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The City of Las Vegas is supporting Dot Vegas, Inc.'s, application to the Internet Corporation for
Assigned Names and Numbers for the creation of a .vegas Top Level Domain in the Domain
Name System. In return, Dot Vegas, Inc., has offered a Revenue Share Agreement whereby the
City will receive the greater of (a) $0.50 per registration year for each second level domain name
registered in the .vegas Top Level Domain for which Dot Vegas, Inc., collects domain name
registration or renewal revenue; or (b) ten percent of the gross profits derived by Dot Vegas, Inc.,
from domain name registrations or renewals.

RECOMMENDATION:
Approval

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

1. Resolution No. R-2-2010

2. Revenue Share Agreement

3. Letter of Support

4. Submitted at Meeting - Letters of Support from Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce, Las Vegas
Convention and Visitors Authority, Nevada Development Authority and City of North Las
Vegas and Addendum Revenue Share Agreement by Staff and Letter of Concern from Lewis and
Roca by Mayor Goodman

5. Submitted after Meeting - PowerPoint Presentation by Staff
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Motion made by RICKI Y. BARLOW to Approve the Resolution to support the application and
the Revenue Share Agreement as amended

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

RICKI'Y. BARLOW, LOIS TARKANIAN, OSCAR B. GOODMAN, STAVROS S.
ANTHONY; (Against-STEVE WOLFSON, GARY REESE, STEVEN D. ROSS); (Abstain-
None); (Did Not Vote-None); (Excusedgie

Minutes:

BILL ARENT, Director of g#¢ A AN that this item is indicative
of the City looking at actyfe mﬁ* ing-op N e (% Vegas. Las Vegas and
Vegas are well-known jfZhd A : QP iate \nd where there are no

conflicts of interests fg ity gtaffm iy TvENy iny Yentures, such as

MR. ARENT mentig nsolicited offer to
the City. He explai et Corpjcation for Assigned
Names and Numberf \who is\d \".K et il e dering applications
for city top level DoRgai i \ I :

summarized the detai ‘ i

Lastly, MR. ARENT po e City, it had already
contacted several compani¥g i dSd~re Sy ' gsubmitted for the record.

Additionally, the last offer i shnieggfhange to the agreement, a
copy of which he submitted for Thgg . . et g#Mfortable with the negotiations
reached.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON asked if ICANN is a government agency. MR.ARENT replied
that it is registered as a California non-profit corporation and follows an international governance
model where various constituencies around the world are represented on the board of directors,
included in that is the Department of Commerce. He further explained that ICANN is going to
do a selection for City domains and Dot Vegas, Inc. is looking for a letter of support.
COUNCILMAN WOLFSON wondered if the company will seek more requests from other
cities. MR. ARENT replied that it potentially could, but the upfront capital investment is
considerable and there is no guarantee of obtaining approval. As part of the Revenue Share
Agreement negotiated, the Citys recommendation is exclusive, which is an incentive that will be
great for marketing the City.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON was concerned about using the name Vegas, not having any
control over its use and that by allowing its use the City may be endorsing a company the City
may not want to endorse. MR. ARENT replied the City has to weigh the pros and cons. There
are laws that prohibit what is put on the Internet. Approval would endorse Dot Vegas
application, not any other endorsements.
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CITY ATTORNEY BRAD JERBIC stated that the City would be receiving revenue in exchange
for a letter of support. If the company is successful, there is no way of knowing who will
register with .vegas as opposed to .com. That could range the gambit from legitimate
commercial businesses to illegal businesses, but the City does not have any control over who

those businesses might be, and he does not believe the City would have any liability.
COUNCILMAN WOLFSON remarked that .com is a generic brand versus .vegas. People

A under the Request
for Proposal (RFP) rent because the
City does not own tlf he City is a third
party endorsing the : ficult to determine

the parameters to be §sed. The Ty &% it 208y And wopill simply be

seeking the Citys support. Qg SRR ity #releasing that information
to the public. But at the sa 4V ity 1 (ighition to put out to bid that

picking a name and coming up with a business model to share with the world.

COUNCILMAN REESE asked if the City could put out an RFP, to which CITY ATTORNEY
JERBIC replied no because there is a risk in taking someone elses idea and putting it out to bid.

COUNCILMAN ROSS was perplexed about the rush to approve this matter. MR. ARENT
indicated that he receives unsolicited offers every day, and he believes this offer is a great
opportunity for the City and good business sense, given the huge visitor component of Las
Vegas. The City made a decision to negotiate the unsolicited offer after looking at the letters of
support from the regional partners and tried to understand the likelihood for completion. The
Council has the ultimate discretion in this matter.

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN did not believe that staff is trying to sell anything to
Council. After doing its research, staff concluded on an affirmative recommendation to the
Council.

MAYOR GOODMAN stated that Dot Vegas, Inc., could obtain letters of support from other
entities and use it without the Citys letter of support in order to submit the application. The City
is giving them something that is not needed for a fee.

COUNCILMAN ROSS assessed that the company would start operating in three years because it
would have to undergo the approval process. He asked whether the City is missing an
opportunity to make more money. MR. ARENT stated that the company's background speaks to
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its extended direct experience. Staff had to do a lot of homework when it first received this
unsolicited offer.

TERRY JICINSKY appeared on behalf of the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority and
stated the Authority might have had an informational meeting over a year ago with this company,
but it did not prov1de a letter of support. However MAYOR GOODMAN read a support letter

COUNCILMAN REESE rg sy about this venture, they
would have approached Q ’ T replied that the
original offer was for 1gfpCuQ ¥ ; Si S was amended to 10

percent of gross revengfe/ WL v . o8 A} about the City not

presentation may no Lol d if{ [y iph R et vel to move
forward with this m&ter; GRS, \Nel S o L B g g i g ussions between
the Council and staft

COUNCILMAN WON i ‘-\t TR IS ag gought letters from
companies with the na "

ATTORNEY JAY BRO X f of Dot Vegas, Inc
together with BART MACKA WNg gas Boulevard, and stated that
regardless of whether the City Cou N , anybody can apply for the

name, and the City runs the risk of gettlng : eturn. HlS client began this process with
City staff a while ago. It would be fair to con51der new rules for the RFP process, but not
starting with his clients proposal. However, this should have been brought up a year and a half
ago. MAYOR GOODMAN clarified that MESSRS. MACKAY and TREVINO met with him
about this interesting concept, so at the time, he deferred them to the Office of Business
Development, but had not heard about this matter until it was put on the agenda.

MR. MACKAY, founder of Dot Vegas, Inc., stated that he has been working on this project for
the past three years on trying to set up the process for successfully using a .vegas domain. He
has spoken with many individuals and was impressed with MR. ARENTS comprehension of this
industry.

MR. MACKAY indicated that ICANNS legitimacy is created by a memorandum of
understanding from the Department of Commerce. It is considered a global post office for the
internet and controls the rights for who gets to be recognized as an address on the Internet. As
far as ideas, there are many nations that had the opportunity to have their country code domain,
which was out there, which resulted in others taking advantage of the opportunity.

MR. MACKAY stated that because they care for this community, MR. TREVINO and he sought
support of various local entities or stakeholders. Concerns over control of .vegas and the use of
the content are legitimate. But he pointed out that the term Las Vegas is already being used by
thousands of sites without the Citys control; they could be porn sites or anything else, but it has
not done any damage to the City. Under the .vegas domain, the registry sets the rules and can



a\‘zy 0{ LM V% Agenda ltem No.: 45.

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: FEBRUARY 3, 2010

protect that brand, in many respects. If anything illegal goes on, the registry can flip a switch and
stop the site. In this case, Dot Vegas, Inc., is developing policies that will allow the delicate
balance of protecting the interest of the community and its brand name while maximizing
opportunities and revenues for the City of Las Vegas and Dot Vegas, Inc.

Regarding the RFP issue, MR. MACKAY stated that he has seen governments step up RFPs to

Commission did the same wi r existence, because they
were held liable when po ; ed-biyme-the R M MNIRting content on child sites.
The RFP process does ng .vegas, but ICANN

since 1989 and work@gd closely f¢ ! gl T ip W) ICANN is in the
process of finalizin ) B Wi d 1414 preee ill|@fect the operation
of .vegas TLD. So, fo}v is thd i fol o ialy RNCRERTY n making sure that
rules and regulationgaye favoi R 80 ] 111y g O {ill proceed in a

based applications. B§ Yavi | eSS U 208 D V¢ Joffes and would put it
in the community-baseq§ §ppli NS ic TR AnLy hg ICANN Board of

are submitted. Only thoseW
round of community TLDs.

to setup the methodology for the application in order to increase its chances for success.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON acknowledged MR. MACKAY working with staff, but noted the
Council only heard about this project two weeks ago. MR. ARENT briefed the Council, but
another prominent company came forward in the interim.

COUNCILMAN ROSS stated that MR. ARENT should have approached the Councilmembers
sooner to consider the details. His concern is protecting the Vegas name. He asked how much
Dot Vegas, Inc., would make for each address. MR. MACKAY answered that the .75 cents is
nominal and consistent with 10 percent and with what Verisign is charging for a .com. Done
properly, he cannot tell what the market will bear at this point in time. When .cc was launched in
1999, a $100 registration fee was paid for two years. Dot Vegas has done studies that indicate
there is a way to maximize revenue opportunities.

COUNCILMAN BARLOW verified with MR. MACKAY that the City's endorsement is not
needed, but it provides a greater opportunity to win the application. The Community based
application due date has not been set; pending the Expression of Interest to be submitted and to
be discussed at the ICANN board meeting to be held next week.

COUNCILMAN ANTHONY asked how local jobs would be created. MR. TREVINO replied
that the intent is to keep the jobs and technology locally. Approximately 40 jobs would be
created with earnings of upwards of $60,000.
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Addressing COUNCILMAN ROSS, MR. TREVINO pointed out that this information has been
available on the Internet for three years and asserted that Dot Vegas was being diligent and open,
which is probably what prompted others to come forward with the same idea. He feels that the
onerous is being placed on Dot Vegas, but it was the first in this type of venture to approach the
City with a revenue generating deal.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON conﬁrm

Attorney had questionsgp0 {'s role gndliHe did not

weeks ago when he cgfig 1

. d if the yrdbs
ed. C Y
e

|

COUNCILMAN A

governments do notfpdve the piility\to g

NoS OLpeT AL and ELISA COOPER, Director
of Marketlng for MarkMonitor, 391 Anc¢ e Sc, Idaho. ATTORNEY MORAN stated
that this is not a race to the finish line, and that there is no reason not to use the RFP process or
why the Council should not consider the best deal for its residents.

MR. GIBSON stated that two and half years ago MS. COOPER began doing business with
Vegas.com on the matter being considered by the Council, but they were not able to meet with
the City and the Mayor. He urged the Council not to authorize the letter of support to Dot
Vegas, Inc., as there is no urgency at this time.

MS. COOPER stated that, as Director of Marketing for MarkMonitor, she is an active member of
ICANN, the International Trade Mark Association and the International Anti-Counterfeiting
Coalition. For the past eight years, she has been working closely with MarkMonitor, an ICANN
accredited registrar. It does corporate domain registrations for only large companies, such as
Yahoo and eBay. It has been monitoring this closely, and all this time there have been
guidebooks of what is needed in order to qualify and submit an application to obtain this TLD.
She alleged that the bulk of what was represented by Dot Vegas is incorrect.

MS. COOPER declared that there is no notion of a city TLD and there are different types, like
community based and standard applications. ICANN has been moving slowly to release these
and has been providing guidance to their clients. ICANN just released the third version of the
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guidebook, and she does not anticipate the next version to be released soon. Since the guidebook
is not final, a decision cannot be made at this time. Vegas is not the name of the City, but there
is a geographical review panel, and she opined that they would see Vegas, and in particular this
proposed use, as a geographical indicator. Subsequently, a letter of support would be required to
consider the application complete.

MAYOR GOODMAN verified with : be would advise her client that it would
not be a good decision to proceed . ROWI ey ements of the guidebook.
MS. COOPER explained t. d be a risk should the
technical and infrastruct ity of Las Vegas,
without reviewing the Zppli1€M§ 2 i i ) i N ht not be granted.

{ Inc., were denied the

COUNCILMAN BAL¥

o, Inc., is a private non-

profit and well-known ofgxnization IR Rel ki a rgete i at there was urgency in
this matter. From a busin® i §%e 1#fnd a lot of work is
needed to finalize the best a reasonable to support the
company at this time. MR. M g a TLD, knowing how it

MAYOR GOODMAN verified with MS. COOPER that they provide premium consulting to all
their clients, and have been working with Vegas.com for the last three years.

MS. COOPER pointed out that this new program is interesting because rules and guidelines can
be created regarding what content can be displayed. The Council and Mayor could participate in
an advisory position to some other firm. She understands the need for free speech, but at the
same time, there needs to be certainty that policies supported by a .vegas registry are the ones
that prohibit potential offshore gaming or other things that might be detrimental to the brand.
That needs to be incorporated into the application.

MS. COOPER emphasized that Vegas.com has a team agreement with Verisign to provide
infrastructure support in assisting with launching, which is a key component to having a
successful application and registry.

MR. LEFKOWITZ indicated that the reason they would come back for a letter of support is due
to inciting incident; there is no specific deadline. MR. GIBSON added that they were told they
could not do it but now understand that others are trying to do the same. They were going to
wait until they saw the rules and understood the process so that the City could retain consultants
to advise on what limitations the City could enforce through a contract. The agreement should
be amended to incorporate or reference to accepted, approved, guidelines and rules that would
govern this entire business.
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MR. LEFKOWITZ stated that Vegas.com is the largest city website in the world, 2.5 million
visitors every month and a 10,000-square-foot data center available. The local media operations
include Vegas Magazine and the Las Vegas Sun. The brand of Las Vegas is important, and
Vegas.com believes in this city and has the technical and marketing personnel, both on line and
off-line. It has spent millions of dollars in promoting Las Vegas in many different ways.

MAYOR GOODMAN interjected thatgd EFKOWITZ invited him to tour the
' apiggation to ICANN. Had he been

oo regﬂilga.?’
e i merg % an exclusive contract

1
S a good cfiyporate part ity and many dollars
. He asE‘e thy

/}0 m his and asked for the
s applicatidgn. W/
-\

elitle t

Cl AU

notice, it is the obligation of counsel to provideadvice. Upon advisory, there was no alternative
but to go ahead and write the letter.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON asked if Vegas.com has been working on this application and if
this application process is to obtain .vegas as a city TLD. MR. GIBSON replied affirmatively.

MR. GREENSPUN stated that based on what MS. COOPER has advised about this process,
there has never been a rush to do the work. It has been a methodical process. If that letter of
support is given to one company exclusively, another company cannot apply. If the Council
takes action today, it would preclude Vegas Dot Com from having a relevant government
agency.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON verified with MR. GREENSPUN that his company has been
working on this for months. MS. COOPER added that she and other representatives have been
looking at this matter for more than two years.

MAYOR GOODMAN asked if the County is in a position to take action on this matter. MR.
GIBSON replied that there is no application before the County. But in light of this, in the event
that there is one more relevant government or public authority for the TLD string, the applicant
must provide documentation of support or non-objection from all the relevant governments or
public authorities. If Dot Vegas receives a letter of support from only the City of Las Vegas the
application would be incomplete.
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MR. GIBSON asserted that there has not been a better partnering company that has done more
for any organization in this town than the Greenspun Corporation, which also has an on-going
business relationship with Verisign. He hopes for the opportunity to talk to the Council, and
encouraged the Council not to take action at this time.

MAYOR GOODMAN responded that a company contacted the Office of Business Development
ion of approval. That is the way

and engaged in serious negotiations fQu mnu_u;g.
unsolicited requests have been H§e AT
dilemma is that the rules chagdCe ev v
lawyer, he can appreciate gfCACer 1 @r
! in the Cr1
e possipl \[the citizen

the newspaper. He wan
atQ ncil has no§ hflii \!///

e insightful moment. Asa
N1, as well as the article in
and wants to follow the

rules and generate as ngflg

MR. GIBSON stated

the dollars the City fe¢ds, Veggs: S q|Ihpid] 1n
offered. After the nfpfter wa edl,|aldiflier
recalled that ATTORNEY B rofifheHiihi f

he advised ATTORNHRY BR t\D
knowing that MR. G LA ENSP 1
possible.

ATTORNEY MORAN 1
audience with members o

Mored the

SVEVAD

Relative to the Mayor's comment ggres € I

stated that he cannot apologize for the
should be.

a ause it is good and open, as government

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN asked if MR. GIBSON met with Clark County
representatives. MR. GIBSON replied he had telephone conversations with two members of the
County Commission.

MR. ARENT responded for COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN that he met with
representatives of Vegas.com but, did not entertain the offer because he had negotiated in good
faith with Dot Vegas, Inc.

COUNCILMAN WOLFSON verified with MR. ARENT that the City of Las Vegas did not enter
into an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement with Dot Vegas, Inc. Staff was very clear that, for the
City to consider, the City had to negotiate in good faith, and he has not signed a non-disclosure
agreement.

CITY ATTORNEY JERBIC explained that after Dot Vegas, Inc., obtained support letters from
four other entities, the City of Las Vegas was asked to draft a similar letter. He opined that he
does not believe it is ethical under Nevada Ethics Laws for a political member of the Council to
give a letter to an individual that gives that business an advantage over another business. There
was no exclusive negotiating agreement, but there was an understanding that Council might give
a letter of support in exchange for something that might benefit the City.
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MAYOR GOODMAN stated that in order to preclude this type of problem from occurring again,
unsolicited offers will be accepted, which will change the way the Citys way of doing business.

COUNCILMAN ROSS remarked that ATTORNEY BROWN and MR. ARENT have done a

great job of bringing this because it opens an opportunity to generate revenue. He believes that
regardless of who is best, he has to consider the public's well being and what is best for the City
of Las Vegas.

discoverable by the pulffi¢. maed out that |
gy the currdnt|HigAse

¢Jbut feels he was not
more confused and

QMR

affcciates a company coming
forward and negotiating in good faith, bu T Circumstances have come forward where
government is working backwards. He wished he had known this before being asked to take
action.



