject to the requirements of the Uniform
- Building Code, and therefore the development w111 not compromlse the public health,
o safety or welfare. .

NOT_ICES MAILED 351 by Planning Department

' APPROVALS 0

[At the Pla.nmng Commission meetmg, the Comm1ss10n focused their discussion of this
application and the related Special Use Permit.on impacts to the surrounding neighborhood
from traffic generated by the project. As a consequence of the discussion, the Planning
Commission amended Condition No. 3 for this request to allow only emergency vehicle
traffic between the site and'Totrey Pines Drive. The Planning Commission voted to
recommend approval of this request, finding that the proposed project will be compatible
with adjacent commercial uses to the north and south, that the proposed project will
incorporate appropnate building and landscape materials, and will be compatible with the
adjacent residential uses if appropriate site des1gn and buffering are incorporated into the
development ]

.PROTESTS , 224

[At the Planning Commission meeting, 11 area property owners spoke in opposition to
this request and to the related Special Use Permit request.]
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

- STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

" Case Numper: Z~0137- T4 (¥ APN: _ 138-02-701-009

.Name or Property Owner: Ron Vigo

. Name of Applicant: __Ron Vifo

To the best of vour knowledge. does the Mavor or anv member of the City Council.
lanning Commission. or 2 Hearings Officar have any {nancial interest in this or any
other ‘property ‘with. the propert owner. appiicant. the troperty owner or applicant s
'senerai or iimited partners. or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company”

Yes _ . XX \o

If ves. please indicate the member of the City Councii. Planning Commission or Hearings
Cfficer who is involved and list the name(s) of the persor‘rdr'persqns with- whom the Citv
Otficial holds an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcai Number if the property in which
the interest is held is different from the case parcsi. '

Citvv Official:

Partner(s):

APN:

Signature of Propertv Owner/Authorized Avent:
g pert} g

-

Subscribed and sworn beforeme.

E. JOY McLAUCHLIN
Notary Public, State of Nevada §
Appoirtment No. 9324921
My Appt. Expires Feb. 4,2005 §
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_ % a‘ w V% - ” o Agenda'ItEm No. 161

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S. GENZER CONSENT [X_] piscussion

SUBJECT: '

REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - Z-0061-01 - MURI AND ANGELINE MELWANI
TRUST ON BEHALF OF RL HOMES - Request for a Rezomng FROM: R-E (Residence
Estates) TO: R-1 (Single Family Residential) of 3.65 Acres on the east side of Torrey Pines
Drive, between Hammer Lane and Fisher Avenue (APN: 125- 35-601-001) PROPOSED USE.:
-18-LOT SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION, Ward 6 (Mack). The Planning
Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL

PRQTESTS RECEIVED-LBEFORE:‘ ~ APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:
Planning Commission Mtg. |:| Planning Cpm‘miss‘i"on Mtg. |:|

Hearing Officer Meeting |:| Hearing Officer Meeting |:|
City Council Meeting City Council Meeting

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1. Location Map :
2. Conditions For This Apphcat10n
3. Staff Report

' MOTION: |
'MACK — APPROVED subject to conditions - UNANIMOUS

MINUTES:
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open

The applicant was not present.
‘ Né-one appeared in opposition.
- There was no discussion.
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed.

(6:38)
7-2082
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
- Planning & Development Department
ltem 161 — Z-0061-01

: CONDITIONS
Planmng and Development
1. A Resolution of Intent with a two-year time limit.

2. The overall 'residential density is limited to a maximum of 5.50 dwelling units per acre.

3. All development shall be S‘ubject to the development standards for the R-1 (Single Family
Residential) zoning district as set forth in Section 19A.08 of the Las Vegas Zoning Code.

4. Conforma.nce' to all applicable conditions of approval for Special Use Permit application
(U -0123-01).

Public Works

5. Construct half-street 1mprovements on Hammer Lane and Fisher Avenue and construct all

incomplete half-improvements on Torrey Pines Drive adjacent to this site concurrent with
development of this site. Install all appurtenant underground facilities, if any, adjacent to
‘this site needed for the future traffic signal system concurrent with development of this
site. All existing paving damaged or removed by this development shall be restored at its”
original location and to its original width concurrent with development of this site.

6. Remove all substandard public street improvements, if -any, adjacent to this site and
replace with new improvements meeting current Clty Standards concurrent with on-site
development activities.

7. Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers not located within existing public
“street right-of-way prior to the issuance of any perm1ts Improvement Drawings
submitted to the City for review shall not be approved for. construction until all required
public sewer easements necessary to connect this site to the existing public sewer system

“have been granted to the City. o
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 161 — Z-0061-01

CONDITIONS - Continued:

8.

10.

A Master Public Streetlight Plan shall be submitted and approved prior to the submittal of
any construction drawings for this site.

A Traffic Impact Analysis must be submitted to and approved by the Department of
Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any
construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site, whichever may
occur first. Comply with the recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis
prior to occupancy -of the site. The City shall determine area traffic mitigation
contribution requirements based upon information provided in the approved Traffic

- Impact Analysis; such monies shall be contributed prior to the issuance of any permits or

the recordation of a Final Map for this site. The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also
include a section addressing Standard Drawings #234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine

~ additional right-of-way requirements for bus turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate

all areas recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional

. nghts-of—way requ1red by Standard Drawing #201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and
dual left turn lanes shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent with the commencement of |

on-site development activities unless specifically noted as not required in the approved
Traffic Impact Analysis. If additional rights-of-way are not required and Traffic Control

devices are or may be proposed at this site outside of the public right-of-way, all

necessary easements for the location and/or access of such devices shall be granted prior
to the issuance of permits for this site. Phased compliance will be allowed if
recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. No recommendation of the
approved Traffic Impact. Analysis, nor compliance therewith, shall be deemed to modify
or eliminate any condition of approval imposed by the Planning Commission or the
City Council on the development of this site.

Alternatively, in lieu of a Traffic Impact Analysis, the applicant may participate in a
reasonable alternative mutually acceptable to the applicant and the Department of
Public Works.

A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the

" Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits,

submittal of any construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site,
whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all drainageways recommended in the

- approved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be responsible to construct

such neighborhood or local drainage facility improvements as are recommended by the

1826
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Agenda Item No. 161

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
ltem 161 — Z-0061 -01

CONDITIONS Contmued

11.

approved Drainage Plan/Study concurrent with dcvelopmcnt of this site. In lieu of

' constructing improvements, in whole or in part, the developer may agree to contribute
- monies for the construction of neighborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount

of such monies shall be. determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be

contributed prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a
final map, whichever may occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer.

The final layout of the subdivision shall be determined at the time of approval of the

‘Tentative Map. -

1827
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AGENDA MEMO

, jCITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE NOVEMBER 7, 2001
+ DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

a ITEM DESCRIPTION Z-0061-01 - Mun and Angellne Melwani Trust on behalf of
- RLHomes

** CONDITIONS **
The Planmng Commlsswn (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to:

Plamz gand Development '

1. AResolition of Intent with a two-year time limit.
2. The overall r&ﬁdentla] .density is limited to a maximum of 5.50 dwelling units per acre.

3. All development shall be subject to the development standards for the R-1 (Single Family
Res1dent1al) Zoning d1stnct as set forth in Section 19A.08 of the Las Vegas Zoning Code.

4, Conformance to all. apphcable conditions of approval for Special Use Permit application
- (U-0123-01).

Public Works .

5. Construct half-street improvements on Hammer Lane and Flsher Avenue and construct all

- incomplete half-improvements on Torrey Pines Drive adjacent to this site concurrent with

- development of this site. Install all appurtenant underground facilities, if any, adjacent to

- this site needed for the future traffic signal system concurrent with development of this

site.. All existing paving damaged or removed by this development shall be restored at its
original location and to its original width concurrent with development of this site.

6.  Remove all substandard public street improvemcnts,.if any, ‘adjacent to this site’ and
replace with new improvements meeting current City Standards concurrent with on-site
development activities.

7. Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers not located within emstmg pubhc

‘ street right-of- -way prior to the issuance of any penmts -Improvement Drawings submitted
to the City for review shall not be approved for construction until all required public sewer
easements necessary to connect this site to the existing pubhc sewer system have been
granted to the City.

8. A Master Public Streethght Plan shall be subnntted and approved prior to the subm1tta1 of
. any construction d.rawmgs for this site. :

9. - A Traffic Impact Analysm must be. submitted to-and approved by the Deoartment_ of -
- . Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any
' construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site, whichever may occur . .
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first. Comply with the recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis prior to

. occupancy of the site. The City shall determine area traffic mitigation contribution

requirements based upon information provided in the approved Traffic Impact Analysis;
such monies shall be contributed prior to the issuance of any permits or the recordation of

‘a Final Map for this site. The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also include a section

addressmg Standard Drawmgs #234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine addmonal right-of-

. way requirements for bus tumouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate all areas

recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis.. All additional rights-of-way
requlred by Standard Drawing #201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and dual left turn lanes
shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent with the commencement of on-site development

- activities unless specifically noted as not required in the approved Traffic Impact

Analysis. If additional rights-of-way are not required and Traffic Control devices are or

- may be proposed at this site outside of the public right-of-way, all necessary easements for

the. Iocahon and/or access of such devices shall be granted prior to the issuance of permits
for this site. Phased compliance will be allowed if recommended by the approved Traffic
Impact Analysis. No recommendation of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor
compliance theréwith, shall be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition of approval
imposed by the Planning Commission or the City Council on the-development of this site.

Alternatively, in heu of a Traffic Impact Analysis, the applicant may participate in a

reasonable. alternative mutua]ly acceptable to the applicant and the Department of
Public Works. .

. A Drainage Plan and Techmca.l Dramage Study must be submitted to and approved by the
Deparlment of' Pubhc Works prior to the issuance of any building or gradmg permits,

submittal of any ‘construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site,
whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all drainageways recommended in the

S . approved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be responsible to construct

11.

. such neighborhood or local. drainage facility improvements as are recommended by the
. approved Drainage Plan/Study concurrent with development of this site. In lieu of
~ constructing improvements, in whole or in part, the developer may agree to contribute
- monies for the construction of neighborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount

of such mionies shall be determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be
contributed prior to the issuance.of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a

* final map, whichever may occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer.

The final layout of the subdivision shall ‘be determined at the time of approval of the
Tentative Map. '
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** STAFF REPORT **

APPiICAﬁON REQUEST

ThlS request is for a Rezomng from R-E (Res1dence Estates) to R-1 (Single Family Residential) on
. appno)umately 3.59 acres adjacent to the east side of Torrey Pines Drive, between Hammer Lane
. and Fisher Avenue.

BACKGROUND DATA -

- 05/20/64 .~ This property was annexed (A-0003-64) into the City of Las Vegas as part of a
. . larger request.

- 04/07/93 - . The Clty Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0008-93) from R-E (Residence Estates)
to R-1 (Single Family Residential) on this site. The Rezoning subsequently expired
on Apnl 7 1995.

09/20/01 .- The Planning: Commission voted to recommend approval of a related Special Use
- PCI'IDlt (U-0123-01) for Private Streets on this site.

":ZONING AND EXISTING LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES

 North:  R-1(Single Family Residential) Single Family Residential .-

“South: - ROItoC-V (Civic) =~ - School

East:  R-PD4 (Residential Planned Development — 4 Units Single Family Residential
.o perAcre) o
West: * R-1(Single Family Residential) Single Family Residential
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS
'GENERAL PLAN

-Staff finds that the subject properties are designated L (Low Density Residential) on the Centennial
Hills Sector of the General Plan. The L (Low Den51ty Residential) designation allows zoning

 districts with a maximum density of 5.5 dwelling units per acre. The density allowable with this

proposed R-1 (Smgle Family ReSIdentlal) 2zoning district will conform to the L (Low Density

Residential) land use designation with the recommended condltlon limiting the overall residential
density to a maximum of 5.50 dwelling units per acre.
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ZONING
v Staﬂ' ﬁnds that the proposed R-1 (Smgle Family Resrdentlal) zoning district can be compauble with
the existing surroundmg land uses. Further, staff finds that the residential projects ‘approved

adjacent to the north, east, and west of this site have similar densmes and setbacks to that allowed
‘_under the R-1 (Smgle Family Resldentlal) zoning district.

FIND]NGS

- In order to approve a. Rezomng application, pursuant to Las Vegas Municipal Code Section
19A 18.040, the Planmng COII]IIHSSIOH or City Council must afﬁrm the following: :

1. - “The proposal conforms-to the General Plan.”

: -;Staﬂ‘ finds that the subject properues are designated. L (Low Density Residential) on the
- Centennial Hills Sector of the General Plan. The L (Low Density Residential) designation
“allows zoning districts with a maximum density of 5.5 dwelling units per acre. Staff
"recommends a condition limiting the overall residential density is to a maximum of 5.50.
dwelling units per acre to ensure that the density allowable with the R-1 (Single Family
Residential) zoning d1str1ct ‘will conform to the L (Low Density Residential) land use

designation.

2. . “The uses. which would be allowed on the sub]ect property by approving the
’ rezoning will be compatible with the surroundmg land uses and zoning districts.”

, Staﬁ' finds that the proposed R-1 (Smgle Family Resrdentlal) zoning district can be
. compatible with-the existing surrounding land uses. Staff finds that the residential
. projects approved adjacent to the north, east, and west of this site have similar densities
and se_tbacks'to that allowed under the proposed R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning

- district. -

3. “Growth and development factors in the commumty indicate the need for or
| 'appropnateness of the rezomng

‘ ‘Thls approxrmately 3.65-acre area was depicted in the Centennial Hills Sector Plan to
allow up to 5.5 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the proposed rézoning to
R-1 (Smgle Family Residential) for an overall density of 5.0 dwelling units per acre on
13.65 acres. Staff finds that the proposed Rezoning will meet anticipated demand in the
area for smgle famlly resldenttal lots.

4. - “Street or hlghway facllltles providing access to the property are or will be adequate
a ~ in size to meet the requu'ements of the proposed zoning district.”

”The site ‘will be accessed from Hammer Lane, a 51 foot wide: local roadway, which
.- connects to Torrey Pines Drive, an 80 foot wide secondary collector roadway. Staff finds -
these roadways will have adequate capacity to accommodate traffic generated by the
proposed R-1 (Single Family Residential) zone.
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NOTICES MAILED 513 by Planning Department

APPROVALS 2

PROTESTS 1
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PLANNING
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Case Number: Z—0061-01 APN: 125-35-601-001

Name of Property Owner: _Mur & Angeline Melwani TR

Name of Applicant: RL Homes---CONTACT: Robert Liveiy

To the best of your knowlcdge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the
property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant’s general or limited partners,
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company?

Yes X No
If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds

an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is
held is different from the case parcel.

City Official:

Parter(s):

APN:

Signature of Propcrtv Owner/Authorized Agent: Z«/ ,/ ,,/

Subscribed and sworn before me
This _{ Ié day of

Notary Public

,2001

d for said County and State
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE PLANNING & DE VELOPMENT
_CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

“DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT _
DIRECTOR: ROBERT S. GENZER [ ] CONSENT - [X_] DISCUSSION

' SUBJECT

SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO Z-0061-01 - PUBLIC HEARING - U-0123-01 -
MURI AND ANGELINE MELWANI TRUST ON BEHALF OF RL HOMES - Request
for a Special Use Permit FOR PRIVATE STREETS WITHIN A PROPOSED 18-LOT
'SUBDIVISION on the east side of Torrey Pines Drive, between Hammer Lane and Fisher
Avenue (APN: 125-35-601-001), R-E (Residence Estates) Zone [PROPOSED: R-1 (Single

- -Family Residential)], Ward 6 (Mack). The Planmng Commlssmn (5-0 vote) and staff
recommend APPROVAL '

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: » APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

Planning CommissionMtg. [1 | Planning CommissionMtg. [2 |
Hearing Offlcer Meetmg |:| Hearing Officer Meeting [:]
City Council Meeting [0 ] city Council Meeting [0 ]
RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
1. Location Map

2. Conditions For This Apphcatlon
3. Staff Report

MOTION:
MACK - APPROVED subject to conditions - UNANIMOUS

- MINUTES:
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open.

The applicant was not present.
No one appeared in opposition.
There was no discussion. |
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed.

(6:38 - 6:39)
7-2115

1838
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 162 — U-0123-01

CONDITIONS:
Planning and Development
1. This Special Use Permit shall expire two years from the date of final approval, unless it is
exercised or an Extension of Time is granted by the City Council.

2. - "The priVafe streets shall have a minimum width of thirty-seven feet from back-of-curb to
- back-of-curb. Private streets with rolled curbs shall be a minimum width of thirty-nine
feet. '
3. - The proposed private: streets shall meet the minimum construction standards for public
streets.
4. The street name signs for private streets shall bear the words ‘privately maintained,” and

shall be a color and design established by the City and in conformance with the Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The color of such a sign . must differ distinctively from
that used in connection with public streets.

5. The Tentative Map application for the proposed resrdentral Sl.lblelSlOH on this site shall
demonstrate compliance with all provisions of the Las Vegas Municipal Code applicable
to private streets, including the provision of a separate lot for private streets.

6. Conformance to all applicable conditions of approval for Rezoning apphcatron
(Z-0061-01). '
Public Works

7. - Meet with the Traffic Engmeer for assistance in the possible redesign of the proposed
access, on site circulation and parking lot layout prior to the submittal of any construction
plans or the issuance of any permits, whichever may occur first. Access roadway shall be
designed, located and constructed in accordance with Standard Drawing #222a. Gated
access, if proposed concurrent with development or in the future, shall be designed,
located and constructed in accordance with Standard Drawing-#222a. As shown this site

~plan does not-accommodate access gates..
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'CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
- Planning & Development Department
Item 162 — U-0123-01

CONDITIONS - Continued:
8. A Homeowner’s Association shall be established to maintain all perimeter walls, private
roadways, multi-use trails, l_andscapmg and common areas created with this development.
All landscaping shall be situated and maintained so as to not create sight visibility
~ obstructions for vehicular traffic at all development access drives and abutting street
intersections. The CC&R’s for the Homeowner’s Assomatlon shall be submitted to and
' approved by the City Attorney’s Office. :

9. The design and layout of all onsite private circulation and access drives shall meet the
approval of the Department of Fire Services prior to the issuance of any permits.

10. ~ Site deveiopment to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for Zoning
Reclassification Z-61-01, on this same agenda.



“TORREY PINES

CASE: - U-0123-01
" RADIUS: 1320 FT |
ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: R-E (RESIDENCE ESTATES)
PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: R-1(SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL)  }
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CcITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

- DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

: ITEM DESCRIPTION: U-0123-01 - Muri and Angellne Melwani Trust on behalf of
" RL Homes

** CONDITIONS **

"I'he Planmng Comm1ssmn (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL subject to:

Planning and Development .

' 1. This Spe01al Use Penmt shall expire two years from the date of final approval, unless it is
.+ exercised or an Extension of Time is granted by the City Council.

| 2.  The private streets shall have a minimum width of thirty-seven feet from back-of-curb to -
back-of-curb. Private streets with rolled curbs shall be 2 minimum width of thirty-nine

3. The proposed pnvate streets shall meet the minimum construction standards for pubhc'
streets. :

4. The street name signs for private streets shall bear the words “privately maintained,” and
 shall be a color and design established by the City and in conformance with the Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The color of such a sign must differ dlstmctlvely from

that used in connection with pubhc streets.

5. The Tentative Map apphcatlon for the proposed residential subdivision on this site shall
demonstrate comphance with all provisions of the Las Vegas Mumc1pal Code applicable
to private streets, mcludmg the prov1510n ofa separate lot for pnvate streets

6. Conformance to all apphcable condmons of approval for Rezonmg apphcatlon
~ (Z-0061-01).

Publzc Works

7. Meet with the Trafﬁc Engmeer for assistance in the posmble redesign of the proposed
access, on site clrculatlon and parking lot layout prior to the submittal of any construction
plans or the issuance of any permits, whichever may occur first. Access roadway shall be |

_ designed, located and constructed in accordance with Standard Drawing #222a. Gated
access, if proposed’ concutrent with development or in the future, shall be designed,
located and constructed in accordance with Standard Drawing #222a. As shown this site . -
plan does not accommodate access gates.
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‘U-0123-01 - Page Two
November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting

8. A Homeowners Association shall be estabhshed to maintain all perimeter walls, private
' roadways, multi-use trails, landscaping and common areas created with this development.
All 'landscaping shall be situated and maintained so as to not create sight visibility
obstructions for vehicular traffic at all development access drives and abutting street
intersections. The CC&R’s for the Homeowner s Association shall be submitted to and
approved by the C1ty Attomey s Office.

9. 'The dwgn and layout of all on51t¢ private circulation and access drives shall meet the
' approval of the Department of Fire Services prior to the issuance of any permits.

10. Site ‘de'velop‘rﬁ-ent to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for Zoning
.~ Reclassification Z-61-01, on this same agenda.
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- U-0123-01 - Page One
November 7, 2001 C1ty Council Meetmg

** STAFF REPORT **

" APPLICATION REQUEST

 This- request is for a Special Use Permit for private streets within a proposed single family
" residéntial subdivision located on a 3.65-acre site adjacent to the east side of Torrey Pines Drive,
‘between Hammer Lane and Fisher Avenue The applicant is_ proposing 39-foot wide private

. cul-de-sac w1th1n the gated community. -

| BACKGR_OUND DATA

05/20/64“ " This property ‘was annexed (A-0003-64) into the City of Las Vegas as part of a
- larger request.

04/07/93  The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0008-93) from R-E (Res1dence Estates)
‘ to R-1 (Single Famﬂy Residential) on th1s site. The rezoning subsequently expired
on April 7, 1995. ‘

09/20/01 . The Planning. Commlssmn voted to recommend approval of a related Rezomng
. (Z-0061-01) from R-E (Res1dence Estates) to R-l (Smgle Family Residential) on
- this site. ’

. ZON]NG AND EX[ST]NG LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERT[ES

Notth: R-1 (Single Farnily Res1dent1al) Single Family Residential
. South: ROI to C-V (Civic) | B School
Bast:  R-PD4 (Residential Planned Development — ) R _
. 4Unitsper Acre) - - - Single Family Residential
West:  R-1 (Single Family Residential) . Single Family Residential
' ANALYSIS & FINDINGS
,ZON]NG

: Las Vegas Mumclpal Code 19A.04. 050 establishes spemﬁc requirements for private streets
,'”regardmg design and construction standards, requiréments for propérty owner’s association, and

access restrictions.. The tentative subdivision map must demonstrate how the proposed private

 streets will meet all of the Municipal Code requlrements including provision of a common lot(s) to

be owned and maintained by a homeowners association for all private streets.
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 USE
Section 18.12.100 of the Las Vegas Subdivision Code states that private streets must comply with
_applicable City standards and with the following requirements:

(A) anate streets shall have a minimum width of tlurty—seven feet from back-of-curb to
back-of-curb. Private streets with rolled curbs shall be a minimum width of thirty-nine feet.

B) .Privatc hstreets"shall. meet the minimum construction standards for public streets.

(C) Street name signs for private streets shall bear the words “privately maintained,” and shall be
a color and design established by the City and in conformance with the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices. The color of such a sign must differ distinctively from that used in
connection with public streets.

In addition, Section 18.12.130 of the Las Vegas Subdivision Code states that for cul-de-sac private
streets or drives which terminate at a length of over one hundred fifty feet, there shall be either a

circular turn-around or emergency service vehicle access gates.

In this case, staff finds the proposed private street is in conformance with the requirements of the

~Las Vegas Subdivision Code. (Title 18) and the Las Vegas Zoning Code (T itle 19A), including a
90-foot diameter radius bulb at the end of the cul-de-sac.

FINDINGS

In order to approve a Spec1al Use Permit application, per Las Vegas Municipal Code Section
19A.18.060 the Planning Commission or City Council must affirm the following: ’

1. “The proposed land use can be conducted in a manner that is harmomous and

compatible with existing surroundmg land uses, and with future surrounding land

uses as projected by the General Plan.”

Staff finds the proposed private streets will be consistent with the provision of local streets
found in most new residential subdivisions in Las Vegas. Therefore the proposed private
streets will be consistent with the existing surrounding land uses.

2. “The subject site is physically suitable for the type and mtensnty of land use
' proposed.” ‘

Staff finds the site is physically suitable for the proposed private streets in conJunctlon with
a smgle-famﬂy residential subd1v151on

3, “Street or highway faclhtles provndmg access to: the property are or will be adequate
in size to meet the requirements of the proposed use.”

‘ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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U-0123-01 - PageThree '
~November 7, 2001 City C01mc1l Meetmg

~ Staff finds the proposed private streets will include a single point of access, to Fisher
Avenue, which is currently half developed and will beé adequate for access to this
‘development. In addition, the subdivision d1rect1y to the east of this site'also obtains access
from Fisher Avenue. Staff finds the emergency: access proposed will be appropriate for the

- sizeand mtens1ty of the proposed 18-lot subd1v1s1on

4.‘ “Approval of the Speclal Use Permit at the site in questlon will not be inconsistent -
with or compromise the publlc health, safety, and welfare or the overall objectlves of
~ the General Plan ” :

o Staﬁ' finds the proposed pnvate streets meet the Code requlrements standards for such
streets, therefore the proposed use will not compromise the public health, safety, and
welfare ’

NOTICES MAILED 515 by City Clerk

APPROVALS 2

PROTESTS - . 1
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PLANNING ¢
sta..wu-m!

VELOPMENT DEPARTME

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Case Number: L= or2.3- 40 / APN: 12535601001 |

Name o Property Owner: _Mut: & Angelne Meiwani TR |

Name Of,‘kpp}ica_nt: RL Homes---CONTACT: Robert Live:y

To the best of your knowlcdge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or

‘Planning Cominission have any firancial interest in this or any other, pronert} with the
property owner, apphcan the property owner:cr applicant’s geénsral or limited p.mnerm
oran of'ﬁcer of then corporation or limited habmtv comparxy" )

Yes ' S X No

If ycs plcasc indicate the member of the City Counc1l or Plannmg Com:mssxon who is

involved and kst the name(s) of the person or- oersorg with whom the City Official holds
" an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel \Tumbﬂr if tne preperty in whlch the interest is

held is dxﬁ'ere'\t from the case parcel. '

City Ofﬂcial:

' PMer(s): .

APN:

Slgnamte of Propenv Owncr’Authonzcd Agcnt /¢/ _/

' Subscnbed and sworn before me

' ANDREAL GURREN
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
CITY.COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
- DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S. GENZER [ ] CONSENT [X | DISCUSSION

ASUBJ ECT: _

‘REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - Z-0062-01 - COLEMAN-TOLL, LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP ON BEHALF OF PULTE HOMES - Request for a Rezoning FROM: U
-(Undeveloped) Zone [DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) General Plan Designation] TO:
R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development - 2 Units per Acre) on 80.77 acres adjacent to the
northwest corner of Elkhorn Road and Rainbow Boulevard (APN: 125-15-801-001),
PROPOSED USE: SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, Ward 6 (Mack) The Planning
Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL

* PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

'Pla’nni\ng' Commission Mtg. |:] Planning Commission Mtg. D

Hearing Officer Meeting :] Hearing Officer Meeting
.City Council Meeting | City Council Meeting

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1. Location Map

2. Conditions For This Application
3. Staff Report .

MOTION
MACK - APPROVED subJect to conditions - UNANIMOUS

MINUTES:
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open.

STEVE YOUNGBERG, Stantake-Pentacore Engineering, 6763 West Charleston Boulevard,
appeared on behalf of the applicant and raised concerns about two conditions imposed on Item
164 [Z-0062-01(1)]: Conditions #2 and #6. Condition #2 addressed the trail system. He was
told that the General Plan Amendment is not. going to be necessary, yet there will be an adoption
of the trail system, which will relocate the direction of the trail around the proposed project. If
that is the case, he asked that this condition be deleted and a statement included that would allow
them to proceed with this development, as well as a condition recordmg a final map upon the
adoptlon of the trail system.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 163 — Z-0062-01

-MINUTES - Continued:
Regarding Condition #6, it was his belief that at a discussion held during the Planning
Commission meeting, it was decided that the side yard setback would be changed from 10 feet to
five feet. This was requested because the applicant wanted most of the green belt to be in the
common lot. Therefore, that would mean that the corner lot would be a common lot and then the
lot next to it would still have a five-foot setback.

CHRIS GLORE, Planning Supervisor, Planning and Development Department, explained that
staff would have no problem amending Condition #6 to reflect the change to the side yard
setback. Regarding Condition #2, the intent of the condition was that it would be a General Plan
Amendment either initiated by the applicant or a General Plan Amendment that is embodied in
the trails plans. In either case, staff would have no problem expanding the language on that
-condition to cover the trails element provision as well. However, staff would strongly resist the
proposal to base the Final Map on that action because the Final Map is supposed to be
substantially in compliance with a Tentative Map. If for any reason the trails alignment does not
come forward as anticipated, the Tentative Map process would basically be worthless, and the
applicant would have to start over. MR. GLORE recommended that that condition be tied to the
Tentative Map rather than the Final Map.

MR. YOUNGBERG rebutted that it would be difficult to concur because it will hold up all
actions until December 17, 2001, when apparently the trail system will be adopted. Currently,
there is no master plan trail system that they need to amend or be conditioned upon. He
questioned what would happen if the trail system is delayed. MR. YOUNGBERG stated that by
holding the Final Map, staff would give them an opportunity to move forward and at the same
time move the transportation element of the trail system forward. COUNCILMAN MACK
pointed .out that the adopted trail plan goes through the center of the applicant’s property. The
- trails element was reduced from the northwest plan.

MR. GLORE explained that the recreation and transportation elements of the trails are scheduled
to come before the City Council on December 19, 2001. One option would be to either amend
the condition to allow this application to go forward, but not allow the Tentative Map to be
approved until such time as the Council has acted on the trails elements. That could in fact occur
at the second Planning Commission meeting in December, which would be immediately on the
heels of the City Council action on the trails elements. From staff’s standpoint, since the
applications have not been turned in, that would delay the applicant by two weeks. The other
option would be to hold this item until the December 19, 2001 City Council meeting and approve
it and amend the conditions at that time depending on what happens with the trails elements.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 163 - Z-0062-01

'MINUTES — Contlnued

MR. YOUNGBERG pointed out that the neighbors to the north, the Toll Brothers, who are
developing the 80-acre parcel, have a Tentative Map approval subject to Final Maps being held
from submittal. Upon COUNCILMAN MACK’s inquiry on whether the Toll Brothers were
given any special consideration, MR. GLORE could not respond with any certainty because he
was not aware of the details of those conditions.

COUNCILMAN BROWN asked whether the trail alignment is the same on this property and the
one to the north. MR. GLORE replied in the affirmative that it is under the currently adopted
" Centennial Center Plan. COUNCILMAN BROWN indicated that sometimes applicants are
asked to acknowledge that they are moving ahead at their own risk. His understanding is that
everybody agrees to where this new trail is going and the neighborhood spoke very loudly on that
regard. If the project to the north was allowed to move forward, then this project should be
allowed to move forward accordingly. MR. GLORE replied that staff does not have a problem
with that and reiterated that he did not specifically know what the wording of the condmon was
regarding the property to the north.

COUNCILMAN MACK stressed that in the future, the applicant must contact his office prior to
the City Council meeting for any type of condition changes.

No one appeared in opposition.
There was no further discussion.
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed.

~NOTE: All related discussion pertaining to Item 163 [Z-0062-01] and Item 164 [Z-0062-01(1)]
was heard under Item 163 [Z-0062-01].

(6:39 - 6:50)
7-2135
CONDITIONS:
Planning and Development :
1. A Resolution of Intent with a two-year time limit.

2.  The overall residential density is limited to a maximum of 2.00 dwelling units per acre.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
ltem 163 — Z-0062-01

- CONDITIONS - Continued: | |

3. A Site Development Plan Review application shall be approved by the Planning
Commission or City Council prior to issuance of any permits, any site grading, and all
development activity for the site.

Public Works

4.  Dedicate 40 feet of right-of-way adjacent to thlS site for Tenaya Way, 50 feet for Elkhorn
Road, 50 feet for Rainbow Boulevard, a 54-foot radius on the northeast corner of Elkhorn
Road and Tenaya Way, and a 54-foot radius on the northwest corner of Elkhorn Road and
Rainbow Boulevard prior to the issuance of any permits.

5. Construct half-street improvements including appropriate overpaving, if legally able, on
Tenaya Way, Rainbow Boulevard and Elkhorn Road adjacent to this site concurrent with
development of this site. The required half-street improvements on Rainbow Boulevard
may be constructed to a.40-foot half-street width within the required 50-foot dedication.

. All existing paving damaged or removed by this development shall be restored at its
original location and to its original width concurrent with development of this site. Install
all appurtenant underground facilities, if any, adjacent to this site needed for the future
traffic signal system concurrent with development of this site.

6. A Traffic Impact Ana.ly51s must be submitted to -and approved by the Department of
Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any
construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site, whichever may
occur first. Comply with the recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis
prior to occupancy of the site. The City shall determine area traffic ‘mitigation
contribution requirements based upon information provided in the approved Traffic
Impact Analysis; such monies shall be contributed prior to the issuance of any permits or
the recordation of a Final Map for this site. The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also
include a section addressing Standard Drawings #234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine
additional right-of-way requirements for bus turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate
all areas recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional
rights-of-way required by Standard Drawing #201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and
dual left turn lanes shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent with the commencement of
on-site development activities unless specifically noted as not required in the approved

 Traffic Impact Analysis. If additional rights-of-way are not required and. Traffic Control
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 163 — Z-0062-01

CONDITIONS Contmued

devices are or may be proposed at this site outside of the public right-of-way, all
necessary easements for the location and/or access of such devices shall be granted prior
to the issuance of permits for this site. Phased compliance will be allowed if
recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. No recommendation of the
approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor compliance therewith, shall be deemed to modify
or eliminate any condition of approval imposed by the Planmng Commission or the City
Council on the development of this site.

Alternatively, in lieu' of a Traffic Impact Ana.ly51s' the applicant may participate in a
reasonable alternative mutually acceptable to the applicant and the Department of Public
Works.

7. A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the
~ Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits,
submittal of any construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site,
whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all drainageways recommended in the
approved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be responsible to construct
such neighborhood or local drainage facility improvements as are recommended by the
approved Drainage Plan/Study concurrent with development of this site. In lieu of
constructing improvements, in whole or in part, the developer may agree to contribute
monies for the construction of neighborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount
of such monies shall be determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be
contributed prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a
Final Map, whichever linay' occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer.

8. Landscape and mamtam all ummproved nght-of-way on Rainbow Boulevard adjacent to
this site. )
9. Submit an Encroachment Agreement for all landscaping and private improvements

located in the Rainbow Boulevard public right-of-way adjacent to this site prior to
occupancy of this site.
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AGENDA MEMO

‘CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Z-0062-01 - Coleman-Toll, Limited Partnership on behalf
_of Pulte Homes

** CONDITIONS **
The Planhing ‘Co_m'nﬁssion (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to:

Pldﬁmltg and Development

1. A Resolution of Intent with a two-year time limit. -
2. The overall residenﬁal density is limited to a maximum of 2.00 dwelling units per acre.

3. A Site Development Plan Review . apphcatlon shall be approved by the Planning
Commission or City Council prior to issuance of any permits, any site grading, and all
development activity for the site.

Public Works

4. Dedicate 40 feet of right-of-way adjacent to this site for Tenaya Way, 50 feet for Elkhorn

~ Road, 50 feet for Rainbow Boulevard, a 54-foot radius on the northeast corner of Elkhorn

Road and Tenaya Way, and a 54-foot radius on the northwest corner of Elkhorn Road and
Rainbow Boulevard prior to the issuance of any pérmits.

5 Construct half-street improvements including appropriate overpaving, if legally able, on

- Tenaya Way, Rainbow Boulevard and Elkhorn Road adjacent to this site: concurrent with
development of this site. The required half-street improvements on Rainbow Boulevard

may be constructed to a 40-foot half-street width within the required 50-foot dedication.

All existing paving damaged or removed by this development shall be restored at its

original location and to its original width concurrent with development of this site. Install

all appurtenant underground facilities, if any, adjacent to this site needed for the future

- traffic signal system concurrent with development of this site.

6. A Traffic Impact Analysis must be submitted to and approved by the Department of
‘Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any
construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site, whichever may occur
first. Comply with the recdmmendatlons of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis prior to
occupancy of the site. The City shall determine area traffic mitigation contribution
requirements based upon information provided i n the approved Traffic Impact Analysis;
such monies shall be: contnbuted prior to the issuance of any permits or the recordation of
a Final Map for this site. ' The Traffic Impact Analysis shall .also include a section
addressing Standard Drawings #234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine additional right-of-
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‘way reqmrements for bus turnouts adJacent to this site, if any; dedicate all areas

recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional rights-of-way
. required by Standard Drawing #201.1 for exclusive nght turn lanes and dual left turn lanes
~ shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent with the commencement of on-site development
 activities- -unless specifically noted as ‘not required in the approved Traffic Impact
: Analysm If addltlonal rights-of-way are not required and Traffic Conlrol devices are or
may be proposed at th1s site outside of the public right-of-way, all necessary easements for
‘the location and/or access of such devices shall be granted prior to the issuance of permits
~ for this site. Phased compliance will be allowed if recommended by the approved Traffic
Impact Analys1s No recommerdation of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor

compliance therewith, shall be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition of approval
imposed by the Planning Comm1sswn or the City Council on the development of this site.
‘Alternatively, in lieu of a Traﬂic Impact ‘Analysis, the applicant may participate in a
reasonable altematlve mutually acceptable to-the apphcant and the Department of Public
. Works.

A Dramage Plan and Technical Dramage Study must be submitted to and approved by the
Department of Public. Works prior to the: issuance of any building or grading permits,
submittal of any construction drawmgs or the recordation of a Final Map for this site,
- . whichever may occur first. Provide and i improve all dramageways recommended in the

- apptoved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be responsible to construct

- such neighborhood or local drainage facility improvements as are recommended by the
approved Drainage Plan/Study concurrent with development of this site. In lieu of
constructmg improvements, in whole or in part, the: developer may agree to contribute
monies for the construction of nelghborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount
- of such monies shall be determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be
contributed prior to the i issuance of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a
Final Map, thChever may occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer.

'Landscape’ and mamtam all unimproved nght-of-way on Rainbow Boulevard adJacent to
this site.

Subm1t an Encroachment Agreement for all- la.ndscapmg and private improvements
. located in the Rambow Boulevard public right-of-way adjacent”to this' site prior to
occupancy of th1s site.
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** STAFF REPORT **

APPLICATION'REQUEST

This request is for a Rezonmg from U (Undeveloped) Zone [DR (Desert Rural Density Residential)
General Plan Designation] to R-PD2 (Resldentlal Planned Development - 2 Units per Acre) on
80.77 acres adjacent to the northwcs} corner of Elkhorn Road and Rainbow Boulevard.

'BACKGROUND DATA

;08/ 15/01 | The Annexation (A-0043- Ol) for this property was recorded.

09/20/01 The Planning Comm1sswn voted to recommend approval of a related Site
: Development Plan Review [Z-0062-01(1)] for a proposed 161- lot single-family
residential development. The applicant withdrew the concurrent request for a
Reduction of Requlred Minimum Street Width.

ZONING AND EXISTING LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES

North: U (Undeveloped) Undeveloped

P [DR (Desert Rural) General Plan Designation)]
South: Clark County Undeveloped

g U (Undeveloped) _ Undeveloped

[DR (Desert Rural) General Plan Designation))

East: , Clark County Single Family Residential
West: Clark County Single Family Residential -
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

GENERAL PLAN

Staff finds that the subject property is designated DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) on the

-.Centennial Sector of the General Plan. The DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) designation
. allows the R-E (Residential Estates) and R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development — 2 Units Per
Acre) zoning districts at a maximum of 2 dwelling units per acre. The proposed R-PD2
(Residential Planned Development — 2 Units Per Acre) zomng district will conform to the DR
(Desert Rural Density Residential) land use designation.
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 ZONING

 Staff finds that the R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development — 2 Units Per Acre) zoning district

will be compatible with the existing surrounding land ‘uses, which include zoning of R-PD2
' (Res1dent1al Planned Development — 2 Units Per Acre) to the northwest and southwest of the
subject site. Further, staff finds that the residential developments approved on adjacent land have
‘similar densities.

~ FINDINGS

In’order to approve a Rezom'ng application, pursuant to Las Vegas Municipal Code Section
19A.18.040, the Planning Commission or City Council must affirm the following:

1. “The proposal conforms to the General Plan.”

Staﬁ‘ finds that the subject property is designated DR (Desert Rural Density Residential)
on the Centennial Sector of the General Plan. The DR (Desert Rural Density Residential)

o deslgnahon allows the R-E (Residential Estates) and R-PD2 (Residential Planned
Development,e 2 Units Per Acre) zoning districts, with a maximum of 2 dwelling units
per acre. The proposed density of 1.99 ‘dwelling units per acre for the related Site
Development Plan Review application will conform to the DR (Desert Rural Density
ReSIdentlal) land use designation.

2, “The uses ‘which would be allowed on . the subject property by approvmg the
R monmg w111 be compatlble with the surroundmg land uses and zoning districts.”

 Staff finds that the R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development — 2 Units Per Acre) zoning
district will be compatible with the existing surrounding land uses, and that residential
developments approved on adjacent land have similar densities.

3. “Growth and development factors in the: commumty indicate the need for or
' vappropnateness of the rezoning.”

~ This approx1mately 81-acre area is depicted in the Centennial Hills Sector Plan to allow

" up to 2.0 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with. the proposed rezoning to
R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development — 2 Units Per Acre) with a maximum
development density of 2.0 units per acre. Staff finds that the proposed Rezoning will
therefore be consistent with anticipated res1dent1al development in the surrounding area.

4. “Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate .
in size to meet the requirements of the proposed zoning district.”
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Staff finds the. sne will be accessed from Alexander Road and from Elkhorn Road,
which are: both to be developed as a Primary Arterial (100-foot nght-of-Way width)

and will have adequate capacity to accommodate traffic generated by the proposed R-

PD2 (Res1dent1a1 Planned Development— 2 Units Per Acre) Zone.

NOTICES MA]LED - 19‘6‘,by Planning Department -

',APPROVALS 3

[At the Planning Comm1551on meeting, 3 area property Owners spoke of concerns regardmg '

the related Slte Development Plan Rev1ew request.]

PROTESTS 1
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Case Number:_Z-- O0(0 2 - (7] APN: 125-15-801-001
Name of Property Owner: COLEMAN-TOLL, LP
Name of Applicant: PULTE HOMES

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the
property owner, applicant, the property owner ora pplicant’s general or limited partners,
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company?

Yes XX No

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds
an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is
held is different from the case parcel.

City Official: NA
Pai'mer(s): N/A
APN: N/A
Signature of Property Owner/Authorized Agent: % /? %—_—r—
Print Name: /@A'K‘I . /MAYyo

Subscribed and sworn before me

day of Ex_&g\x&* ,200]
Q)ywud\ B aote

Notary Public in and for said County and State

1862
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT _
DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S. GENZER [ ] CONSENT [X | DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO Z-0062-01 - PUBLIC HEARING -
Z-0062-01(1) - COLEMAN-TOLL, LIMITED PARTNERSHIP ON BEHALF OF PULTE
HOMES - Request for a Site Development Plan Review and Reduction of Required Minimum
Street Width FOR 161 LOTS on 80.77 acres adjacent to the northwest corner of Elkhorn Road
~ and Rainbow Boulevard (APN: 125-15-801-001), U (Undeveloped) Zone [DR (Desert Rural
Density Residential) General Plan Designation [PROPOSED: R-PD2 (Residential Planned
Development - 2 Units per Acre)], Ward 6 (Mack). The Planmng Commission (5-0 vote) and
staff reccommend APPROVAL

~ PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

Planning Commission Mtg. I_CI Planning Commission Mtg. D
Hearing Officer Meeting |_:| Hearing Offlcer Meeting :]
City Council Meeting [0 ] cityCouncil Meeting [0 ]
RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subJect to conditions.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION

1. Location Map '

2. Conditions For This Application
3. Staff Report

MOTION:
- MACK - APPROVED subject to conditions amending Conditions #2 and #6 as follows:

2. Approval of the General Plan Amendment or the trails element prior to submittal of a
Final Subdivision Map;

6. The setbacks for this development shall be a minimum of 15 feet to the garage (side-
loaded), or 25 feet to the garage (front:loaded), 21 feet to the house, a minimum of
five feet on the side (20 feet aggregate), a minimum of 15 feet for corner side yard,
unless a common open space is provided, in which case 5 feet, a minimum of 25 feet
in the rear for perimeter lots along Elkhorn Road and Tenaya Way, with the
exception that six lots may have 15 feet, all mterlor lots shall have a 15 foot rear. In
addition, a two-foot reduction in front yard setbacks is allowed on cul-de-sacs and
knuckles;

- UNANIMOUS
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
- Item 164 —~ Z-0062-01(1) ‘

MINUTES: o
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open.

STEVE - YOUNGBERG, Stantake-Pentacore Engineering, 6763 West Charleston Boulevard,
- appeared on behalf of the applicant.

No one appearcd in opposition. |
' There was no further discussion.
'MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed. -

- NOTE: All related discussion pertaining to Item 163 [Z-0062-01] and Item 164 [Z-0062-01(1)]
was heard under Item 163 [Z-0062-01].
- (6:39 - 6:50)
7-2135

CONDITIONS:
Planning and Development ,
1. If this Site Development Plan Review is not exercised within two years of the City
- Council approval, this Site Development Plan Review shall be void unless an Extension
~ of Time is granted. '

2. Approval of a General Plan Amendment to revise Map #7 .Of'_the Centennial Hills Sector
Map to realign the trail along Rio Vista Street to Rainbow Boulevard.

3. . Submittal of a revised site plan depicting the new trail alignmént along Elkhorn Road and
. Rainbow Boulevard. .

4, | B Submlttal of cross-sections for staff review of a trail located on the north side of Elkhorn
Road and Rainbow Boulevard.

5. Submittal of a revised site plan depicting minimum pﬁvate street widths of 37 feet.
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Planning & Development Department
ltem 164 — Z-0062-01(1)

- CONDITIONS - Continued:

6. The setbacks for this development shall be a minimum of 15 feet to the garage (side-
loaded), or 25 feet to the garage (front-loaded), 21 feet to the house, a minimum of five
feet on the side (20 foot aggregate), a minimum of 15 feet for corner side yard, unless a
common open space is provided, in which case 10 feet, a minimum of 25 feet in the rear
for perimeter lots along Elkhorn Road and Tenaya Way, with the exception that six lots
may have 15 feet, all interior lots shall have a 15 foot rear. In addition, a two-foot
reduction in front yard setbacks is allowed on cul-de-sacs and knuckles.

7. -All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in
views from the abutting streets. Air conditioning units shall not be mounted on rooftops.

8. The Tentative Map for this site shall be heard as a Public Hearing at the Planning
Commission.

Public Works

9. This site plan shall be redesigned to comply with the Title 18 - Subdivision Ordinance
which requires private street widths of 37-feet for L-curb or 39-feet for rolled curb. The
Tentative-Map for this site shall reflect compliance with such requirements.

10.  Meet with the Traffic Engineer for assistance in the possible redesign of the proposed
access drives, on site circulation and parking lot layout prior to the submittal of any
construction plans or the issuance of any permits, whichever may occur first. Gated
access drives, if proposed, shall be designed, located and constructed in accordance with

- Standard Drawing #222a.

11.  The design ‘and layout of all onsite private circulation and access drives shall meet the
approval of the Department of Fire Services prior to the issuance of any permits.

12. © A Master Street_light Plan for the overall subdivision shall be approved prior to the
submittal of any construction drawings for this site.

- 13. A Homeowner’s Association shall be established to maintain all perimeter walls, private
' roadways, landscaping' and common areas created with this development. All
. landscaping shall be situated and maintained so as to not create sight visibility
obstructions for vehicular traffic at all development access drives and abutting street
intersections. The CC&R’s for the Homeowner’s Association shall be submitted to and

approved by the City Attorney’s Office.
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- Planning & Development Department
-~ Item 164 — Z-0062-01(1)

CONDITIONS - Continued: N
14. Site development to comply with all applicable - conditions of approval for Zoning
Reéclassification Z-0062-01 and all other site-related actions.
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City of LasVegas
: ' AGENDA MEMO

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT )

ITEM DESCRIPTION Z-0062-01(1) - . Coleman-Toll, Limited Partnership on
- : behalfofPulte Homes ; :

** CONDITIONS **
The Planning Commission (5-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, eubject to:

Planning and Dévelopment

1. - If this Site Developlnent Plan Review is not exercised within two years of the City
’ Council approval, this Site Development Plan Review shall be VOld unless an Extension of
Tnne is gra.nted

2. Approval of a General Plan Amendment to rev1$e Map #7 of the Centennial Hills Sector
Map to realign the trail along Rio Vista Street to.Rainbow Boulevard.

3. Submittal of a revised site plan depicting the new trail ahgnment along Elkhormn Road and
Rainbow Boulevard.

"4, Submittal of cross-sections for staff review ofa trail located on the north side of Elkhomn
Road and Rainbow Boulevard

5. Submlttal;of a revised site plan depicting minimum private street widths of 37 feet.

6.~ The setbacks for this development shall be a minimum of 15 feet to the garage (side-

. loaded), or 25 feet to the garage (front-loaded), 21 feet to the house, a minimum of five

- feet on the side (20 foot. aggregate), a minimum of 15 feet for comer side yard, unless a

. common open space is provided, in which case 10 feet, a minimum of 25 feet in the rear

. for perimeter lots along Elkhorn Road and Tenaya Way, with the exception that six lots

" 'may have 15. feet, all intefior lots shall have a 15 foot rear. In addition, a two-foot
reduction in front yard setbacks is allowed on cul-de-sacs and knuckles.

g, All mechanical equipment, air conditioners and trash areas shall be fully screened in views
: - from the abutting streets. Air conditioning units shall not be mounted on rooftops.

| 8. . The Tentative Map for this site shall be heard as a Public Hearing at the Planning
- - Commission.

Public Works

9. This site plan shall be redesigned to comply with the Title 18 - Subdivision Ordinance
“which requires private street widths of 37-feet for L-curb or 39-feet for rolled curb. The
" Tentative Map for this site shall reflect compliance with such requirements.
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10.
11,

. VA

13.°

. 14

'Meet with the Traﬂic Engineer for assistance in the possible redesign of the proposed

access drives, on site circulation and parking lot layout prior to the submittal of any
oonstructlon plans or the issuance of any permits, whichever may occur first. Gated
access. drives, if proposed, shall be designed, located and constructed in accordance with

x Standard Drawing #222a.

“The design and 1ay0ut of all onsite private circulation and access drives shall meet the

approval of the Department of Fire Services prior to the issuance of any permits.
A Master Su'eethght Plan for the overall subd1v1510n shall be approved prior to the

, 'subrmttal of any constructlon drawings for this site.

A Homeowner's Assoc1atlon shall be established to maintain all perimeter walls, private
roadways, landscaplng and common areas created with this development. All landscaping

- shall be situated and maintained so as to not create sight v131b1hty obstructions for

vehicular traffic at all developmhent access drives: and abutting street intersections. The
CC&R’s for the Homeowner’s Association shall be submitted to and approved by the City
Attorney’s Office.

Site developmient to comply with all applicable conditions of approval for Zoning
Reclassification Z-0062-01 and all other site-related actions.

1
!
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** STAFF REPORT **

B APPLICATION REQUEST

‘ Th1s request is for a Slte Development Plan Review for a proposed 161 lot. single-family-
- residential development on 80.77 acres ‘adjacent to the northwest corner of Elkhorn Road and
) --Rambow Boulevard. ' .

‘ BACKGROUND DATA

o8/ 15/01 The Annexatlon (A-0043-01) for this property was’ recorded

' 09/20/01 The Planmng Commlssron voted to ‘recommend approval of a related request for a
' ' , Rezomng (Z-0062-01) :

" DETAILS OFfA*PPLICATION REQUEST

| ::-“SlteArea N - 80.77 Acres

- Number of Lots: S el :
~ Density: . ' 1.99 Dwelling Units Per Acre
- Typical Lot Size: 14,760 ~ Square Feet
Minimum Lot Size: .~ . 12,740 Square Feet
- Maximum Lot Size: ' 25,185  Square Feet
- ,Setbacks
- Sideloaded Garages 18 Feet
| Front of House: 24 Feet*
-~ Frontloaded Garages: 28  Feet
Side Yard: : 5 Feet (20 foot aggregate)
. Corner Side Yard: 10  Feet
Rear Yard: 15 Feet
Open Space Required: 2.67  Acres
Open Space Provided: 3.33 Acres

. * 2 feet reduction in front yards for lots on cul-de-sacs and knuckles

> Access to the site will be from one gated entrance off of Elkhorn Road All lots are proposed to

front onto private streets. A ten-foot wide landscape planter is proposed along Elkhorn Road and

L Tenaya Way, a thirty-foot wide landscape planter is proposed alorig the northem property line, and
a 64-foot wide planter/easement i 1s proposed along Ra.mbow Boulevard.
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ZONING AND EXISTING LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES

North: U (Undeveloped) ‘ Undeveloped
: [DR (Desert Rural) General Plan Deﬂgnatlon)]
‘South: Clark County Undeveloped
U (Undeveloped) - Undeveloped
, [DR (Desert Rural) General Plan Designation)] .
East: - Clark County _ Single Family Residential
West: _ Clark County ' Single Family Residential
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS
ZONING

Staff finds that the proposed density of 1.99 dwelling units per acre for this application will
conform to the DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) land use designation and the requested
R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development 2 Units Per Acre) zoning district.

SITE PLAN

Staff finds that the submitted site plan does not meet the requirements of the Las Vegas General
Plan with regard to the trail designated along Rio Vista Street.- Staff recommends a condition that

requires. that a General Plan Amendment be approved that would relocate that trail designation to

. an alignment a]ong the southeastern portion of the site and along Rainbow Boulevard. Staff also

‘recommends conditions that require a revised site plan be submitted depicting the trail as twenty
feet wide (15 feet outside of the right-of-way), and that require the applicant to submit cross-
sections for the trail on the north side of Elkhorn Road.. ‘

In addition, staff finds the request for minimum setbacks of 15 feet in the rear yard. doesv’not
promote a rural atmosphere and therefore recommends a condmon requiring that the rear yard
setback on all perimeter lots be a minimum of 25 feet.

LANDSCAPE PLAN
Staff finds that the submitted landscape plan meete the intent of the Las Vegas Urban Design

Guidelines and Standards wnh the ‘exception of the designated trail along Elkhorn Road and
Rainbow Boulevard
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1

. ELEVATIONS

- Staff finds that the submitted. elevations are appropriate in terms of design and materials for the
~_proposed residential development and for this area of the City.

FINDINGS

In order to.approve a Site Development Plan Review application, pursuant to Las Vegas.

. Mumc1pal Code Section 19A.:18.050, the Planmng Commission or City Council must afﬁrm all
- of'the following:

1.

 “The proposed development is compatible w1th adjacent development and

development in the area.”

Staff finds that the proposed density of 1.99 dwelling units per acre will conform to the
approved residential projects to the northwest and southwest, with similar densities and
setbacks.

“The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, Title 19A, the

~Design Standards Manual, the Landscape, wall and buffer standards, and other

duly-adopted City plans, policies, and stindards.” *

Staff finds that the Staff finds that the proposed deisity of 1.99 dwelling units per acre
will be consistent with the DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) deSIgnatlon and the
requested R-PD2 (Res1dent1al Planned Development — 2 Units Per Acre) zoning district,

conditioned to allow a maximum of 2 dwelling units per acre.

In addition,- staff ﬁnds,tha‘t the proposed project will be consistent with Title 18, Title
19A, and the Design Standards Manual with the incorporation of the recommended

 conditions relating to trails.

“Site access ‘and clrculeuon do not negatively impact adjacent roadways or

nexghborhood traffic.”

Staff finds the site will be accessed from Elkhorn Road, to be developed as a anary
Arterial (100-foot Right-of-Way:width) and will have adequate capacity to accommodate

traffic generated by the proposed R-PD2 (Residential Planned Development— 2 Units Per

Acre) Zone.
“Building and landscepe materials are appropriate for the area and for the City.”

Staff finds the proposed residential development will incorporate appropriate building

~ and landscape materials for the area, with implementation of the recommended conditions

regarding landscaping.

‘ CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.
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“Bmldmg elevations, design characteristics, and other architectural and aesthetic
features are not unsnghtly, undesirable or obnoxious in appearance; create’ an
orderly and aesthetically pleasing environment; and are harmoniouns ' and

- compatlble with development in the area.”

appropriate envuonment at the site perimeter. However,. staff recommends a condmon

- that reqmres a rev1sed site plan depicting the reqmred trails.

 Staff finds the proposed landscaping and bulldmg elevations will provide a visually = -

“Appropnate measures taken to secure and protect' the public heal'tﬁ, safety and

~ general welfare.”

Staff finds that because the proposed residential development will be subject to all of the
requirements of the Uniform Building Code, the proposal will not compromise the public

health, safety or welfare.

'NOTICES MAILED 196 by Planning Department

. ,"A'PPROVA’LS 0

[At the Planmng Commission meeting, 3 area property owners spoke of concems regarding
vehicle access for the project, localized flooding, interior street lighting, and the equestrian

trail. In response to these concerns, the Planning Commission added a condition to require
the Tentative Map for this site to be heard as a Public. Hearing ‘before the Planning
Commlsswn]

'PROTESTS 0
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PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

 CaseNumber:_ Z-OL12- 611D APN: 125-15-801-001
Name of Property Owner: ~ "COLEMAN-TOLL, LP
Name of Applicant: PULTE HOMES

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the
property owner, applicant, the property owner ora pplicant’s general or limited partners,
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company?

Yes XX No

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council or Planning Commission who is
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds
an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel Number if the property in which the interest is
held is different from the case parcel.

City Official: N/A
Partner(s): N/A
APN: N/A
Signature of Property Owner/Authorized Agent % 7 /Zé-a—
Print Name: GALY /”47 fo)

Subscribed and sworn before me

CGUNTY OF CLARK
CONNIE B. DALTON
Ny Azpointment Expires

July 14, 2003
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" AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

.. DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT _

DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S. GENZER [ ] CONSENT [X | DISCUSSION
- SUBJECT: - ;

REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - Z-0063-01 - CONCORDIA HOMES OF NEVADA -
- Request for a Rezoning FROM: U (Undeveloped) Zone [L-TC (Low Density Residential)

" General Plan Designation)] TO: TC (Town Center) Zone on 10.03 acres located adjacent to the ’

hoxftheast,cor_ncr of the Deer Springs Way and Campbell Road alignments (APN: 125-20-201-
013 and 014), PROPOSED USE: SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, Ward 6 (Mack). The.
Planning Commission (4-0-1 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL

' PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

~ Planning Commission Mtg.' [:’ Planning CommissionMtg. [0 |
Hearing Officer Meeting [ | Hearing Officer Meeting ]
City Council Meeting ' City Council Meeting /

RECOMMENDATION ‘
The Planmng Commission (4-0-1 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
- 1. Location Map '

2. Conditions For This Apphcatxon
3. Staff Report

MOTION:
MACK - APPROVED subJect to conditions — UNANIMOUS

MINUTES :
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open.

ROBIN HOGAN, Concordia Homes, 6360 South ‘Peéos, Suite G, concurred with staff’s
conditions.

. No one appeared in opposition.
There was rio further discussion.
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed.

(6:50-6:51)
7-2626
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
Item 165 — Z-0063-01

CONDITIONS:
Planning and Development
1. A Resolution of Intent with a two-year time limit.

2. A Site Development Plan Review application shall be approved by the Planning
Commission or City Council prior to approval of a Tentative Map, issuance of any
permits, any site grading, and all development activity for the site.

~ Public Works ‘ ’
3. Dedicate 40 feet of right-of-way adjacent to this site for Deer Springs Way prior to the
issuance of any permits.

4. . Construct half-street improvements including appropriate overpaving, if legally able, on
Deer Springs Way concurrent with development of this site. Install all appurtenant
underground facilities, if any, adjacent to this site needed for the future traffic signal
system concurrent with development of this site.

5. Provide a minimum of two lanes of paved, legal access to this site prior to occupancy of
any units within this development.

6. Coordinate with the Collection Systems Planning Section of the Department of Public
Works to extend oversized public sewer in the Deer Springs Way alignment to the west
edge of this site to a location and depth acceptable to the City Engineer. All required
public sewer easements, if any, necessary to connect this site to the existing public sewer
system shall be provided to the City prior to City approval of sewer construction plans, or
the issuance of any offsite permits. Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers
not located within existing public street right-of-way prior to the issuance of any permits.

7. - A Traffic Impact Analysis must be submitted to and approved by the Department of
Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any.
construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site, whichever may
occur first. Comply with the recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis
prior to occupancy of the site. The City shall determine area traffic mitigation
contribution requirements based upon information provided in the approved Traffic
Impact Analysis; such monies shall be contributed prior to the issuance of any permits or
the recordation of a Final Map for this site. The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
ltem 165 — Z-0063-01

CONDITIONS - Continued: _ _

include a section addressing Standard Drawings #234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine
additional right-of-way requirements for bus turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate
all areas' recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional
rights-of-way required by Standard Drawing #201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and
dual left turn lanes shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent with the commencement of
on-site development activities unless specifically noted as not required in the approved
Traffic Impact Analysis. If additional rights-of-way are not required and Traffic Control
devices are or may be proposed at this site outside of the public right-of-way, all
necessary easements for the location and/or access of such devices shall be granted prior
to the issuance of permits for this site.. Phased compliance will be allowed if
recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. No recommendation of the
approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor compliance therewith, shall be deemed to modify
or eliminate any condition of approval imposed by the Plannmg Commission or the City
Council on the development of this site.

Alternatively, in lieu of a Traffic Impact Analysis, the applicant may participate in a
reasonable alternative mutually acceptable to the appllcant and the Department of Public
Worlm '

- 8. A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the

- Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits,

_submittal of any construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site,
whichever may occur first. Provide and improve all dramageways recommended in the
approved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be responsible to construct
such neighborhood or local drainage facility improvements as are recommended by the
approved Drainage Plan/Study concurrent with development of this site. In lieu of
constructing improvements, in whole or in part, the developer may agree to contribute
monies for the construction of neighborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount
of such monies shall be determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be
contributed prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a
Final Map, whichever may occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer.

9. The final layout of the subdivision shall be determmed at the time of approval of the
Tentatlve Map.
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City of Las Vegas
| AGENDA MEMO

eIy COUNCIL MEETING DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2001
DEPARTMENT: ' PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
" ITEM DESCRIPTION: - Z-0063-01 - Concordia Homes of Nevada

** CONDITIONS **
The Planning Commission (4-0-1 vote) .and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to:

Planning and Development

1. A R&solutlon of Intent w1th a two-year tlme limit.

_ | 2. ©. A Site Dcvelopment Plan Review application shall be approved by the Planning
' Commission or City Council prior to approval of a Tentative Map, issuance of any
permits, any site grading, and all development activity for the site.

Public Works

“ 3. Dedicate 40 feet of right-of-way adjacent to this site for Deer Springs Way prior to the
issuance ’of any permits.

4. Construct ‘half-street. improvements including appropriate overpaving, if legally able, on

' Deer Springs Way concurrent with development of this site. Install all appurtenant

underground facilities, if any, adjacent to this site needed for the future traffic signal
system concurrent with development of this site.

5. Provide a minimum of two lanes of paved, legal access to this site prior to occupancy of
' any units within this development.

6. Coordinate with the Collection Systems Planning Section of the Department of Public
' - Works to extend oversized public sewer in the Deer Springs Way alignment to the west
edge of this site to a location and depth acceptable to the City Engineer. All required
public sewer easements, if any, necessary to connect this site to the existing public sewer
system shall be provided to the City prior to City approval of sewer construction plans, or
~ the issuance of any offsite permits. Provide public sewer easements for all public sewers

not located within existing public street right-of-way prior to the issuance of any permits.

7. A Traffic Impact Analysis must be submitted to and approved by the Department.of
Public Works prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, submittal of any
construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site, whichever may occur
first. Comply with the recommendations of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis prior to

- occupancy of the site.. The City shall determine area traffic mitigation contribution

. requirements based upon information provided in the approved Traffic Impact Analysis; -

such monies shall be contributed prior to the issuance of any permits or the recordation of
a Final Map for this site. The Traffic Impact Analysis shall also include a section
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~ addressing Standard Drawings #234.1 #234.2 and #234.3 to determine additional right-of-
way requirements for bus turnouts adjacent to this site, if any; dedicate all areas
recommended by the approved Traffic Impact Analysis. All additional rights-of-way
required by Standard Drawmg #201.1 for exclusive right turn lanes and dual left turn lanes
shall be dedicated prior to or concurrent with the commencement of on-site development
activities unless specifically noted as not required in the approved Traffic Impact
Analysis, . If additional rights-of-way are not required and Traffic Control devices are or
~may be proposed at this site outside of the public right-of-way, all necessary easements for
the location and/or access of such devices shall be granted prior to the issuance of permits
for this site. Phased compliance will be allowed if recommended by the approved Traffic
Impact Analysis. No recommendation of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis, nor

" compliance therewith, shall be deemed to modify or eliminate any condition of approval

- imposed by the Planning Commission or the City Council on the development of this site.

Alternatively, in lieu of a Traffic Impact Analysis, the applicant may participate in a
. reasonable. altematlve mutually acceptable to the applicant and the Department of Public
Works.

8. A Drainage Plan and Technical Drainage Study must be submitted to and approved by the
' Department of Public Works prior. to the issuance of any bulldmg or grading permits,
submittal of any construction drawings or the recordation of a Final Map for this site,
whichever may occur first. ‘Provide and improve all drainageways recommended .in the
- approved drainage plan/study. The developer of this site shall be r&sponsible to construct -
~ such neighborhood or local drainage faclhty improvements as are recommended by the
4approved Drainage Plan/Study concurrent with development of this site. In lieu of
constructmg improvements, in whole or in part, the developer may agree to contribute
monies for the construction of neighborhood or local drainage improvements, the amount
of 'such monies shall be determined by the approved Drainage Plan/Study and shall be
contributed prior- to the issuance of any building or grading permits or the recordation of a
Final Map, whichever may occur first, if allowed by the City Engineer.

9. The final layout of the subdivision shall be determined at the time of approval of the
Tentative Map.
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** STAFF REPORT **

* APPLICATION RE‘QUES‘T' ‘

- This Request. is for a Rezomng ﬁom U (Undeveloped) Zone [ML-TC (Medium-Low Density
o Residential) General Plan Designation)] to TC (Town Center) Zone on 10.03 acres located adjacent
to the northeast comner of the Deer Springs Way and Campbell Road ahgnments

BACKGROUND DATA

©'12/07/98 | The City Council approved a Rezoning (Z-0076-98) to TC (Town Center) of a
1,468-acre portion of the Northwest. The subJect site was not included within the
1998 Rezoning area.

04/04/01 The City Councﬂ approved a General Plan Amendment (GPA-38-00) to expand the
’ - limits of the Town Center into the designated “Future Town Center” and
' demgnaung the subJect site ML (Medium-Low Residential) as part of a larger area.

0972001  The Planmng Commission  voted to- abey review of a related request for a Site
I ‘Development Plan Review and Reduction of Required Minimum' Street Width
[Z-0063- 01(1)] for a proposed 78- lot single-family residential development.

- ZONING AND EXISTING LAND USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES

~ North: U (Undeveloped) [ML (Medium- Low

© . Residential) General Plan Designation] Undeveloped
South: - U (Undeveloped) [ML (Medium- Low ’
~* - Residential) General Plan Designation] Undeveloped
East: . - U (Undeveloped) [ML (Medium- Low .
.. Residential) General Plan Designation] Undeveloped
. West: . U (Undeveloped) [ML (Medium- Low '
- Residential) General Plan Designation] &
- U (Undeveloped) [L-TC (Low
o Resldentlal) General Plan Deslgnatlon] ' Undeveloped
'ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

" GENERAL PLAN

‘The subject site is designated ML (Medium-Low Residential) on Map 4 of the Centennial Hills
‘Sector Plan of the General Plan. This category allows a residential density range of 5.6 to 8.0 units

per acre. The requested Rezoning to T-C (Town Center) is consistent with this General Plan.
designation . provided ‘that residential - development is. within the allowable density range and
‘complies with the development standards of the Town Center Master Plan.



Z-0063-01  - Page Three

} CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg.

1886

November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting

ZONING

~ The requested T-C (Town: Center) zoning will be appropriate for the site consistent with the
U (Undeveloped) [ML (Medium- Low Residential) General Plan Designation] zoning of adjacent
prope'rtim.

FINDINGS

In order to approve a Rezoning application, pursuant to Las Vegas Municipal Code Section
19A.18.040, the Planning Commission or City Council must affirm the following:

1.

“The proposal conforms to the General Plan.”

The subJect site is dwgnated ML (Medlum-Low Residential) on Map 4 of the Centennial

Hills Sector Plan of the General Plan. This category. allows a residential density range of

5.6 to 8.0 units per acre. The requested Rezoning to T-C (Town Center) is consistent with
this General Plan designation.

“The uses which would be allowed on the subject property by approving the

. rezoning will be compatible with the surrounding land uses and zoning districts.”

Staff finds the submltted proposal for residential development on the subject site will be
consistent with the allowable density under the current ML (Medlum-Low Residential)
General Plan designation.

“Growth and development factors in the community indicate the need for or

- appropriateness of the rezoning.”

Staff finds residential development on the site will meet future needs in the Town
Center area for single-family residential lots, as properties within the Town Center are

now under development with commercial projects and the residential development will -

create a balance of uses.

“Street or highway facllltm providmg access to the property are or will be adequate

in size to meet the requirements of the proposed zoning district.”

~ Staff finds the site will be accessed from a planned rdadway network that will be
adequate for allowable development under the proposed TC (Town Center) zone.

“NOTICES MAILED 39 by Planning Department

APPROVALS 0

PROTESTS 1
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STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST

Case Number: Z—oo(a;%"f (O] B APN: 125-20-201-013 & 014

Narne of Property Owner: CONCORDIA HOMES OF NEVADA

Name of Applicant: _ GIDGET GRAHAM

: To the best of your knowledge does the Mayor or any member of the City Council or
Planning Commission have any financial interest in this or any other property with the
property owner, apphcant the property owner or applicant’s general or limited partners,
or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company?

. Yes L 2< No

If yes, please indicate the member of the C1ty Council or Planmng Commission who is
involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City Official holds
an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel Number 1f the property in which the interest is
held is drfferent from the case parcel. -

 City Ofﬁcial: r

Partner(s):

APN: _

- S1gnature of Property Owner/Authonzed Agem/ﬂ,cm

‘ Subscrlbed and swom before me

ZOQ/ ~ ROBERTA HOGAN '
ok n Notary Public, State of Nevada |
b Appointment. No. 01677801

= My Appt. Expires Mar 16, 2005

blic in and fofsaid County and State

Notary' :
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT _
DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S.GENZER [ ] CONSENT [X | DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:

REZONING - PUBLIC. I-IEARING . Z-0064-01 - CITY OF LAS VEGAS - Request for a
Rezoning FROM: R-PD6 (Residential Planned Development .- 6 Units per Acre) TO: C-V
(Civic) on 9.00 Acres located adjacent to the southwest corner of Buffalo Drive and Sunny
Springs Road (APN: 125-16-813-003), Ward 6 (Mack). The Planning Commission (6-0-1 vote)
and staff recommend APPROVAL

PROTESTS RECEIVE'DFB'EFORE v APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

Planning Commission Mtg. D Planning Commission Mtg. [0 ]

Hearlng Officer Meeting l:l Hearing Offncer Meeting

City Council Meeting D City Council Meeting [0 ]

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Comm1551on (6-0-1 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to conditions.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1. Location Map

2. Conditions For This Application
3. Staff Report

MOTION:
MACK - APPROVED subject to conditions - UNANIMOUS -

MINUTES: ‘
MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Pubhc Hearing open.

DAVID ROARK, Real Estate and Asset Management, appeared on behalf of the City and
concurred with staff’s conditions. COUNCILMAN MACK stated that he is very excited about
this park and the grand opening is scheduled for January. He invited the Council to participate in
the two-on-two basketball tournament.

No one appeared in opposition.

There was no further discussion.

MAYOR GOODMAN decla.red the Public Hearing closed.
(6:51.- 6:52)
7-2670

1890
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' CONDITIONS:
- Planning and Development
1. A Resolutxon of Intent with a two-year time limit.

2. ~ Site Development shall comply with all apphcable conditions of approval of Slte
o Development Plan Review Z-0075- 90(18)
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‘CASE:  Z-0064-01 |
RADIUS: 1320FT ’ | |
' ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: R-PD6 (RESIDENTIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

| -6 UNITS PER ACRE) .
PROPOSED ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: G-V (CIVIC) 168 + |
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- AGENDA MEMO

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE NOVEMBER 7, 2001

. DEPARTMENT: . PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Z-0064-01 - City of Las Vegas _

- ** CONDITIONS ** .
The Planning Commission (6-0-1 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL, subject to:

 Planning and Development

1. | A Rxoluﬁon of Intent with a th—year time limit.

2 . Site Development shall comply with all - apphcable condmons of approval of Slte
Development Plan Review Z-0075-90(1 8)
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'Z-0064-01 - Page One
November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting

** STAFF REPORT **

APPLICATION REQUEST

 This request is s for Rezoning from R-PD6 (Reﬂdentlal Planned Development 6 Units per Acre) to
C-V (Civic) on approximately 9.07 acres located adjacent to the southwest corner of Buffalo Drive
-and Sunny Springs Road. This request was justified by the apphcant’s md.lcatxon that as population
within the City grows so does. the need for additional park space, and this request will provide
zomng for a future park.

s BACKGROUND’DATA |

 05/16/90 - The subject property was annexed (A-0006-90) into the C1ty of Las Vegas as part of |

.~alargerrequest.

07/18/90 ' The C1ty Council approved a Rezomng (Z-0075-90) from R-E (Residence Estates)
' to R-PD6 (Res1dent1a1 Planned Development 6 Units per Acre) on this site as part
of a larger request. -

.‘05,/16/0'1 ~ The Planning and Development Department approved an Admm15trat1ve Site

Development Plan Review [Z-0075-90(1 8)] for a public park on the subject site.

ZON]NG AND EXISTING LAN]) USE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES
North: - R-PD6 (Residential Planned Development -

- 6 Units per Acre) ‘ _ - Single Family Residential
. South:  R-PD6 (Residential Planned Development - ‘ _
* . 6 Units per Acre) ' - Single Family Residential
East: '~ R-D(Single Family Residmﬁal = Restricted) - Single Family Residential
West: . R-PD6 (Residential Planned Development — B
6 Units per Acre) . Single Family Residential
R-E (Reudence Estates) 1mder ROIto C-V (Clvxc) ' Elementary School
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS
GENERAL PLAN

The General Land Use Plan designates the site for PCD (Planned Community Development) land

" uses. Staff finds the PCD (Planned Community Development) land use designation permits public

facility uses such as parks. This Rezoning request complies with Policy 2.4.1 of the Neighborhood
Revitalization section of the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan, which directs the City to aggressively
promote, on an opportunity basis, the acquisition and development of land for parks in central
locauons '
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: ‘Z-0064-01 - Page Two

- November 7,2001 Clty Council Mesting

 ZONING

- The proposed Cc-v (C1v1c) zonmg is oompanhle w1th the sunoundmg smgle famﬂy remdennal,

pubhc and quasx-pubhc land uses

- FINDINGS

"'In order to approve a Rezonmg apphcation, pm'suant to Las ‘Vegas Municipal Code Secuon.

B 19A 18 040, the Plannmg Comm1ss1on or City Council must affirm the followmg

1.

_ “The proposal eonforms to the General Plan.”

| : Staﬂ' finds that this Rezomng request oomphes with the intent and objectives of the

Genera.l Plan including the Las Vegas 2020 Master Plan.

- _“Growth and development factors in’ the commnnity indicate the need for or
: 'appropriateness of the rezoning. _

. “The uses which wonld be allowed on the subject property by approving the
L raoningwillbe compatible with the snrrounding land uses and zoning districts.”

Staﬂ' finds that allowable prubhc and quasn-pubhc uses w1th this rezonmg request ‘will be -

| compatible with the smrmmdmg single family remdennal, ‘public and quam-pubhc land

' Staff finds that the pubhc uses allowable under the requested C-v (C1v1e) zpmng d1stnct, o

suchastheproposedCltypark,wﬂlmeaaneedforrecreenonalfacihtlesmthearea"

‘ resultmg from popu]auon growth.

‘Staff finds the exlstmg street system is developed armmd the sub]ect site, and is therefore

e:mwtedwhawadequatecapaclwwwcommodatemﬂicgmmatedbythepmposed
'_'development of this s1te 3

' NOTICES MAILED - 746 by Planning Department

'APPROVALS 0

PROTESTS = 0

;o “Street or highway facilities providing access to the property are or will be adequate h
~ insize to meet the reqnirementx of the proposed zoning district.”



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1896

PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT

>

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INTEREST
(é PA-00 5L -OQ

C%eNmber%‘ apn: \LS - \L’ - %\7) - 007

Name of Property Owner: CITY OF LAS VEGAS

Name of Applicant: CITY OF LAS VEGAS

To the best of your knowledge, does the Mayor or any member of the City Council,
Planning Commission, or a Hearings Officer have any financial interest in this or any
other property with the property owner, applicant, the property owner or applicant’s
general or limited partners, or an officer of their corporation or limited liability company?

Yes | X No

If yes, please indicate the member of the City Council, Planning Commission or Hearings
Officer who is involved and list the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City
Official holds an interest. Also list the Assessor’s Parcel Number if the property in which
the interest is held is different from the case parcel.

City Official: __ DAVID ROARK

Partner(s):

APN:

Signature of Property Owner/Authorized Agent: W

Subscnibed and sworn before me

This C™" day of %ugu%i‘ ,20C

Notary Public in and for said County and State

.

LA Notary Public - State of Nevada
@ COUNTY OF CLARK b
N JILL MELONE

No. 90-51646-1 My Appointment Expires February 16, 2003

gl o

PO~ =
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&'Iy a{ LA/& V% : | | - Agenda ltem No. 167

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE - PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

“DEPARTMENT: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR: ~ ROBERT S. GENZER [ ] CONSENT [X | DISCUSSION

SUBJECT: L : ‘
ABEYANCEITEM - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - GPA-
0033-99 - NADER:NOOROZIAN - Request to Amend a portion of the West Las Vegas Plan
- FROM: P (Park/School) TO: SC (Service Commercial) on 0.27 acres on the southwest corner of
- Owens-Avenue and “H” Street (APN: 139-27-110-001 and 004), Ward 5 (Weekly). The
Planning Commission (7-0 vote) and staff reccommend DENIAL

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:

 Planning CommissionMtg. [0 | Planning Commission Mg. [0 |
Hearing Officer Meeting |:| Hearing Officer Meeting I:]
City Council Meeting | _ City Council Meeting D
RECOMMENDATION:

_ The Planning Commission (7-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1. LocationMap

2. Conditions For This Apphcatmn Not Apphcable
3. Staff Report

MOTION:
WEEKLY DENIED UNANIMOUS

MINUTES
v MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing open.

NADER NOOROZIAN, 575 South Royal Crest Circle, stated that he spoke to DAVID ROARK,

Real Estate and Asset Management, and was told that the City does not need this land for a park.

He has tried to rezone this property for two years. He also tried to sell the property, which he
did, but the buyer reconsidered. MR. NOOROZIAN asked that either the City acquire the
property to use as a park or that he be granted the zone change.

MAYOR GOODMAN recognized. the _apphca.nt.’s predicament and stated that he spoke with
CITY ATTORNEY BRYAN SCOTT to research to see whether the City could consider some
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0(1704 Lﬁfl V% , ‘ Agenda ltem No.: 167

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001
Planning & Development Department
ltem 167 — GPA-0033-99 -

- MINUTES - Continued:

kind of force-condemnation under the Wetlands case. He assured MR. NOOROZIAN that staff
would work with him to reach a resolunon DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY SCOTT indicated that
he will work with the applicant to try to reach a solution, possibly through land acquisition or
some other method that the Council sees fit.

- No one appeared in opposition.
" There was no further discussion.

NOTE: COUNCILMAN WEEKLY directed staff to come up with some type of land
development plan for this entire island and to work closely with the applicant.

MAYOR GOODMAN declared the Public Hearing closed
(6:52 - 6:56)
7-2742



i CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1901 =

%‘ g &7 e g;‘EEa]o ololo[s[oloT =T ¢
(R :,' ':' ) - .
& f'

. 'WYATT AVE

L

|

N

|

N

]

-y
)

OI

o 60004
ooooooEgJ

olo|o|o

O!

O

: I

™
m

)
m

T

i |

O!
O
O
ot
)

B~

[ |

’! o i ]

R mil HET 14 lelon ] B

Case: ‘GPA-0033-99 o WM
- RADIUS: 750 FT - o |
. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: P (PARK/SCHOOL)
PROPOSED TO: ' SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) . x
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City of Las Vegas
- AGENDA MEMO

CITYCOUNCIL MEETING_DATE-: NOVEMBER 7, 2001
DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT ,
ITEM-DESCRIPT.ION: Abeyance Item - GPA-0033-99 - Nader-Noorozian

THIS ITEM WAS HELD IN ABEYANCE FROM THE OCTOBER 3, 2001 CITY COUNCIL
MEETING AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT.

** CONDITIONS **

The Planning Commission (7-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL.
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GPA-OO33-99 Page One
R November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting

~ #* STAFF REPORT **

APPLICATION REQUEST:
' Th1s amendment of the West Las Vegas Plan from P (Park/ School) to SC (Service Commercial)
* ‘was filed for the purpose accommodating a commercial use on southeast comner of Owens Avenue
- - and “H” Street The applicant has filed the apphcatlon for the following reason:

1. All services inciuding public transportation service the site.

BACKGROUND DATA:
8/12/68 - - The Coordinated General Plan for the Las: Vegas valley was approved and
- designated the subject parcel as Mult1-fam11y Residential (15— 34 dwelling units per
acre). -

05/26/77  The land Use Element of the Regional Comprehensive Plan was approved and
L designated this location as Low Density Residential (3 - 7 dwelling units per acre).

_ 09702/87 - The Las Vegas City Council approved the Reclasmﬁcatlon of Property of the site to
S - C-l (L1m1ted Commercial).

04/i()1/92‘ The Clty Council approved the General Plan of the City of Las Vegas.
" 03/02/94 The West Las Vegas Plan was adopted by City Councﬂ as an element of the City of

Las Vegas General Plan. In this plan, both sibject parcels were deS1gnated for
P (Park/ School) uses. -

; DETA]LS OF APPLICATION REQUEST

o SlteArea.f 027 Acres

o Subject Properties:  Undeveloped
. North:  Service Commercial
-+ -South: . , Commercial, Single and. Multl-Famﬂy Dwellings
East: Single Family Dwelling

.. West: Commercial
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GPA-0033-99 - Page Two.
November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting .

* PLANNED LAND USE

‘Subject Properties: P (Park/ School)

North: SC (Service Commercial)

South: P (Park/ School), SC (Service Commerclal)
H (High Density Residential)

East: - P (Park/ School)

West: 'SC (Service Commercial)

EXISTING ZONING

Subject Properties: ~ R-3 (Medium Density Residential)

North: 'C-1 (Limited Commecial)

South: - R-3 (Medium Density Residential)
C-1 (Limited Comrnercial)

East: .~ R-3 (Medium Density Residential)

West: C-1 (Limited Co’rp‘mercial) :

DEFINITIONS, FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
~ DEFINITIONS

SC (Service Commercial) - The Service Commercial category allows low to medium intensity
retail, office or other commercial uses that serve primarily local area patrons, and that do not

~ include more intense general commercial characteristics. Examples include neighborhood -
shopping centers and areas, theaters, bowling alleys and other places of public assembly and
public and semi-public uses. This category also either includes offices individually or grouped
as office centers with professional and business services.

P (Parks/ Schbols) - This category allows public parks and recreation areas; public facilities
such as governmental building sites, police and fire facilities, non-commercial hospitals and
~ rehabilitation sites, schools, and other public or quasi-public-uses such as libraries and clubs.

_ANALYSIS

“The subject site is comprised of two vacant lots located at the southeast corner of Owens Avenue, a

primary arterial (minimum right-of-way of 100 feet) and “H” Street, a secondary collector
(minimum right-of- -way of 80 feet) as classified by the adopted Master Plan of Streets and
Highways.

The subject site is unique in that it is surrounded on all but the eastern side by public rights-of-way.
The northern portion of the site is on Owens Avenue, the western portion faces the intersection of -
“H” Street and Owens Avenue, and the southerly portion has access to Harrison Avenue.
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GPA-0033-99 - Page Three
November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting

It is the location of the site that led to the designation of the site’s land use to be P (Park/ School) in
the West Las Vegas Plan. That plan indicates that as the existing land use, that being single family
homes on shallow lots, are located between two high-traffic streets and thereby are incompatible
~ from both a safety and a comfort standpoint. It is these conditions that led to the recommendation
~ that the existing homes are relocated to lots to the south as part of a infill program and a linear park/
open space be developed. The resultant park/ open space would become a gateway feature for the
area and would act as a buffer to the Old Westside neighborhood. The creation of the park/open
space has begun with the completion of the gateway park at the mtersec’aon of “B” Street and
Owens Avenue, the eastern most extent of the linear park/ open space.

All utilities are available in the vicinity of the parcel. The nearest fire station is about 1.5 miles
from the proposed location. A hospital is located about one (1) mile away and the closest metro
substation is approximately two (2) miles away. All the utilities and other public service uses are
available to this parcel.

Chapter 19A.18.030 of the Las Vegas Zoning Code requires that four conditions to be met in order
to justify a General Plan Amendment:

- a. - The density and intensity of the proposed General Plan Amendment is compatible with the
existing adjacent land use designations;

b. The zoning designations allowed by the proposed amendment will be compatible with the
existing adjacent land uses or designations; _

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

d. The proposed amendment conforms to other applicable adopted plans and policies.

- With regard to “ a” above, the proposed land use categories allows for activities which

- would be not compatible with those which have been developed on the adjacent lands.

- With regard to “b” above, the zoning designation of the proposed development is not
compatible with the existing adjacent land uses or designations.

- With regard to “c” above, existing and proposed local infrastructure is adequate for
proposed development. ,

. - In.regard to “d” above, as the application does not conform to the West Las Vegas

Plan the amendment is not appropriate.

Per policy set forth in the City of Las Vegas application packet, a neighborhood meeting shall be
held with the surrounding property owners. In accordance with the above, on October 6, 1999 a
neighborhood meeting sponsored by the applicant was held at the Neighborhood Services offices
located at 914 West Owens Avenue. Comments from residents and representatives of the West Las
Vegas Advisory Board were strongly against the application. Opinions expressed by neighbors
included that planned open space was expected to improve the neighborhood and that such a project
would take time. The residents also expressed the opinion that there was enough developable
commercial land around the area and this requested change is unnecessary.

1906
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GPA-0033-99 - Page Four A
~ November 7, 2001 City Council Meeting

FINDINGS
Staff finds that this amendment is not appropriate for the following reasons:

1. The reasons for not having commercial uses is the same for not having residential
activities within the strip between Owens Avenue and Harrison Avenue: uses on narrow
lots surrounded by two high traffic streets will face problems with safety and comfort. -

2. The application is ihconsistent. with Objective 6 of the West Las Vegas Plan to provide the
area with a linear park / open space amenity which will provide an attractive gateway for
the neighborhood. ‘

3. The amendment is inconsistent with Objective 6 of the West Las Vegas Plan to provide
the area with circulation alternatives such as widen of Owens Avenue from “H” Street to
“B” Street to allow two-way traffic on a street with the same dimensions as that west of
“H” Street.

4. This application does not meet the requirements of Section 19A.18.030 of the City of Las
Vegas Zoning Code regarding subsections a, b, and d.

'NOTICES MAILED 110 by Planning Department

- APPROVALS 0

PROTESTS 0

~ [The Planning Commission voted to recommend DENIAL of the request, finding
that the requested land use category allows for activities that are not compatible
with existing and planned land uses on adjacent land, and the request is -
inconsistent with objectives of the West Las Vegas Plan.]
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STATEMENT.OF FINANCIAL INT}:,REST

Case Nunher é,’,@ﬁ 223232 qzz APN: _}_32__}7—[/0-90/'0‘7]

Name of E’t‘e,‘yc:ty Qwuer:

Name ot .\ppl’ica‘m; K

7 w;%vﬁvﬁ/f/

T¢ e m:st ot vour Lnoulcdge does the Mavor ¢r any member of the City C nuncil,
’Pl.mmna Commissicn, or & Hearings Offices have any financial interzst in thus or anv
“afaer property with the property owner.. applxcam the property owncr or applicant’s
g:-.:rJ or limited panners or an officer of their »orporanon or limited habxlm« company? -

Yes - ' | - L No

If ves. please indicate the member of the Crv Council, Planning Comumission or Hearings

Criicer who is involved and List the name(s) of the person or persons with whom the City
(ficiai nolds an interest. Also list the Aqses;or s Parccl Number if the property in which
-He- viterest 15 held 15 dnffercnt from the case parc'l

--c;i_-.g- Official:

vartneiis), _
APN P
. . : . . . ; — .-
S s:.-ntu:t, of Property Owner/Authonzed Agent'_ v /“

‘;ubccr"bi"d and 's;k'oﬂl.ibefcfe me o
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;i;;;,;,‘_;“‘p-;m lic iirand for said County and State
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GPA-0033-99 - NADER NOOROZIAN
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF OWENS AVENUE AND “H" STREET
AUGUST 23, 2001 PLANNING COMMISSION




E CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001 Pg. 1910

a;zy 04 LMV% | . Agendaltem No.: 168

: ‘AGEWMDISUWMMARYW%AGE'
- CITY COUNCIL‘. MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2001

'DEPARTMENT: CITY CLERK
DIRECTOR: BARBARA JO (RONI) RONEMUS :l CONSENT D DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:
SET DATE ON ANY APPEALS FILED OR REQUIRED PUBLIC HEARINGS FROM THE

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS AND DAN GEROUS BUILDINGS OR
NUISANCE/LITTER ABATEMENTS

NL 9999 N. 15™ STREET NL 4509 E. BONANZA ROAD, SNC-0003-01, U-0099 91(2), U-
0040-96(1), U-0129:01,U-0130-01, U-0133-01, V-0045-98(1), VAC-0031-01, Z2-0071-
00(2)&U-0145-01(l)&U-0146-01(1)&U -0147-01(1) - 11/21/2001 AGENDA
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7 2001

DEPARTMENT: CITY CLERK
DIRECTOR: BARBARA JO (RONI) RONEMUS | | CONSENT [ | DISCUSSION

SUBJECT:
ADDENDUM:

None.
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City of Las Vegas

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: NOVEMBER 7, 2001

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION:

Items raised under this portion of the City Council Agenda cannot be deliberated or acted upon
until the notice provisions of the Open Meeting Law have been met. If you wish to speak on a
matter not listed on the agenda, please step up to the podium and clearly state your name and
address. In consideration of others, avoid repetition, and limit your comments to no more than
three (3) minutes. To ensure all persons equal opportumty to speak each subject matter will be
limited to ten (10) minutes.

MINUTES
- DOROTHY BARNES, 2575 Sherwood, Apt. 26A, addressed her concerns regarding segregatmn
" and its affect on people’s freedom. She wants her nameé off the organized crime list for not
. supporting certain programs. These problems have caused her to be homeless and caused her
~ disability benefits to be discontinued. Additionally, she is being ev1cted
(6:56 — 6:59)

7-2927

_AL GALLEGO, citizen of Las Vegas, noted that he would prefer COUNCILWOMAN
McDONALD to sing rather than HANK GORDON. He heard her smg the Star Spangled
Ba:mer and it brought tears to his eyes.
(6:59 — 7:00)
7-3074

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 6:59 P.M.
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