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MAYOR BRIARE: The last item, Mr. 0gilvie, the approval of the
J.C.S. Bench.--

CITY ATTORNEY OGILVIE: In October of 1980, the Board of Commissioners
approved an extension to the Agreement between
the City and J.C.S Bench Company for six months to
permit the Regional Transportation Commission
to study the type of bus accormodations that should
be -- or passenger accommodations that should be
installed at the bus stops and to permit the City
to go out to bid for that type of accommodation.
For some reason, that study was never completed,
and consequently, the City never went out to bid
for a replacement to the operator, and the Agreement
was allowed to expire as of May the 1lst of 1981.
The Agreement before you extends, commencing on
May 1st of '81 and on a month-to-month basis
hereafter.the existing agreement to afford the
RTC to make the study which was contemplated in
1980 and also to afford the City time to go out to
bid. There has not been an agreement in effect
since May 1, '8l. This will retroactively put one
into effect for those seven months and also to
continue month-to-month hereafter until we are in
a position to award a permanent contract.

COMMISSIONER LURIE: The Regional Transportation is at this time getting
information together on implementing our short
range plan for permanent bus shelters and we're
taking -- we will be taking proposals within the
next three or four months., I'd 1ike to -- is there
a representative here from the bus company -- the
bus bench company? ’

MAYOR BRIARE: Is there anyone present from J.C.S. Bench Company?
Apparently not, Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER LEVY: When you get through, I'd 1ike to ask a question
of George. Whose responsibility and who is to made
a deal with a bench company? Will it be the City's
or RTC's and who will be collecting the funds from
those benches?

CITY ATTORNEY OGILVIE: The City would be the one that would make the
agreement. What happens ultimately to the money
that's paid in I suppose is subject to negotiation,
but the bus shelters or benches or what have you,
will be located on City property and therefore,
it's the appropriate party to enter into the
agreement. Whether it wishes to turn the money,
the rental money, over to the RTC is, as I say,
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CITY ATTORNEY OGILVIE: subject to negotation.
COMMISSIONER LEVY: The next question I ask is does that just handle

the City of Las Vegas then? In other words, what
the County does and what North Las Vegas does or

whatever, they'll do what they want and they will
do their collection and everything?

CITY ATTORNEY OGILVIE: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER LEVY: Then why don't we do our own study here. I'd rather
Just -- it's just a thought.

COMMISSIONER LURIE: It's going to be a duplication. The study that's
being done with RTC, any contracts will have to be
done with RTC and the entities for the necessary
right-of-way to place these shelters upon.

COMMISSIONER LEVY: That's what I just asked. I didn't think I got that
answer. I don't care --

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: It's the right-of-way of the City's. It isn't the
RTC's. The RTC is for maintenance of highways and
bus transportation,.not necessarily for use of City
right-of-way adjacent to those.

MAYOR BRIARE: Any other questions?

COMMISSIONER LEVY: This gentleman has one.

MAYOR BRIARE: Are you from the J.C.S Bench Company? ‘
UNIDENTIFIED GENTLEMAN: No, sir. I am a member of the Transportation Citizelns ‘

Advisory Committee, and I was -- I didn't really come
down here for this matter, but the benches have been
issues before us on other areas, and there's several
companies that we're ‘concerned about. Some are having
covered benches that we're being asked to be put in
here for advertising costs and etc. To be honest
with you, I'm not that knowledgeable, but I do know
there were several different companies proposing a
bench type of program here in the City of Las Vegas
and for Las Vegas Transit. Like you say, there is a
separate operation from the transportation company
here and has always been a separate. Also, I thought
there was a contract between the Jaycees or some

- other volunteer organization was handling it
privately for advertisement on the buses -- seats in
it.

COMMISSIONER LEVY: No, it's a private company that has the bus benches
here.
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MAYOR BRIARE: .

UNIDENTIFIED. GENTLEMAN:

~ COMMISSIONER ‘LURIE:
'DONALD DARLING:

COMMISSIONER LEVY:
DONALD DARLING:
COMMISSIONER LEVY:

MAYOR BRIARE:

- And this is only a proposal: for a month to-month

agreement

CAvmonth-to-monthuagreement?“lI was just queetiOning

it this a covered --

Give. your name for the record.

* Oh, my name's Donald. Dar11ng. My-address is 5801
Paseo Montana and. my only question is, is the

the question of the covered: benches or‘not? Just

the plain. -

T-.NQ, no. This~is juStAfo keep -what we have until-
we get through -with .this study.

Okays I Just wondered for my own curosity, because
it was brought up .and I am concerned. about 1t.

I LL MOVE NE FOLLOW THE RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONTINUE

ON A MONTH T0- MONTH BASIS.

B Any comments . on. the motion?. . :(No response ) Cast
" your votes. ‘Post. -THE MOTION'S APPROVED



BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS « 400 E. STEWART AVENUE « 386-6011

INVOCATION: Reverend Richard H. Peterson
Trinity United Methodist Church

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT ABSENT EXCUSED
MAYOR BiLL 8RIARE m D D
COMM. PAUL J. CHRISTENSEN m D D
COMM. RON LURIE m D D
MAYOR PRO-TEM
COMM. AL LEVY m D D
- COMM. ROY WOOFTER m D D

CITY ATTORNEY
GEORGE F. OGILVIE X] 0 O

APPROVED BY REFERENCE .19

ATTEST

DATE:

TIME:

MINUTES

January 6, 1982

9:45 A.M.

Page 1 CITY CLERK @) MAYOR
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 1
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-601!

ITEM Commission Action Department Action
I. 9:45 A.M. FULL BOARD PRESENT. |(COMMISSIONER
l - WOOFTER ARRIVED AT 1¢:30 AM AND WAS
EXCUSED UNTIL THAT TIME.)
l A.  COMMUNITY RELATIONS NONE
l B.  SPECIAL EVENTS NONE
l II. 10:00 A.M.
| A.  ANNOUNCEMENT RE COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN ANNOUNCEMENT MADE
MEETING LAW
.1 T INVOCATION GIVEN BY
B NVOCATION REV. ROBERT MEYER,
Reverend Richard H. Peterson PARADISE UNITED
Trinity United Methodist Church PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE PLEDGE GIVEN

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM

‘ YA é{@ﬁg
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AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING
(Posting required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241)

STATE OF NEVADA )
)
COUNTY OF CLARK ) ss

Q’La-«-w QU»A—V- » an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada
being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on the 3t day of
L%TJ.)V , 248! , at the hour of __ 94 SR+~ there were posted copies of
a NOTICE, the attached of which is a true and correct copy, of an REGULAR
MEETING of the BOARD OF -CITY COMMISSIONERS OﬁqigE?EEIZDEE}LAS VEGAS, NEVADA,
to be held on the (, 4 day of ,
[2¥>, at 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada; to Be posted on Public
BuTTetin Board at the following locations:

1. In the United States Post Office (Downtown), 301 Stewart Avenue;

2. In the Federal Building, 300 Las Vegas Boulevard South;

3. In the Clark County Courthouse, 200 East Carson Avenue;

4. On the Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall,
400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Court Clerk's
office); and

5. On the Special Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City

Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the City
Commission Chambers).

N
I R tird, T L,
SIGNATURE v

(’f é‘ m ‘

DEPARTMENT OF DIVISION

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

2 [ day' of \kav\uwv\l .16\85\
7Y%

PUBLIC in and for said County
My Commission expires:

NSNS N NN N NS NN NI OSSO NN NN

MONICE P. KELLER
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NRS CHAPTER 241

(Mailing required under the provisions of A.B. 437,

B

| |

' AFFIDAVIT OFf MAILING
i

i

STATE OF NEVADA ;
ss.
COUNTY OF CLARK )

'/WI (il i~ /"-/: /QL ‘L’L-/Q' » an employee of the City of Las
' .egas, Nevada, being first duly sworn , deposes and says that on the

=y day of QMJLU\ ,‘ 19 g (, a capy of an AGENDA

I (NOTICE), the attached of which is a true and correct copy of a Regular

Meeting of the BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS of the City of Las Vegas,

Nevada, to be held on the (ﬂvL/ day of ,(7,wz=/z,_,<4 ) » 19 _Q_Z_
e -

lwas deposited in the United States Mail, Post‘{ge prepaid, First Class

l Mail, to each person and/or organization whose name appears in the
"nenda Register maintained in the Office of the City Clerk as having
I requested, in writing, a copy of said AGENDA (NOTICE).

2/ 7 o

(ane/emp'loyee in the 0ffice of the C1ty

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this ,3//2 day of 4(:55&::@5&: 198 / .

Notary Publmc in and for said County
and State ‘W‘“‘“"t:
QP as e LINDA M. OWENS 2

fg 3 “"‘?:5 Notary Public - Stata cf tevada

4\ 3 Amment Recraed 11 Ot Ly

) - ) o foie s 12 1994
w&
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY

JERRY J.

CAHILL, DIRECTOR

*CONSENT AGENDA

A1l matters 1lis
C are considere
City Commission
one motion. Ho
discussed if a

citizen so requ

ted under Items A, B and
d to be routine by the

and may be enacted by
wever, any item may be
Commission member or
ests.

1A. CHILD CARE FACILITY APPLICATIONS

(Approved
Board)

Family Ch

by the Child Welfare

ild Care Home

1. JAMI

5 ch

ROVED AGENDA ITEM

| . . e B G Gy By U = A A B O aE G e
N

E BELLO

1004 Greenbank

ildren days

BETTY BRUMLEY
6912 Rocky Point Drive

3 children days/3 nights

3. BEVERLY CANNOLES
5605 Alta Drive

6 children days/3 nights

4. JUDY MILLER
6544 Alta Drive

6 children days

5. SHERYL SHAFFER
1403 So.

6th Street

5 children days

Commission Action

Lurie -

APPROVED

Items 1 thru 5.
Unanimous
(Woofter excused)

January 6,

3004
1982
Pqu

Department Action

Staff to proceed
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Commission Action
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COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

Page 3

Department Action

III. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY
(cont'd)

KA. CHILD CARE FACILITY APPLICATIONS
(cont'd)

Child Care Center

1. FIRST STEPS CHILD CARE CENTER
3700 Vegas Drive

40 children days/5 nights

*B . LIQUOR -- Additional
1. HOTEL NEVADA CORPORATION

Hotel Nevada & Casino
235 South Main
1 bar

#C. GAMING -- Additional

1. GAUGHAN SOUTH, INC.
Ambassador East Casino
916 Fremont
8 slots

2. ALLSTATE ENTERPRISES, INC.
Ernie's Bar

1901 No. Rancho Drive
2 slots

3. CONSTANCE KOPLOW

AppxoTw AGENDA MTENjSS S g  orre S
9 slionts

Lurie =~

APPROVED
Unanimous
(Woofter excused)

Lurie -

APPROVED
Unanimous
(Woofter excused)

Lurie -

APPROVED

Items 1 thru 7.
Unanimous
(Woofter excused)

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 4
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

ITI. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY
(cont'd)

*C. GAMING -- Additional
(cont'd)

4. CASINO ELECTRONICS, INC. APPROVED
See Page 3 See Page 3

Back Door
1415 East Charleston
1 slot

Blue Heaven Cocktail Lounge
2025 East Charleston
1 slot

Peyton Place
124 South 11th Street
1 slot

Rice Paddy
5183 West Charleston
1 slect

Terry's Villa Liquors

1311 East Charleston
2 slots

5. GAMES OF NEVADA
Four Queens Hotel & Casino
202 East Fremont
28 slots
Pioneer Club
25 East Fremont
2 slots
6. J.J. PARKER COMPANY

Odyssey 2001
1930 East Fremont

_ 1 slot
APPPtOVED AGENDA ITEM

g Wy b E G o By an S n am au B N el 0w




CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982 (}Q(}’?

:GGENDG (it of Las Vegst s .

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 5
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011 .
I ITEM Commission Action Department Action
III. DEPARTMENT QF BUSINESS ACTIVITY
. (cont'd)

*C. GAMING -- Additional

1675 Industrial Road
General On-0ff Sale

(cont'd)
' 7. UNITED COIN MACHINE COMPANY APPROVED
See Page 3 See Page 3
Larry's Villa
l 2401 West Bonanza Road
1 slot
! D. LIQUOR -- Change of Ownership
) 1. From: "David M. Rice & Karen|Lurie - Staff to proceed
l W. Rice Family Trust" | APPROVED subject to
David M. Rice, provisions.
Trustee Unanimous
Karen W. Rice, (Woofter excused)
. Trustee
T0: *JIMINIC, INC.
' dba
HARD HAT COCKTAIL
) LOUNGE

Michael James Hutton,
Pres, Dir, 50%

James Robert George
Hutton, Secy, Treas,
Dir, 50%

*Subject to the provisions of the
Planning, Building, and Fire codes
and Health Department regulations.

APPRQVED AGENDA ITEM

-~

<

M o G fam &y &
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PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

I1I.

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY

(cont'd)
E. LIQUOR -- Approval of Additional

Corporate Officer

1. MONARCH BEVERAGE COMPANY Lurie - Staff to proceed
dba APPROVED
COORS OF LAS VEGAS Unanimous Atty. John Moran,
3290 South Highland (Woofter excused) Jr. and Eugene
Wholesale General License Francis Alexander

appeared.

Additional Officer:
Eugene Francis Alexander,
Treas, Dir

F. LIQUOR & GAMING -- Approval of
Manager
1. WEST HILL LANES, INC. Lurie - Staff to proceed
dba APPROVED
WEST HILL LANES, INC. Unanimous
4747 West Charileston (Woofter excused)

General On-Sale License
Gaming: 12 Business-Owned
Slots

11 Operator Slots

Manager:
Richard Conrad Fletcher,
General Manager

G. BURGLAR ALARM/LOCKSMITH LICENSES --
New
1. LE FEBURE OF NEVADA, INC. Lurie - Staff to proceed
dba APPROVED
LE FEBURE OF NEVADA, INC. Unanimous
732 South Fourth Street (Woofter excused)

Louis Henry Neeb, Pres, Dir
Kenneth Wayne Wear, Service

APPRQVED AGENDA ITEM Technician
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PHONE 386-6011

ITEM
[II. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY
(cont'd)
H. PRIVATE DETECTIVE LICENSE -- New
1. *WILLIAM BARRETT
dba

ADVANCED POLYGRAPHS
3160 South Valley View,
Suite 201

William Robert Barrett, 100%

*Subject to the provisions of the
Planning, Building, and Fire codes

I. PRIVATE DETECTIVE LICENSE ~--
Change of Location

1. INTERNATIONAL INVESTIGATORS,
INC. OF NEVADA
dba
INTERNATIONAL INVESTIGATORS,
INC. OF NEVADA

From: 300 South Fourth
Street, Suite 1008

TO: 1700 East Desert Inn,
#406

C. Tim Wilcox, Pres,
Treas, 50%

David E. Kramer, V. P.
Secy, 50%

APPRQVED AGENDA ITEM

Commission Action

Lurie -

APPROVED subject
to provisions.
Unanimous
(Woofter excused)

Lurie -

APPROVED
Unanimous
(Woofter excused)

Page 7

Department Action

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed
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PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

III. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY

(cont'd)
J. TIME-SHARE LICENSE/ACQUISITION
AGENT -- New
1. DOLORES BARNHILL Lurie - Staff to proceed
dba APPROVED
CLUB GUIDES Items 1 thru 3,
439 East Fremont subject to
rovisions.
*DOLORES BARNHILL Snanimous
dba (Woofter excused)

CLUB GUIDES
512 East Fremont

Dolores Elaine Barnhill, 100%

*Subject to the provisons of the
Planning, Building, and Fire codes

2. BOB STUPAK
dba
VEGAS WORLD
2000 Las Vegas Blvd South

Bob Stupak, 100%

3. *BILLY BARNHILL
dba
TOURIST INFORMATION DOWNTOWN
302 East Fremont

S Ty N N ON O an hn S m My

Billy M. Barnhill, 100%

*Subject to the provisions of the
Planning, Building, and Fire codes

APPROVED AGEND4 7y

- 0 om am am
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AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | Sesserteet®®

TO:
The Board of City Commissioners

FROM:
DON SAYLOR, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: nepaRTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY -- JANUARY 6, 1982 COMMISSION AGENDA

TIME-SHARE LICENSE/ACQUISITION AGENT -~ New

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

Items, "J® 1, 2 & 3.

Appearing under the Department of Business Activity portion of the
agenda are requests for time-share licenses submitted for three
acquisition agents.

As of this date, each of the applicants has furnished all of the
necessary documentation as required under the Time-Share Ordinance.
This documentation has been reviewed and it has been determined that
the following amendments are necessary to bring each application
into compliance:

1) Dolores Barnhill
dba
Club Guides

The bond as submitted has not been approved by the City
Attorney's office as to form. The applicant has been
advised of the necessary amendments.

2) Bob Stupak
dba
Vegas World

The printed material used to promote the time-share

programs requires amendment to include the statement;
“This is a promotion relating to a time-share
presentation."”

3) Billy Barnhill
dba
Tourist Information Downtown

The bond as submitted has not been approved by the City R
Attorney's office as to form. The applicant has been
advised of the necessary amendments.

Additional confidential reports will be furnished to the Commission
by the Special Investigations Section of the Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department, prior to the meeting.

Approved Q
Disapproved O

Q

Statas Due:

70-3-90
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PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

o -f

III. DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY

(cont'd)
K. LIQUOR -- Request for Extension
of Inactive Status
1. VEGAS VILLAGE SHOPPING Lurie - Staff
CORPORATION APPROVED 3T to proceed
1717 South Decatur Items 1 and 2.
General 0ff-Sale License Unanimous

(Woofter excused)
W. Chapman Wooten, Trustee

in Bankruptcy for Vegas
Village Shopping Corporation

(Closed 7/16/81. Extension for
10/16/81 to 1/16/82 approved
10/07/81. Request for extension
of inactive status for 3-month
period: 1/16/82 to 4/16/82.)

2. JOSEPH & ANNA MAY ASHBY dba
THE WAIT'N ROOM
208 Las Vegas Blvd South
General On-Sale License

Joseph Ashby, 50%
Anna May Ashby, 50%

(Closed 10/21/81. Request for
extension of inactive status for
3-month period: 1/21/82 to
4/21/82.)

=
O
=

4 ©
. =
o
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>

o
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City of LuaViegus 0213

: Dats: December 28, 1981

AGENDA DOCUMENTATIO

. TO:

2 FROM:
The 8oard of City Commissioners

DON SAYLOR, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

' SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY -- JANUARY 6, 1982 COMMISSION AGENDA
LIQUOR -- Request for Extension of Inactive Status

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

[tems, °"K", 1 & 2.

Standard requests for extensions of inactive status on liquor
lTicenses as follows:

1. Vegas Village Shopping Corporation
2. Joseph and Anna Ashby dba The Wait'n Room

Copies of letters requesting extensions are attached.

.
BECOMMENDATIONS
ry a , Director
epartment of Business Activity
Approved a
Disapproved O
Held a
Statas Oue:
e 11T K 1&2
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GCIBSON & SCHWARTZER
miskg EGIBsONAR‘IZER ATTORNEYS AT LAW HENDERSON OFFICE
. SCHW. * 316 EAST BRIDGER AVENUE, SUITE 200 30 WATER STREET
GEORGE_& CARTER LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 HENDENZ:N.NEVADA 89015
GARY B. CELFAND # (702) 386-0030 (702) 584-2448

OF COUNSEL
#ALSO ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA

Jerry J. Cahill

City of Las Vegas

400 E. Stewart Ave.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Re:

Dear Mr. Cahill:

161 SOUTH DOHENY DRIVE

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90211

{213) 272-6361

December 15, 1981

Vegas Village Shopping
Corporation - Liquor License
Request for Extension of
Inactive Status L04-100-4-00420

We request an additional extension on this inactive

license. Please put it on the Janua

LES:pw

6, 1982 agenda.

Ve yours,

Lenard E. Schwartzer
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Archie & Heggie 0010

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
431 SOUTH SIXTH STREET

ROBERT ARCHIE LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89101 TELEPHONE
G. BRENT HEGGIE ' AREA CODE 702
November 25, 1981 382-4512

City of Las Vegas
$Business License Dept.
400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

ATT: Ms. Marge Heather
Re: Waiting Room Lounge

Dear Ms. Heather:

By this letter we are hereby giviné notice that the Waiting
Room Lounge, licensed to Joseph and Anna Ashby, was closed effec-
tively October 21, 1981.

As you are aware, the licensees have received approval for
the transfer of the license to a proposed new location in the
city limits and have been given one year to complete construction
of said new facility. At the present time we do not have a definite
opening date for the new location. However, we will provide the
same as soon as possible.

We hereby request that the liquor license held by the Ashbys
be held on an inactive status for whatever length of time that is
possible. Please advise me as to the next date that it will be
necessary for the Ashbys to request another extension if necessary.

Thank you for your kind cooperation in this matter.

Kindegt regards,
A bod b

G. BRENT HEGGIE, ESQ.
GBH:slr

18 H) 12 & 67 Aoy

ALIAILOY 53,
aamaoaff'sne
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COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 300 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

IV(a). ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA
RUSSELL W. DORN, CITY MANAGER

A. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE Lurie - City Manager to
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT APPORTION- | APPROVED Plan as proceed.
MENT PLAN. recommended by City
Manager.
Unanimous

(Woofter excused)

B. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON Lurie - City Manager to
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT RESIDENT APPROVED Program as | proceed.
OFFICER PROGRAM. recommended by City

Manager.
Unanimous

(Woofter excused)

C.  PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION ON THE STATUS |Report given to
OF THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY SEWER TREATMENT |Board by Deputy City
PLANT AND FUTURE ALTERNATIVES FOR WASTE- Manager Ashley Hall,
WATER TREATMENT. Gordon Culp and

Atty. Joe Karaganis
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*CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
1

TO:

SUBJECT:

.Thc Board of City Commissioners

FROM:
. Russell W. Dorn
City Manager

© m e s

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT
APPORTIONMENT PLAN.

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

Statas Due:

79-3-10

NRS 280.190 requires the governing body of each political subdivision parti-
cipating in a Metropolitan Police Department review the funding apportionment
plan. If the plan is approved by both city and county boards, the plan becomes
the statistical basis for allocating the expenditures of Metro in F/Y 1982-83.,
If the plan were to be rejected by either or both boards, it would go to arbi-
tration. The attached plan, prepared by Metro, was adopted by the Fiscal Affairs
C?mittee on December 23, 1981. For comparison purposes, the 1980-81 plan is
also attached.

Senate Bil1 386 which became effective on July 1, 1981, specifies that the Metro
budget is to be broken down into functional areas. The costs of each function
are to be distributed based upon factors which reflect service delivery.

The plan which Metro is submitting for approval for F/Y 1982-83 has not changed
frumithe current one. The factors used have not changed significantly from the
previous year:

population - The 1981 population as determined by the Governor's
Office has not yet been prepared. Temporarily, the
plan reflects the 1980 U.S. census count.

calls for service - The number of calls for service within the city
as dropped from 69,290 fn 1980 to 68,841 in 1981. This
reduction, coupled with an increase in county calls, has
lowered the city's percentage from 52.4% to 51.6%.

felony crimes - Although felony crimes have risen in the city, the
"county's statistics rose even more, therefore reducing
the city's percentage from 44.3% to 44.2%.

crossing guard hours - Metro has reduced the number of hours per
week Tor this entire program, with greater reduc-
tion in the county. Therefore, the city's percentage
rose slightly from 48.3% to 50.6%.

Until a 1982-83 budget is adopted for the Metropolitan Police Department,
the overall percentages for each entity cannot be determined. Based upon
the proposed plan, it would appear that the current ratio of 45% for City
of Las Vegas and 55% for Clark County will change very little for the next
fiscal year, perhaps resulting in a very modest reduction for the city.

The City Manager recommends that the Board of City Commissioners approve
the 1982-83 cost apportionment plan.

Approved O
Disapproved O

Hetd
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FIELD SUPPORT FUNCTION

Training Bureau

Crime Prevention Bureau
Records Bureau
Communications Bureau
Crimo Analysis Section

1982-83 APPORTIONMENT PLAN

FUNCTIONAL BREAKDOWN

Staff

Internal Affairs Bureau
Research § Planning Bur.
Inspections Bureau
Personnel Bureau

Supply Bureau

. ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION
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UNIFORM SERVICES FUNCTION

Patrol

‘Traffic Bureau
Emergency Burcau
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ATRPORT SERVICES FUNCTION
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FISCAL YEAR 1981-82
COST APPORTIONMENT PLAN
UNIFORM SERVICES:
City City County County
Factor Statistics Pct. Statistics Pct.
Population’ 164,674 43.8% 211,450 56.2%
Calls for Service2 69, 290 52.4% 62,948 47.6%
Felony CrimesS | 20, 837 44.7% 25,753% 55.3%
Average Percentage 47.0% 53.0%
INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES:
City City County County
Factor Statistics Pct. Statistics Pct.
‘Felony CrimesS 20, 837 44.3% 26,198 55.7%
COMMUNITY SERVICES:
City City ' County County
Factor . Statistics Pct. Statistics Pct.
Crossing Guard Hrs.® 204 48.3% , 218 51.7%

1--1980 Population as determined by Governor's office (1980 U.S. Census).

County Population excludes Incorporated Cities & Rural Area.

2--Actual calls for the time period December 1, 1979 through November 30,
1980. Excludes calls associated with felony crimes. County's calls
exclude calls at Airport and to Resident Officers.

3--Part I Crimes as reported for the 12 month period, December 1, 1979
through November 30, 1980, plus estimated Non-Part I felony crimes
(based on January and February 1981 statistics).

4--Excludes Felony Crimes for Airport and Resident Officers.

5--Estimated weekly hours budgeted.
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~ FISCAL YEAR 1982-83
'COST APPORTIONMENT PLAN

"UNIIORM¢SERVIGES:'»"

o N City - City =~ County : County
Factor .. Statistics Pet. . - Statistics =~ _Pct.

' Populationl 164,674  43.8% 211,450 = 56.2%"
Calls for Service® - 68,841  51.6% 64,681  48.4%
Felony Crimes® 22,584  44.7% 27,013 55. 3%

. . Y-

'Average Percentage -" ‘ 46.7% ' - 53.3%

. INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES: .

L » Clty .. city . County . County -
Factor _ 'Statlstlcs -~ Pet. - Statisties == _Pet. -

" Felony Crimes . 22,584 44.2%1 28,457 55.8%

" COMMUNITY SERVICES:

- ‘City . City . -County -  County
-Factor .-~ . = Statistics. - Pct. 'Statistics" . _Pect.

, Estimetedeaily . S ‘ o . o ’
Crossing Guard Hrs. = 190 ~  50:6% - - 185.5 °  49.4%.

1--1980 Populatlon as determlned by Governor s office (1980 U.S. Census)

County populatlon excludes Incorporated Cities’ and estimated Rural .

‘ Area populatlon.v' '

- " 2=--Actual calls. from December 1 1980 through October 31, 1981 Excludes
- calls assoc1ated with felony crimes. . County's calls exclude calls. at

Airport. and to Resident Officers.

~.3--Felony Crimes. as reported for the twelve (12) month perlod,

. December 1, 1980 : ‘through- November 30, 1981, o

'4--Exc1udes Felony Crlmes for Alrport and Res1dent Offlcers
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Gty of Laslieges

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | o et .1

To.

SUBJECT:

‘ FROM: -~ —

“The Board of City Commissioners Russ&11 W. Dorn

City Manager

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT RESIDENT
QFFICER PROGRAM.

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

NRS 280.085 requires that the governing body of each political subdivigion
participating in a Metropolitan Police Department approve the definition

of a rural program of resident officers. Metro has developed a Resident
Officer Program, which according to the Metro funding formula, would be paid
entirely by Clark County.

The Resident Officer Program is staffed by 12 police officers and 2 sergeants.
In all but one case, the personnel reside within the area they serve.

The area served by the program fncludes all of Clark County outside of the
populated areas of Las Vegas and the incorporated townships of North Las Vegas,
Henderson and Boulder City. The estimated geographic area is in excess of 7300
square miles and serves approximately 9000 people.

None.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recammended by the City Mamager that the Board of City Coxgm'ssioners
approve the Resident Officer Program as defined by the Metropolitan Police
Department.

Approved a
Disapproved O

Heid

Statas Due:

79=10

a

l Iv(a) 8. .
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: ALTERNATIVES FOR WASTEWATER TREATMENT. Page 1
!
e MAYOR BRIARE: Just before you begin Item C, Mr. Dorn, since this

is going to be a matter that - ['m going to turn

. this particular Item over to Commissioner Christensen

! who is the City's representative - our principal

i representative on matters such as the City‘'s Sewage
treatment plant. I want to announce to the Commission
and to anyone else in the audience that's interested
that the Governor Bob List called last night and
expressed concern about the matter which we are now
going to hear as it pertaing to the -- a sewage treaiment
facility that could have a great bearing on the 1ong time .
future of the Southern Nevada area, and as far as we're
concerned, more particularly, the City of Las Vegas.

He assured me that he was getting into this as

heavily as he possibly could and I told him that

we will be having some material and some comments

to send him to add to whatever he already has, but -
he wanted me to express to the Commission his

desire that the differences that have been heretofore
stumbl ing blocks be cleared up as quickly as possible,
and I think that that as a preface, Commissioner
Christensen, is exactly why we're having this here
before us today.

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: Well, you're correct, Mayor, and [ appreciate the
fact that the Governor got a hold of us and I think
it's probably timely and [ question whether he could
have responded to the letters we sent him any sooner
than he has so [ have no fight with that and [
appreciate his concern. I'm a little curious, however,
after reading the newspaper this morning because we
have an instance where three casinos, two in the
downtown area, have been charged with skimming and
the Governor defended vigorously our gaming control
in the the paper this morning, and I think his
comments were something to the effect that we have

A charges here that are unsubstantiated and he's very

; critical of the Federal Government leveling these

' charges without some substantial evidence to back

t them up, and [ had to think about that for a minute

1 because since 1977 when [ got into this, we've been

fighting the identical exact situation and [ would

only hope the Governor, maybe belatedly, takes the

‘ ) _same interest in this case where we have Federal,

State officials both committing under oath that

where under sewer restrictions that have numbers

! on quality of sewage affluent that have absolutely

; no basis in fact and that's been pointed out in

: depositions numerous times by State, Federal Bureay

; pecple that those numbers have no basis in fact

; and that's an exact parallel situation to the

§
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gaming control where the Federal Government apparently,
according to the Governor, has no basis - no fact to
back their charges and that's exactly what we're
fighting only in this particular case it's our own
State Government that's saddled us with these
numbers -- with the agreement of the Federal Government.
I'm kind of - been accused of being the Ed Norton
i on this City of Las Vegas and [ didn't even know what
that means until [ researched my television programs,
but we've got some great impact coming up here in the
1980's, probably the most toughest decade that we'll
face. The two -- the one thing that everything
relates to in the desert is water and the impact of

. C e - g
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: COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: water {s absolutely mind boggling -- now we're

talking about water in and water out. In this
particular case, water out. Probably the most
significant decision the City will have to
make this decade has to do with our wastewater.
We have to know what directfons we have to go
what alternatives we have and we don't really
i have time to play with it anymore. Both sewage
' plants, City and County, are reaching capacity
and we have -- it takes approximately -- I think
this will come out -- five years to build a
sewage plant. We have to know whether we're
going to have to add sewage treatment, whether we're going
to have toadd sewage treatment capacity or sewage
treatment quality, or whether we're going to
have moratoriums on building -- all these things.
That's why when we came -- when -- after our
Consent Jecree was entered into, after our
initial suit, we started noticing the deterioration
of the Consent Decree -- it bothered us. And,
about that time Mr. Hall came on board and he
suggested that perhaps a new face that they --
that we didn't have personality conflicts with
could start something going. He and I personally
went to all the County Commissioners. We went
to some of them. Ron went to some of them, but
some member of the City Commission contacted
every single County Commissioner and went to them
~ and said we're all looking for the same thing.
We're looking for the best, most cost effective
deal for all of Southern Nevada and we should
really get together because we're being harrassed
on sewade by the State and the Federal Government
y and that 1f the City of Las Vegas and Clark County
. Governments could be together,we could direct the
State which direction to go because we control
b not only the population but the wealth. And, frankly
: we got a lot of cooperation from County Commissioners
and [ feel that they probably think the same way we
do that they'd 1ike to wind this thing up and get it
done. Unfortunately, everytime we reach an agreement
and get down to the signature 1ine, we can't seem
to get a signature, and the first place we have to
get a signature is from the bureaucracies and we
haven't gotten one yet. So, that put us right back
into court because we discovered vidlations of the
Consent Decree, what we felt were violations of
the Consent Decree, and then the Federal Government
went to court and wanted it modified so that the
three defendants on the Water Quality Study Board
would carry the majority of the vote and be able to
pass anything over the objections of the one plaintiff.
So that's where we are today and the reasen I
asked for this to be on the agenda is [ want -- [
H want everybody on the City Commission to be up-to-date
' on where we are, not only in our planning and whether
or not we're going to have to build new sewage
: facilities -- increased capacity and so forth, but also
i where we are in our 1itigation because I for one, as
¥ much as [ Tike to have a good attorney representing
. . me when I'm in trouble or I'd like to have a good
attorney representing me when I think somebody else
is in trouble, I would rather not have attorneys
because they're expensive and I don't want to pay
for them. I happen to be like some other people I

P R S,
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____ALTERNATIVES FOR WASTEWATER TREATMENT. Page 3

know that would rather work without attorneys if
it were possible; unfortunately it isn't. So [
think with that I'11 just leave it there, Mayor.
We can proceed ahead with this presentation to
update us all on where we are and where we are
with this -- with the sewage problems and also
our litigation.

Any other Commissioners wish to make a comment
ﬁb:fog we have Mr. Dorn proceed? (No response)
. Dorn.

Yes, your Honor. Before we start the presentation,

I think it's proper to announce to the public the
first question of how much we spent on this current
1itigation since the Board of City Commissioners

has authorized 1itigation -- the current litigation as
of March 31st of 1981 to present date. In attorney
fees, engineering fees, water and statistical
consultants, the City of Las Vegas has expended
$224,796.81. In addition, to update the Board

in our total -- for your picture of litigation

and Consent Decree, Water Quality Study Board,

and the expert help we needed in that in presenting
a case to save the taxpayers some Three Hundred
Fifty Million Dollars here in Clark County, we've
expended approximately $750,000 total. But under
the $750,000, I'm happy to report to the Board of
City Comnissioners that without the assistance of
our attorneys and our engineering consultants and
water consultants, we wouldn't have been abie to

to apply through the Consent Decree mechanism and
the 1itigation, the Water Quality Study Board for

a federal grant that we received and have expended
for the modification expansion of our City Sewer
Treatment Plant. We receive eleven million dollars --
nine million federal monies and two million of

local funds. So, to spend $750,000 over four years
to receive an eleven miilion dollar grant that the
City was not on the project 1ist for the State and
the Federal Government and the high stakes we're
looking at of trying to save the Clark County taxpayer
as will be presented today -- some three hundred
fifty million to six hundred million dollars over a
20 year period, I think that is a very low sum, but that
is the report from the City Manager to the Board

of the expenditures for all our 1itigations over
four years and our grant procedures and the Water
Quality Study Board and all the necessary statistical
analysis and reports and samplings that were done.
Right now I'd 1ike to turn our presentation over

to Deputy City Manager, Ashley Hall, who is the
gitﬁ s representative for the Water Quality Study
oard. :

Thank you, Mr. Dorn. Commissioners. At the commencement
of this presentation today, several points require
clarification for the record. First of all, the
financial magnitude of the wastewater issue facing

Las Vegas today is unequaled in Las Vegas history.
Second, the basic purpose,as all of us know, a
government provides is for its citizens to provide

the most cost effective services as possible to

meet all public needs. Some in our community would
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ASHLEY HALL: have -= have us believe that substanﬂaﬁy‘ higher

costs are essential for wastewater treatment -- up

to doubling or tripling this cost over the next

few years. This assumption, we believe, is false.
With the present potential wastemater capacity
available in the valley today, there's enough
capacity to meet our needs for the next 15 or so
years. Therefore, wastewater costs should not
dramaticaily exceed the rate of inflation over

this given period of time. Third, two other areas
I'd like to clarify -- one is that the City has
always been committed, as far as [ know,and I'm

sure that you as Commissioners are aware as well,

to the most cost effective method available to

take care of whatever problems we have to serve

the residents of this City and particularly in

the issue facing us today which is wastewater.

Also, for historical perspective, as Commissioner
Christensen indicated in mid-August of this year,
myself, several of the City Commissioners met
individually with State and County officials

in an attempt to try and resalve this very complex
and costly issue. Several members of this Commission,
myself met with individual County Commissioners and
expressed to them a willingness to try and resolve
the situation as it exists today. We were instructed
by the County Commissioners to meet with the individual
staff people on their level, which we did and we've
attempted to do over the past several months and we
found that in the discussions and other things that
are proceeded as per those discussions, we found

very little cooperation and very 1ittle willingness
on the part of those appointed officials to cooperate
and resolve this issue. Secondly, we've met with the
Governor, I have at least personally and talked with
him and he's indicated to me that basically what
he'd indicated to the Mayor last evening on the
phone that he would like very much to resolve this
issue. However, once again when we meet with the
appointed management people in the various offices

in the State, we run into a lot of -- a lot of problems.
Four, the entire AWT issue has rested on a false
premise from the very beginning. It was not needed
in '73 when the State arbitrarily set AWT affluent
limits. AWT was not needed in '79 when the Federal
Court Consent Decree was signed by all of the
parties concerned and futhermore, there's no

hard evidence today, at least that we know of, to
require the taxpayers of Las Vegas to shoulder the
extreme financial burden AWT and associated cost
would bring to us. Today, we have two of the
consultants from the City or that have been hired

by the City here with us today. Mr. Gordon Culp,

of Culp/Wesner/Culp Engineering Consultant firm

is the City's technical wastewater consultant and is
recognized .nationally and internationally as one

of the foremost experts on wastewater and

the AWT process. Gordon and his father are the
authors of numerous taxtbooks -- textbooks on the
AWT process. Mr. Culp will present a detailed

brief on the present status of waste, of thw
wastewater problems faced by the City,as well as
alternatives and associated costs. If any of you
have questions during the course of this presentation,
please feel free to direct those to Mr. Culp.
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Secondly, Mr. Joe Karaganis the City's legal
counsel on wastewater is also recognized nationally
as one of the foremost legal authorities on AWT
and related wastewater issues. Mr. Karaganis has
successfully tried very detailed and technical
cases relating to wastewater before every level

of our judicial system. Following Mr. Culp's
presentation, Mr. Karaganis will update you on the status
of the City's wastewater litigation. Mr. Culp.

Thank you, Ashley. We have the visual material I'11
be using in the talk in two forms. One for the --
on the posters you see here primarily for the
Commissioners' benefit and slides so that the
audience might follow along as well. And, as
indicated here and in the introductory comments,
the economic future of the Las Vegas valley hinges
on the wastewater decisions that should be made

and must be made in the next few months. Just

to illustrate how significant this issue is to

the future of the valley, at stake, there's

some 350 to 600 million dollars over the next

20 years. Also, the potential for completely
shutting down residential and commercial construction
for periods of three to four years. These are

the risks that face the area in the short term and
long term related to this wastewater issuye. To
show you the background for these cost numbers,

we prepared the one slide you see here and three
charts which contain the same information so everybody
has a firm understanding of where the numbers came
from. These, {f anything, are conservately low.
These represent the minimum cost at stake on this
issue and ['11 point out some of the assumptions
we've made that make them conservately low and
we'll come back and define some of the terms

a little more clearly as we go through the talk.
The cost to maintain the currently required degree
of treatment at a wastewater flow of 116 million
gallons capacity are shown in this econaomic
analysis. Now, if this area continues to

at the rate of only 3% per year, this 116 million
gallons per day capacity would last for 20 years.
The area has been growing more rapidly than that

in the last few years so that this is one element
of conservatism in this estimate. If you grow

at a faster rate than 3%, the cost that would
result from having to deal with higher levels of
treatment will be even higher than the numbers
that you'll see here. With the three wastewater
treatment plants that we'll go through in a moment,
there will be very little in the way of capital
expenditures required to the system to bring them
up to the ability to successfully treat to the currently
required level of treatment for the next 20 years about
3 million dollars -- that is a one-time capital
cost. The annual cost to operate the three plants
to meet the currently required treatment is about
ten million four hundred thousand dollars when the
plants are running at capacity. Now if we look

at the alternative of what would it cost to meet
the higher levels of treatment referred to as.
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GORDON CULP: advance wastewater treatment that were required in

1973 by the State and Federal Governments. First,
we would have to expand the advance waste treatment
plant to bring it up to the capacity of 116.

We would have to build a 26 mgd addition --

a mi1lion gallon per day addition at an estimated
capital cost of 34 million dotlars. Also, we
would need 54 million gallons per day more of
regional secondary capacity at an estimated

cost of 91 million dollars -~ these are in terms
of 1985 dollars -- for total capital cost of

125 million. The operating and maintenance

cost. to run what we would now have in four
plants to meet this higher level of treatment

is roughly 16 million dollars per year when the
the plants would be rumning at capacity. The
cost increment to go to this higher level of
treatment are shown here. The capital cost
difference is about 122 mi11ion dollars -- that's the
125 minus the 3 is 122 mil1ion and assuming

that you're going to sell 20 year bonds at

9% interest, this would result in a total capital
and interest expense over 20 years of 267 million
dollars. We are assuming here that the Federal

- Government would not provide grant funding and

I think that's a very valid assumption in light

of what we know today. The operation and
maintenance cost over 20 years -- the difference --
recognizing the plants would not be running at
capacity over the whole 20 years, the incremental
cost is somewhat less than the 6 million dollars
per year that you can observe as the difference
when they’re running at capacity. Using the
average difference per year as 87 million dollars --
that assumes that all O&M costs do not inflate

at all. This {5 what they would have been in
1980 and we know that they will inflate, so again
this is a conservately low number. If anything,
the cost difference would be higher. Adding these
two numbers together gives you a cost difference
of about 350 miTlion dollars. Now, if these

0&M costs were to inflate at 12% per year, or

if they didn't but the area grew at 4% rather

than 3% -~ if either one of those happens, this
increment increases to 600 million dollars. So

I think you ses indeed this is a major factor

in the future economics of the valley. Translating
this down to what it might mean to either a
residential or commercial customer of the sewer
system, we've prepared some illustrative examples
of what this would do both to connection fees and
the annual service charges. Over the next few
years, the charge to a residence to connect for
the current level of treatment will be about $500.
They're currently ranging 400 to 450 and they're
scheduled to escalate over the next few years.

The typical cost to residents would be about $500
for the current level of treatment to hook up

his one time connection fee. If we were to finance
the capital improvements through connection fees
for the higher level of treatment, this cost would
increase to $3000 -~ a sixfold increase. As another
example, we used a 500 room casino hotel complex.
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GORDON CULP: Currently it would cost the hotel complex
about $175,000 to hook up. For the higher level
of advance treatment {t would be a million,
fifty thousand --

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: Excuse me, Gordon.
GORDON CULP: Yes?

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: Is what you're saying that {f we have to go to
AWT treatment standards, that not only will it
cost for a hotel a mi1lion -- over a million
dollars for hook up fees, but on top of that
they may have to wait three years to build it?

GORDON CULP: That's a distinct possibility, yes. Yes, you
can see this, I think, from the slides for the
audience's $ake the residence numbers there at
the bottom of the left hand column and also at
the bottom of the numbers above the right hand
bar. I hope that's clear to everyone. The
left hand column is a current or bar is the
current level of treatment - the right hand is
the advance level of treatment. Oepending
exactly on how the revenues would be raised to
finance the advance treatment requirements, you
could have also or in place of, depending exactly
how the financial study would go, quite an
increase in annual service charges too. These
could roughly triple. Currently there about $50
a year in the city for typical residence. These
could increase to about $161 per year for the
advance level of treatment and the hoteis would
see the same multiplier effect going from about
$17,000 a year up to about $56,000 a year. So
_indeed there -- there is the potenttal for a
very significant impact on residential and
commercial users. Just a 1ittle background now that
we've laid the economic framework for what
all this somewhat technical and complex issue
might mean to the valley. I'd 1ike to just

- briefly review how we got to this situation

and in order to do that 1'd like to just briefly
review some of the terms ['l11 be using. Actually
sewage {s purer than Ivory soap, since it's 99.98%
water, but the other two one hundredths of a percent
does have some constituents that are of concern
to us from the standpoint of controlling pollution.
Some of the typical or more significant terms that we'll
‘be using, material that are in wastewater which
demand oxygen when discharged to a lake. Obviously,
we need to maintain oxygen levels that are adequate
for aquatic 1ife and fisheries, so these are of
concern. Also wastewater contains suspended solid
materials which can be desposited in streams or
lakes that are of concern to us. Also of real
concern or the wastewater ends up in a reservoir
such as Lake Mead are nutrients in the wastewater
which under some conditions can stimulate algae.
These nutrients are primarily phosphorus and nitrogen.
Also, of course, from a health standpoint, we're
concerned about controlling any bacteria and virus
that might be present in the wastewater. The bacteria
and virus issue is not really a controversy here.
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COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

GORDON CULP:

. Page 8

Existing wastewater treatment technology is
evidenced with a lack of "‘Eﬂ' born ‘"fﬁﬁe

in this country» can be readily contro

and it's not really an issue of controversy.
So we'll be concentrating our discussion on
these other three major constituents of
wastewater. There now exists in the Las Vegas
area and serving the Las Vegas metropolitan
area three major wastewater facilities. Two
are actually in operation right now. The
City of Las Vegas has a wastewater treatment
plant. These are all in the eastern edge of
the metropolitan area which went into operation
mid to late 1950's. Clark County Sanitation
District has a separate facility to treat
County wastewater. Both of these facilities
were designed to provide conventional or
secondary levels of treatment that we'll
define in just a moment. In addition, nearing
completion and,I believe, undergoing some
start up testing is an advanced wastewater
treatment plant constructed by the Clark
County Sanitation District, also referred to
as the new wastewater treatment plant or

NWT which was designed to take the conventional
effluent from the City and County plants,
treat it to a higher or advanced level and
then discharge it to Las Vegas Wash where the
current effluents are also discharged and it
flows down about eleven miles into a Las
Vegas Bay arm of Lake Mead.

Excuse me again, Gordon. This NWT plant by

way of clarification maybe -- maybe we should
point out that during the deliberations around
the original Consent Decrea, that was agreed

by all parties, that that would be known as

a new waste treatment plant, indicating that

at the time of the Consent Decree was signed
there was no intention of using it as an advanced
waste treatment plant, therefora the name

change.

Yes. The Decree specified a level of treatment
that we'll be reviewing in just a moment and

the work conducted under the Decree determined
that that would be the best use of the new
wastewater plant. The City and Clark County
plants that were built several years ago were
designed to provide conventional or secondary
treatment. And, just to relate some of the
numbers you've heard a lot about in discussions in
the past and will hear about today -- what does
this mean. Well, all wastewater contains about
225 parts per million of oxygen demanding material
and to put a part per million in perspective, the
best example I could think of for the Las Vegas
area if you could imagine a stack of one dollar
chips a mile high standing here looking up, one
part per million {s one chip. So it's a Tittle
bit Tike the needle in the haystack in terms

of wastewater treatment. We're sifting through

a tremendous amount of water to get at a fairly
small amount of pollutents. Through all wastewater

0029
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we have about 225 parts per million of
oxygen demanding materials and conventional
secondary treatment would reduce that to
about 30 miligrams per liter or less --

30 is the typical requirement for a convential
plant. In terms of suspended solids, you'd
see comparable reductions but conventional
secondary plant has very little effect on
phosphorus which is of concernas an elbow
nutrient -- you may lose maybe 10 or 15%.
These plants simply are not designed for
removal of phosphorus.

Excuse me, Gordon.
Yes?

If my memory serves me right, we have been
treating water and meeting a good secondary
effluence standard since when about 1950's?

Late 50's. That's correct. Even when many
other parts of the country were not but --

And, we’'re talking about a secondary standard
that was ahead of most of the rest of the
country because most people aren't even --
weren't even meeting those -- those standards
at that time. They were putting more highly
concentrated sewage into the waters of the
country before then --

That's --
-~ after that point even.

Yes, that's correct. It wasn't until many
years later that the Federal Government required

this level of treatment on a national basis and Las Vegas

was many years ahead of that natfonal requirement.

So actually, when we had the only treatment
plant, we were probably treating sewage to a
better degree than most other areas in the nation
which, I think, shows very good faith on the part
of our predecessors none of whom are still here
on protecting the quality of 1ife in this area.

Yes, [ would certainly agree. By 1973, the State
of Nevada imposed requirements for advance levels
of treatment on the Las Vegas area.

Gordon.
Yes?

How were these AWT 1imitations developed? In other
words, where did they get them from?

Well, as best we can tell from extensive investigation
over the last several years they were without any
technical basis -- more or less pulled out of the air,
without any firm foundation at all. That was the

0050



-‘

e e o e gt s an s e

e o .

Lo 1o

. i . ) g . L e . : Lo 3 " H

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

(0051

EXCERFI’ CITY. COMMISSION. HEETING HINUTES JANUARY 6, 1382
ITEM_IV(a) - ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA - - -
C. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF: THE CITY SEHER TREATHENT PLANT AND FUTURE.

COMMISSIONER LURIE:

' GORDON CULP:

'COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

GORDON CULP:'

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:
h eonoou_ CuLP:

. commsmnsn cmsreussu.
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GORDON' c’uni:

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

GORDON CULP:

ALTERNATIVES FOR WASTEMATER TREATHENT _ m -
GORDON CULP: basis of the City s original challenge and what led

-=_legal" chal‘lenge in ‘78 and what led. to the .-
subsequent negotiations’ of the Decrée. I think
where recognition by the regulatory agencies

' that they weren't on a- firm basis.
‘Just pulled out of the air?

Yes.

' This is the reason.l made the comment that I

did whén we opened up as far as this being

‘a parallel situation to the gaming situation

we -have facing us in the casinos today.

These requirements as shown correct‘ly ‘an the

slide -- there's one slight error in the chart
here <- require that the oxygen demanding materials
be reduced on down from the 30 level that would

be provided by conventional treatment downto

10 miligrams- per 1iter, that solids would be -
" reduced on -- from 30 down to. Zm‘l‘liw per ‘Iiterand

that phosphorus would: be reduced on

to .5-miligrams per liter or parts per mﬂ'Hon.
Well, 1in response to -this requirement, the Clark -
Cmmty folks. began design and construction of
the advanced wastewater treatment -- or new - .
wastewater treatment plan in 1977. The costs

" initially were about 50 .million dollars. .

In 1978, the City filed suit against the County,
the State and the Environmenta?l. Protection Agency .
of the Federal Governmeént. challenging the. basis,
as we Just were'discussing, and what was the
technical basis for these:effluent 1imits, advance
treatment requirsnents and none could be found
and during. the course of the legal depositions

-that. followed the filing of the suit in '78 --

- | Excuse me. You say the originai. estimate

of the AWT pIant»fmas around’ 50"mi1‘lion?v

That s as I understand it, yes. I believe: the '
origina1 contract was- just nght‘ly over 50 mi1‘Hon.

‘What's the current estimated cost for completion now?

Wen, asl understand it, it's approaching 60 million

- dallars now and, .I believe, there's still-some

pending Titigation that may drive the cost higher. I'm

‘not .-

So, we've. got about ‘2 10 million do‘l‘lar overrun aiready -

-which is a --.
‘As I understand it.

" -- a 20% overfun: right now. from the local

construction costs: Part of it was Federal, part
of it local and the local construction costs,
what portion of it be'longs to the City?

o The City's --
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COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: NT plant -- NWT plant?
GORDON CULP:- The City of las Vegas and North Las Vegas ---

North Las.Vegas wastewater is treated by the
City of Las Vegas so they're partners in this
venture, are paying about 45% of the local
capital cost of the new waste treatment plant.

COMISSIDNER CHRISTENSEN: " Are we‘gofng to be-able to us'e it?

" GORDON CULP: v The Decree. agreement set forth that the City

theoratically has the right to send all the

wastewater down to the NWT plant that it can

so Tong as the plant can treat the 30/30/1.

However, the County has refused to.provide a
firm.agreement with. the City for capacity available.

‘to the City in that plant or how the plant will be
operated. So we're.-- the City is basically paying for
- about. half the plant without any long-term . -
-assurance that half the plant will -be available

to .it, in fact that any. of it will be avaﬂable.

CWISSiONER LURIE: AT'I we have 1s that Consent Decree agreenent?

GORDON CULP: That refers toa previous City Ordinance that .
perhaps George recalls between -- City and. -
County agreement on.use of the plant. There
are some other agreements between the two but’
it's basically, the capacity at that plant
will be made available on'a f'irst come first
"‘serve basis. . )

,_COM_MXSSIONER CHRISTENSEN:_ S e asked for use 'of the plant? We asked for.

some agreement to be made giving us an opportunit ¥
to utflize that. plant, our portion of it, and 'so Torth? -

GORDON CULP: o Yes, I 'set in a room in San Francisco in 1978
‘ an EPA ¢ffice with the Clark County people  and
the City representatives:and we asked for specific
"~ allocation. of that plant's: capacity in’ proportion
to what the City's paying. ' The.County refused -
to make such an agreement. Ouring the course
of the legal actions following the 1978 lawsuit
. filed by the City, the State officials admitted,
under oath, that these advanced ‘waste treatment
requirements: had been placed on ‘the area without -
-any factual basis whatsoever.

‘ COWISSIOﬂER LURIE: - Gordon. could I ask: you a quesiton? Then: who

then. requwed the "AWT plant to be built?

GORDON CULP: v State and Federal Agencies. The State. Departnent of
Environmental Protection and the U.S.- Envvronmental
' Protection Agency N

COMMISSIONER LURIE: = - They just arbitrarimcame in and required the
v ' construction of -an plan with actual -- actually .

having no scientific’ data to back up the requirements
that they're ‘trying to place ‘on us. .

GO#DON CULP: ’ " Yes, that's correct.  They had no; scientific data
) . base to justify this, Tevel of treatment. -
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If you'll recall, Commissioner Lurie, that was
at the time when the City's wastewater advisory
committee advised against letting the contract
for the new waste treatment plant and in fact
advised against building it and there were
some unusual threatening telegrams received
from the Region 9 EPA and that were later
discovered to be solicited.

Part of the results of the legal action brought
by the City a -- a Consent Decree was signed in
March -- signed by the Judge Foley here locally
in March 15th 1979. This Decree which had been
negotiated amongst the four parties, the County,
the City, the State of Nevada and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, replaced the
previous advanced treatment requirements with a
new set of requirements which the Decree
specified will remain in place until proven
otherwise on a valid scientific basis. These
requirements reduced the level of treatment

for BOD and sotids back to that which you

would achieve with secondary levels of treatment
and replaced the previous requfrement for
phosphorus removal with the requirement that

it be reduced to one part per million. These
are commonly referred to as 30/30 and 1 level

of treatment. This is the currently required
level of treatment and the Decree specifies
this will continue to be the required level of treatment,
unless as [ mentioned the valid scientific
basis is provided to change it.

Actually then the Consent Decree effluent
limits of 30/30/1 was actually a. campromise on
the part of the City from its original 30/30 in
an effort to show good faith and cooperation and
flexibility on the part of the City when the
Consent Decree was signed. Is that correct?

Yes, there again ! was right there in the room

when this compromise was worked out and indeed it
is a step beyond what we actually felt was necessary
but it was a move to reach a compromise with the
other three parties that would provide a higher
level of treatment than had been provided in the
past, even though it may not be necessary.

Then, from our standpoint, under the Consent
Decree, who should or would have proof -- the
burden of proof of stricter limits when 30/30/1
are imposed.

It would be the party trying to impose -them.

I think the Decree is very clear on that. It says

that these standards that you see here will remain in
effect until scientifically proven otherwise and if
the State or some other party wants to step forward
and say something more stringent than this is required,
it's very clear to me that the burden of proof rests
on that party.
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See, what worries me, 1f you'll recall --
Commissfoner Lurie, [ believe you were with

me when we went to San Francisco and were

thrown out of Mr. Defalco's office and we

had planned to spend the day discussing ft

with him and we got removed early so we --

our consultant arranged a tour of the Contra Costa
County sewage plant. Do you recall that

trip, Ron?

Yes.

And, at that time, we went over there and took

a tour of that plant, and they've got a

beautiful advanced waste treatment plant for
Contra Costa County that was built and was now
being utfiized as surge ponds for their secondary
treatment plant because they didn't need advanced
waste treatment. They were able to show that
there was no need for it, but they had to operate
that plant a small degree in order to provide
water for a contract that they had signed for
advanced treated water to [ believe it was a --
a refining -- an oil refining company that had

to have that kind of water to cool their
generators. So they were operating an AWT plant
at the expense of the taxpayers for the benefit
of an oil refining company for that amount of
water and the rest of the water -- the rest of
the plant was befng used simply as a storage
tank to hold water until night when the inflows
were lower and they would have time to treat
through their secondary treatment plant. I
think Ron and I were the only ones on that trip.
and Russ went with us. We all got thrown out of
Mr. Defalco's office together.

In addftion to setting forth these new effluent
1imits, currently -- current level of treatment
the Consent Decree also has many other features.
Same of the more important ones ['ve summarized
here. One was the study of how best to use the
existing three plants that are here today to meet
this requirement of 30/30 and 1 and it also set
forth a very comprehensive study of the Lake and
Las Vegas Wash -~ Water Quality Study -- to
determine what uses of the Lake and Wash are
being made, what water quality conditions are
necessary by examining the data, defermining
whether any of these existing conditions are
harming any of these beneficial uses --Look

at each part of this separately. The Water Quality
Study is now two and half years down the road and
some two million, five hundred thousand dollars
of studies have been conducted since the Decree
was signed.

Gordon, excuse me. Before you go on, under the Consent
Decree, what's the best utilization of the existing
three plants?
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" Then I think -the next slide will -- table will
. address that the best, but in general, it would

be ‘a cooperative use. of the plant by. the City
and -the Counties to achieve the 30/30/1 with"
a Tong<term -firm commitments that the City could
count on ‘in terms of how the plant will be -

. used, how much capacity will be available and
_how it will be operated and .if a cooperative

agreement of that type is clearly the best .
interest ‘'of the valléy. Basicallysthe ana‘lys‘ls
has ndt determined or come up with any hard .

- evidence of harm to any of the Uses from the
-~ 30/3Q effluent whichwas. being discharged for
the first two years -- the Water Quality Stud
Tet alone the 30/30/1 which is now being dfscharged.

Cou'ld I ask some questfions on this?
Certain]y

Water Quath Study. - Refresh-my mind.  What was
the original budget set for that Quality Study?

For the Water QunH -portion of the stud Iv would
say that’ uas .one million dollars 1in the Decree. .

It was o_ne million, and they've already spent
two and half million?

Yes, but it -- for all the study in-the Decree.

. That s correct.

And why vrlH ‘the.bottom 1ine .- nhat will the total

. proposed budget ‘end up now?

There are proposals that have beensubmitted
to the Water Quality Study Board that total.
about three.and half million right now.

At this point, what have we found out-about our
lake out here. What has the study -~ the results
of the study shown us?

Well, really the bottom 1ine is-that the existing
conditions in the lake are not detrimental to -

. any uses of the lake. ' .

Then why. should we spend another million dollars?

I can t answer -that for. I -- I feel that we've

.reached the point and I've stated this in writing

to’ the Water Quality Study Board several months

ago. We're.at a point in this study where we .

can -reach ‘conclusions now and ‘it ‘has very: questionable
merit. to- continue ‘to pour money down this hole.

One of the -- oOne of the th'lngs that. I ‘remember when I

first got on.the City Commission, I guess it was in '79, 1

sat down with some of our consultants to explain this.

And, one of the things you haven't said here today,

what are we supfosed 10 be doing with the lake? -
Get down to real.detail. In-other words, Gordon,

what is our responsibility toward the lake and what

is the use of Lake Mead? - Do you =- you know, the
real basic ones you a'lways toid us? -
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GORDON CULP:

COMMISSIONER LURIE:

‘Yes. The lake is be1ng used for the highest

possible ranges including fishing, swimming
and drinking water supply.

That's basically -- |

Yes.

 Drinking water, fishing and swimming. That

was the three things that we are to protect
that ‘Iake for? -

Some genera] recreation inc1uding boating, of course,
which is a major use of the lake.

Okay, thank you.»

Well, correct me if I'm wrong, Gordon. Isn't one
example of the arbitrary action taken

. by-the State -in setting standards meant to be

used to determine the water temperature standard. _
We have a water temperature standard, as I understand
it, 68 degreas farenheit that we must not exceed :
in Lake Medd which would require us to put ice

_in the Lake all summer long.

You couldn't buy enough ice to put in the Take.

. That's true. They actually have a standard -

on the books which says the temperature of Lake
Mead shall not exceed 68 degrees -farenheit,
which' is probably ‘one. of the more ludricrous

standards ‘I' ve encountered in my career.

Wasn't- that standard developed by taking a water
sample below. -~ below. Lake Mead actually and Lake
Mojave be'low the dam. -

Willow Beach.

Ne'l'l Willow Beach is part of Lake Mojave now is it
not? - .

“Yes, the temoeratmres in the lower portions of. the

lake are that low but certainly in that ‘proportion

E to the lake there's no conceivable way that the

temoeratures can be that low., They're far .above
that in the summer.

Well what we have.is a teuoerature standard that o
" was derived by a. minor sample taken in -- taken in

another ‘lake.

" That's my understanding and ‘it's total‘ly impossible

to me --

‘Can I -- can I Just ask one quest'lon Just to kind of

. clear it up-in mind? My understanding, the way
_'this ‘whole scenerio came about and what's really
‘Tudricrous to-me as far as what we're going through
‘the past eight ‘years:.that I've been on the Board -

and what we're going to conclude with today is the
fact that there was an algae problem that they had
at the :lake and ‘they said they. needed an advanced .
wastewater treatment of the water to removephosphorus

because that was creating the.algae problem.. My
' understanding is- the algae problem is disappearing.

U)JG

/_xgsnmnvss FOR WASTEWATER TREATMENT. . _ Page 1§
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COMMISSIONER LURIE:

GORDON CULP:

COMMISSIONER LURIE:

GORDON CULP:

COMMISSIONER LEVY:

GORDON CULP:

by itself without even the plant befng fn’
operation.- So we have a situation where
we're meeting higher standards than we're

. required to meet at the present time with

the 30/30/1 in the lake and the récreation
and the fishable, swimmable, and drinkable
ue re meeting all those particular: standards

-‘And, my own personal opinion is -~ and
one reason that -= and I voted one time against
higher increases. in fees wasn't because [
dfdn't think we needed them. It was probably
a protest vote against the State, against
the County, agafnst the EPA for mandating
‘certain stricter requirements without - any
scientific data. Now, is that about right?
That my «= -

Yes. It‘s whether or not there ever was an
algae problem. How do you define an. a‘lgae :
problem to start with and the past data we had
was -- could many of the data. collections that
were questionable -- the validity to. start with -

certainly with intensive work done in the last

two years, we can't.document that there exists

‘a problem’ with algae today.

Okay, thank you.

If.'s questionable whether: the 30/30/1

phosphorus requirement is justified to maintain

the drinkable,. swimmable, fishable waters.. Well, yes
another running.controversy is that the fishery experts
at the University of Nevada says: there aren't

‘enough: algae to feed the fish. They're starving to death

out there. So, if there's an:algae.problem, there .
may- bé not enough rather than too much. Reducing
phosphorus ‘will not ¢create anymore algae, it

will: probably reduce them. -

Gordon. I'm -- I'm:scared. I.want to ask a question.

‘I'm scared to hear the answer What -will that

decision. proposing AWT 1imitations, 1imits, have
on the building and’ construct'lon 1ndustry of our
community? .

Well, the prob'lem that that would :create.and I

. think you'll see in a couple of’ posters. here:

graphically what that would mean, is that in arder
to meet the advanced waste treatment requirements -
the wastewater must pass -through the secondary
plants and then.on to the: advancedtreatment plant
and the problem it creates is that your current -
sewage flows between the City and County are in the

ballpark of 67 million: -gallons per. day.- This pIa.nt

ooeramon and the secondary plants can only treat °
62." So-basically, you're out of ‘secondary treatment

- capacity. the:day that the advanced treatment limits

are applied-and it's going to take you three to -
four years .to build a new secondary plant. That
means the building industry would be ground to a
halt until the secondary treatment capacity could
be. expanded. B
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COMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: That includes hotel rooms so we wouldn't
: even be able to attract tourists. Aside ..
fram: residences,we wouldn't even be able

to build hotel rooms.

COMMISSIONER LEVY: We'd have -- we'd have a Renosituation.
COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: Yes. |
GORDON CULP: _ . The other aspect of the studies under the Decree

. examined ‘the existing treatment plants. They
found, as-I mentioned earlier, that the three
plants if run in a cooperative,.rational manner
would have adeguate capacity to treat thecurrently
required level for about 116 million gaﬂons a
day. That's nearly double of what you're receiving
right now 1in terms of wastewater flow. So that
the plants you have in the ground today would
give you enough capacity to basically double the
population of the Las Vegas area without any.
new major capital treatment plant expenditures.

. However, as we-were just talking about, if the
AWT requirements are appl'led. you're immediately
out of capacity because you're. going to have
to get about bui 'lding more secondary treatment
capacity. ,

- COMMISSIONER LURIE: Let me just clarify that. What you're saying is
: that the City has capacity for doubling its
population at the present 30/30/172.

GORDON CULP: ) If the cooperative use: of the three plants is’
"~ made.  That's correct. ‘
COMMISSIONER LURIE: ~  Is made. Okay. Then, what the second part.

of the question is you're stating if AWT:

effluent Timits are re-imposed the City is

presently out of capacity which means that we would -
- have a moratorium on any future construction’

until such’ time as the new plantwason:1ine?

GORQON CuLP: : : Yés‘.v . That: seems.t'he most likely outcome to me. -

| COMMISSIONER LURIE: COkay. |

| GORDON CULP: - ‘ This shows you thvs same 1nfomtfon graphicaﬂy -
COMNISSIONER CHRISTENSEN Excuse me;, is the COunty in the same position?
GORDON CULP: . ‘ They woix‘ld’ certa"f_nly end UP""‘"_I that same boat with you.
COMMISSIONER LEVY: - And, North Las Vegas ’ ' o
comi;smn_sa CHRISTENSEN: - HeH, North Las Vegas is in our boat.
COMISSIONER_ LEVY: That's r'lght_ They re not -~ they re in our boat -

v _ either way. -

GORDON -CULP:. - This. shows you basica]'ly the same thing. The 1eft

_hand pair of bars here is for the current levels -
of treatment that are required showing-a capacity
if you .use the three plants,again in the most -
rational manner, tomeet this level of treatment -
and the flows that you're. experiencing right now.
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GORDON CULP':-»’ ” . In red on this chart. are the cross tabs on the

slide. While if the AWT plant effluent Timits
- are applied, your current plant capacity.on the
- left here is actual‘ly Téss than the secondary --
the flows éoming into your secondary plants
right now. So that's.the basic probiem.

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:  Let me ask -- let me ask you another question,
' . Gordon. . W{11 the increased secondary under AWT

1imits necessitate enlargement of the AWT plant?
In other words, if we have to build another
secondary plant under AWT Timits.
plant designed to cover what we have now if
we add secondary, we'll also have: to add more"
AWT to cover that?

GORDON CULP: - = Eventually you would. The AHT plant can hand’(e -
’ . about 90 miilion galions a day so there's a.
little cushion in there between the secondary.
capacity that you have now which is 62 and
what: the AWT plant was designed, but as I
" ‘'showed you earlier, with the continued growth
of this area to provide ‘for 20 years, you'd
better be looking at.an expans'lon of the AWT
plant as wel'l

COMMISSIONER. CHRISTENSEN: Well, have we. gotten — has the EPA set any
» growth limits on this comunity for sewage?

GORDON. CULP: - They have prepared an environmenta'l impact
¢ statement which sets forth a 99 million galion.
per day sewage limitation. The. enforceability’
of that -- you'd better talk to the attorneys
that are here, but --

"COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:. “In other words, -the EPA has already determined
- - ' that we're not going to grow beyond 99 :miliion
gallions of sewage.. If we have any more ‘population,
they're going to have to run less water.

GORDON- CULP: _ ) They've prepared an impact statement which says
' ) “basically that.. Again, I say the enforceability
of that I'm not competent to answer, but there
"is a document on: the record which sets forth that
position. Well, just to surmarize where are we
now on: this whole complicated matter of technical
studies and litigation --

COMMISSIONER ‘CHRISTENSEN: Excuse me, one more time, and: that -- and that
: ' ‘growth 1imit would not only be permanent growth
1imit that would also limit the tourist growth? - -
There-again, we would limit hotel rooms. Even if --
in other words. even if this valley adopted a no
" growth stature as far as increased housing. and
- apartments and all that stuff concerned, we
couldn't even attract more tourists because you
-would have to build hotel rooms for them and -
hotel rooms are as much of an impact on the ‘sewage
as residences

GORDON CULP: . . Not unIess you didn't put any. sinks and toilets
, L ) in the ‘room, right? - Where are we. now? The City
needs_ to take some actions now if you're going to-
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avoid moratorimn potentia'l. The City plant
capacity was increased as part of the’ work.

.done -- done under the Consent Decree. We.

increased your capacity from. 30 million gallons
a'day to 37 and half, by providing facilities.
and chemicals to remove phorophis. We also -
got an increase in capacity that bought .you -

- some -breathifng room. Without that, you would've
" been out: of capacity today. Right now, you.
have 7 and a.half million gallons.of capacity

that you're not yet using but will be over the
next few years. 'If you grow at 5 and half percent
per year, as you -have: in some of the recent years,
that capacity will be gone by 1985. The city

‘treatment plant was successfully modified under
. the Decree .to meet: the 30/30/1 requirements,
- since June 19th which was eleven days ahead of

schedule == a 1ittle bit of breathing room and
the plant has successfully met the Decreé
requirements without fail since the July lst-
date.requiréd: in"the Decree and actually since .
June 19th. So your plant is meeting the more

. stringent requirements that you reached as a com-

promise in the Decree'negotfations. Unfortunately,
the Water Quality Study has been stuck at an
impasse since January of 1981, a year ago. . Some
of-the basics reasons for this -~ agafin there -
are many. and.some are snmeuhat complex but some

of the basfc underlying problems are ‘that the
State has raised :issues which the planned studies
Just. simply would not address in‘a rational,
scientific-way. You may.recall -- you my recall

- ‘that the. only way the 30/30/1 limits: can be
. modified 'is.on some rational, scientific basis.
" Well, the State has’ raised issues.as many months went
_ down into the.study that they did not raise at.
‘the: start of ‘the study which simply were not

plamned . to be addressed by ‘the work and as a .
result. the City has taken the position that
we'd better modify the existing ‘workplan: to
address these issues or we'd better settle the

“issues, -one or the other, and for that reason

the Water Quality. Study 'has been stuck for several:
months. The State won't sit down and agree on what
work needs’'to be done .to address the'lr concerns .
or agree -- sit down to try to agree ona.resolution.:
As ‘a result, the City has again filed suit against
the State, EPA and .the County'to require them to.
comply with the agreed procedures.  After we finish -

this, Mr. Karaganis will brief you on the status of . .

that lawsuit. As'a result, the future treatment
requirements facing ‘the City are somewhat uncertain. -
As. set forth in the:Decree; we:had a feeling that
we're on"a pretty comfortable ground. We knew what
was. facing us.. As a result of the behavior of the
other parties in the last twelve months, there's:a
considerable air of uncertainty hanging over the
requirements for treatment. -The State has stated

in writing in ledal proceedings that all of the old

water quality standards still apply, un1ess the
water quality studies prove them wrong. = -

You mean ghe AHT standards?
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GORDON CULP:

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

That's the net result. The State has also

.taken the position that it doesn't need.
- scientific -~ scientific basis to change

them and- that -- has refused in some of

the discussions that Ashley's had with

them with specific proposals to accept. the
légal burden of proof to change the standards.
The County has further complicated .

‘the City's planning problem, as we discussed

earlier. ‘The County has refused to give
the City a firm commitment of capacity at the

AWT plant or how the plant will be operated,

although we requested. that several months ago
with a specific proposal to them -- this is
even though the City of Las Vegas and North - -
Las Vegas is.paying for almost half the plant. .
Summarizing the ---

s et b v 1 B e nn

'Excuse me.
GORDON CULP: Yes?
COMISSIONER‘ 'CHRISTENSEN: . How ddes the Couny plan to divide up the new plant"

- Do: they give you any indication how they plan-
to divide up the use’ ‘of the new -= new waste
treaﬁwlt plant? -

GORDON CULP: - . Their position has been, it's a first cume, first
. : serve. Whoever gets there. first is the one. that -
gets to use it. This makes it extremely difficult
to plan. .Fifteen years down-the road, what's the
relative growth, for the County and the City going
. to be and how much of ‘that would be left for-the

City to use in. say 1990 even? It complicates ‘
planning ==

COMMISSIONER - CHRISTENSEN: You mean if we buy 45% of the'plant and they shove
. . 70% of the capacity in it first, we get 30% even
though we pay for 452

GORDON CULP: That's right, total end cost. Again, just summarizing.

S some information that we talked about earlier. It
may look -- may understand the basis for it a Httle
more now. The connection fee increase could be.as
high“as -$2500 a house; raising it to about 3000 :
in total. The incremental cost for the higher 1evels
of treatment would be about three hundred fifiy
million dollars with 0&M costs expressed in’ 1980
dollars-and if operation costs increase at 12%
a year, its 2 six hundred million dollar increment

~ COMMISSIONER (:HRISTENSEN:‘ ~ You know, these are staggering f-igures. Hou do
- . . we - .
GORDON CULP: ' As I.stated earlier, I really think they're the Towest

- increment. that one could look at. The area could
certainly grow more rapidly than 3% a year; which.
these are based on and what -- that would ‘increase
the difference and what future inflation may. be,

I have no idea, but certainly we know it isn 't going

- to be in 1980 dollars for the next 20 years.:'So. -

- the three hundred and fifty million is an absolute
minimum, in my opinion.
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cO_rmssxonsn.a-:aszsm: _It's not even 1980 dollars now.
 GORDON CuLP: . A That's -- you're very true. To underscore. the

City's need for action now, we've prepared this
chart which shows where you are currently at --
about30 million gallons coming into your plant
. in your summer months. This occurs: in several
months of the year and your plant has to be designed
to cope with the highest months that you have.
If the City grows-at 5 and half percent per year,
you'll run out of capacity in 1985. If it grows
at 4% a year, you won't run out of capacity until
Tate '86-and in the last three years.looking at
your sewage flows increases, they have been in
this range -- between 4 and 9&% Sometime i -
the 1985 to '86 period, - you're.going to have
- more treatment capacity on line, one way or
another, and it takes three to four years as
a minimum. If you stop back and.think how long the
County has been building the AWT plant, it's going
on five years now in construction, I guess, and
design prior to that.- So it's going to take you
at least three or four years to sit down, plan, :
design and construct the added treatment. facﬂities )
to resolve your capacity problem that you're -
going to hit in .'85 or '86. and even my engineering
mathematics tell me here that if you take four
years away from 85 or :'86, the time to start -
is right-now. The choices you have are summarized
here. - There are two basic ways this thing may go .
. in the next few years. One would be that the
current -level of treatment -- the 30/30/1 -that
you see here in “A* will- continue for the next
_many years. You can bet on that. That's go'lng
to happen. Or with the. consequences of being -
wrong,; as soon as the AWT requirements are
reinstated, then you're looking at the three -
to four year moratorium while you. plan, design ..
and build this new treatment plant. A choice
of "B" would. be to bet on the advance treatment
requirements being reinstated. - You've then got
to begin now to design and build facﬂities.
which if you made the wrong bet here are going
to be a waste of money, if 30/30/1 o the current
level of treatment persist. "Neither one of these
choices are very attractive.

MAYOR BRIARE:- ) Mr. Culp, I find it interesting the language that
. . you use on this particular chart when you use. the
word bet in a State Tike Nevada which has a Tot
- of betting going on and I'm going to make a few
comments when they're in order after Mr. Karaganis
is_through and, of course. the other Commissioners
will do so ermse, but I find it necessary to
interject here that someone is playing a : :
poker- game and we can't afford to buy into the pot
" -and [ think that it's going to be conclusion here.
~ that we have to- continue on the road that we're
_on ‘because eitl’ter we're going to be -successful-
in this or we're going to fold up our tent and
. just go away and'.I don't think this Commission
. {s in-any -- has any desire to abandon the taxpayers
and: Teave them with this very: dark picture .that
- you're painting for us today.. 8ut my quastions
are going to come later. i
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GORDON CULP: Okey. [ hope that the last'slide will address
. ‘a positive way out. 1! certainly agree that
the City Commission is not in a position of
gambling with your constituents' future. The
positive way to proceed, assumﬁng the State
doesn't reach a decision very, very soon and
you have very little slack time here to -
wait, to avoid the possibility on the moratorfum
on cdnstruction. would be to begin design now .
.0f the City's own facilities to meet- either
30/30/1 or the current level of treatment or
. the advance require -- the advance levels of
. treatment that had been required in ‘the past.
You ‘could also set forth a plan to change
the sewer charges to prepare for the: contingency
_ that advance treatment would be required and
also to begin to. prepare the City's. finances
to construct it's own facilities for expansion
to continue to meet 30/30/1. If you want to
. prepare it for the ibsolute worst case of
advance waste treatment contingency, you'd
be Tooking at tripling Sewer: user charges
or possibly increasing connection fees.
And, .if <- if one does not proceed on a
positive approach to this, the other altermative
you have before you 1§ to start rationing
new sewer hookups now to stretch out the
- available capacity. - You know you have 7 and
. a half ingd capacity. You can say, "Okay, we'll
Jjust proceed for ten years," and lay:out -the
connections that would have stretched that
out for ten years. That-may be undesirable
you may want the flexibility to.grow at. 5
and half per cent per.year which would be
consistent with setting about now to build
your own fhcilityu but :evan- then, you'd want
to insure that you don't. have 10% a year of -
growth. That's not very likely, I guess,
but you would want to parcel out your
connections so that-you don't grow any
faster than 5% per year for the next four
‘years. - Yes, the user charges. that you see
- here as we saw on scme of the earlier graphs
have a major impact on not only residences,
of course, but-on the hotels -- is somewhat
.staggering. The hookup ‘fee of a million
dollars for a 500 room hotel. We only summarized
the home on this particular case.

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: .= Gordon. it appears to me that if we don't start
o - planning right now,.we're going to have-a

. ‘'moratorium later, possibly. . We run that risk.
-How can we protect thé taxpayers ‘of this valley

. if we don't know what the eff1uent Timits are

' going to be? - It seems like we're going ‘to- have
to decide that pretty darn soon so we know what
to build; otherwise; we're going.to build a plant
that we. don't need or else build -- that we. don't
need because we don’'t have to use it or we' re.
going to have to build a plant that' is very:
expensive that we'll -have to use even though

"we don't need- it. Is that --
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GORDON CULP: The rational way out of this whichwe've been
pursuing for many months is to sit down and
reach a Tong-term agreement with the regulatory
agencies and the County on the level of treatment
and the use of the AWT plant. Lacking that,
which we've been unable to obtain, you're facing
the kind of situation you just described. One
can begin planning facilities to meet either
level of treatment.

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: And then based -- and then based on the fact
that environmental -- envirnomental impact
statement puts a limit of 99 million gallons
a day, we could conceivably have to build a whole
new other kind of plant that doesn't put any = -
effluent on it. In other words, we may have
to build a plant somewhere else in the valley,
pump the sewage water to it and spread it
out on the desert floor and let it dry. It's
a possibility, isn't it?

GORDON CULP: The cost of proceeding to plan both levels
of treatment are not nearly as staggering as
having to build a plant you don't need. So
that you can buy some insurance for a few
months by proceeding with some initial
planning of the facility, many elements of
which would be common to either level of
treatment, but the longer it dragson the
greater the greater exposure your risk is
and when you get to the point where you're
ready to award a contract to build what —
for the worst case that's when your gamble,
if you want to use that term, is extremely
high. We don't anticipate getting any Federal grants.
So, it's going to all be local money at this point
we think.

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: I noticed in the newspaper the other day they
had a Tittle article on reinstating the Federal
sewer grant monies and I ran through the list
of states and the State of Nevada I think was
the lowast in the nation and what was it,
eleven million?

GORDON CULP: Eleven million is the number I saw.
COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: And that's for the whole state?
GORDON CULP: Yes. That pretty well concludes the summary

of the technical aspects. If -- I don't know
if you have any further guesions forme. I'11
turn it back to Ashley and --

ASHLEY HALL: Thank you very much, Gordon. One other comments
while Joe is coming up, the moratorium issue may not be
on people's mind$ too much today, but on two different
occasions telegrams were received from the Federal
EPA Region 9 indicating that unless the AWT plant
was completed that the then Directer of the Region
9 EPA would put a moratorium -- place a moratorium --
building moratorium on this valley. Joe Karaganis.
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One of those telegrams was received by this
Board in conjunction with 211 the other City
Commissions when we met jointly for the first
time in the history of Clark County {n about
May of 1978, I believe, which that telegram
appeared very timely during the middle of
the meeting threatening us with a moratorium
if we didn't cancel the meeting and proceed
ahead immediately and build the plant.

Mr. Mayor and members of the Commission, thank

you for the opportunity to come before you today
to report reaily on the Titigation status and
where we are and where I think we're %oing.

I think Gordon has given you a overall outline .
which very clearly states the enormous costs

that are at stake here -- the cost to the -
community. One of the things I'd 1ike to do

is try to give a little bit of a summary as

to where we were before we got into this
litigation as the Commissioners in their dialogue
and Mr. Mayor was describing it before -- what were
the reasons behind us getting into this litigation.
Obviously, 350 million doliars was at stake and
obvious concern to the taxpayers and commercial
activities within the City of Las Vegas and the
entire Las Vegas valley. I've got to tell you

a little bit by way of background. Ashley

Hall introduced me as a legal expert on AWT.

Mr. Gordon Culp is probably the top engineering
expert in the country on the construction and
design of AWT plants. When [ was first called

to come out here to consider representing the

City of Las Vegas to fight an AWT plant, my answer
was no. By training, by skill, by advocacy,

I am an AWT advocate where there is evidence

to support AWT, where there is proof that you

need it. It's the kind of thing that says

spend money when you need it to cure a problem,
but when you don't have a problem, don't spend the

© money, and I was extremely cynical when I

was Tirst called out here as to whether or

not there was any basis forchallenging an AWT
requirement. 1 came out and I asked the City
consultants who were working with the City

at this time, "Please give me the following
evidence," and I gave them a checklist of various
evidentiary materials that are supposed to be
produced under Federal law. My answer -- the
answer [ was given on every item on that checklist
was it doesn't exist, it doesn't exist, it doesn't
exist. These studies -- this proof had never

been determined. The proof had never been
produced to establish the need for these require-
ments. One of the things -- and this is one of
the things that Gordon isanexpert in -- technical
matters -- I'm an expert in technical legal matters.
I would suggest to you that one of the things

that lawyers do -- one of the things that engineers
do is we black box things. That's what the term fis
the engineers say. Namely, we make things so
complicated that the average layman doesn‘'t
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JOE KARAGANIS: understand it, doesn’t want to understand it

and that is to our benefit because if we can

make things confusing and pile up enough paper
everybody will get a headache and go away and
Jjust pay the bills. One of the things that I
would suggest and that this Commission has
demonstrated repeatedly is to ask hard questions.
¥here is the evidence? ' And, there will be a --
and there has been a lot of dialogue. I've seen
it in clips. I've seen in the local newspapers
a lot of dialogue as to whether or not there

was eéver any evidence to support construction

of the AWT. One and Commissioner Lurie raised
this question, whether there was any evidence
historically of a problem. [ would suggest - -
to you and it's only a small ten page excerpt.

I won't read it here.but it will be available

to anybody who wants it. We have the -~ an
excerpt to the sworn testimony of the leading
state official on here who say's that there was
never any jnterference by algae or any other
substance with swimming, boating, waterskiing

or any other recreational activity in Lake

Mead. There has never been a problem and
certainly today after repeated questions of

EPA officials, State officials, County officials
there is no evidence of any water quality problem
out in Lake Mead that is being -- that exists

at all and certainly no evidence of any water
quality problem impacted by a 30/30 effluent,

let alone a 30/30 and 1 effluent. The reasons
why 10/2.5 were put on us range from the ridiculous
to the sublime. The sublime goes into the fact
that certain people want 10/2.5 water for power
needs. Certain people have raised questions as
to whether or not the City of Las Vegas should be
able to maintain and meet its own sewage treatment needs.
The ridiculous goes to the fact that as Gordon
pointed out, many of the State numbers were
picked -- the 68 degree number -- the 68 degree
number was taken from the lower levels of

Lake Mead at Hoover Dam where in the summertime
the Lake is very cold. They never took surface
samples and we asked the question to State
officials, "Why is it that you've imposed this
several hundred million dollar obligation on

this valley and never bothered to go out and
take tests in Las Vegas Bay where the surface
samples would give you an indication of what

the temperatures are 1ike?" Answer to that was "Well,
we couldn't afford a boat." Now, I suggest that
without being overly critical of State officials,
I realize there was some budget limitations but
here is the kind of alternative -- ‘

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: I'd Toan them a boat.

JOE KARAGANIS: I was about to suggest that. I think this is the

kind of a thing and where we're at right now and

I don't mean to be -- be overly critical because
we're at a situation where these numbers were
cast in stone and there's -- one of the things
that we tried to avoid with the Consent Decree
was embarrassing people as little as we could
because there wasn't any basis for these standards

EXCERPT - CITY COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES - JANUARY 6, 1982 001
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JOE KARAGANIS: . and again I would refer to this short ten
: ’ . page synopsis where Mr. Ernie Gregory admits
under: cath repeatedly that thére's no basis
for the 10 BOD, no basis for the two suspended
solids, no basis for the .5 phorophus and no
problem out in Lake Mead. The idea of the
Consent Decr

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: - As a matter of fact, Joe, as I recall, we
) couldn't even find the Federal Laboratory -
or any Laboratory in the United States that .
woul? document and certify a .5 phorophus
- sample. ' .

JOE' KARAGANIS: _ Well, there -- there -- one of the things - -
you get into is the question of the levels of
accuracy of some of the tests and the levels
of accuracy of some of the performace standards.
One of ‘the things that disturbs me here --
lawyers as litigators recognize that litigation
costs money and 1awyers as litigators if they're
any good say, "Let's settle,” ‘and ‘it was.my advice
to this Commission now three years ago that
we settle.this case -- that we reach a comprise
with the County, with the State and with the
EPA if certain protections were given. It was
my advice: to this Commission that they pay the
City's share of the AWT plant which was then
going to be converted into an advanced secondary
plant and we were to have -~ again. as the eloqui
between Commissioner Christensen and Gordon Culp,
we. wanted an allocation 45/55 based on-what we
paid.. The County said, "No, first come first serve."
I would state to you that as of this summer we're
ready to say we want to come. We want to be first
.in line.. We're ready to deliver and we knocked

. on ‘the County s door and said, "Please let us have
access as is our legal right to that treatment
plant,” and I think the expression I've.heard :
-from some of the City staff is we were stonewalled.
We have not been given any concrete answer as to
when we can use the plant, to what degree we can
use the plant -- in‘éffect a very significant
investment of City money paid. for pursuant. to

- legal right in the Consent Décree is being.
withheld from the City at: this time. = This is
a-separate legal matter which George Ogilvie,’

I'm sure, is fully capable ‘of addressing.and

one that should be brought to the Commission's
attention for.decision, not today but in the. -
near future as to how to get access to that
plant. In.the Consent Decree, we paid for the-
plant. We were suppose to'get some ‘legal -
protection. ‘We were suppose :to saywe will

agree to pay out money to develop a higher

level of treatment and no further requirements
‘will be imposed on us unléss -and until there.

. is scientific evidence. ~ Gordon alluded to
that. The study has gone-on now for.two years.
Gordon ‘Culp, members of the City staff, I
as a partic'apating staff consultant to --
consultant to the staff have repeatedly raised
the questions. Do we have any evidence of
harm? . No, we don't. Is there -any dispute
that there is no harm? . When disputes have
been raised, people saying, “Well, [ think .
there may. be evidence of harm.”" The City
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~ JOE KARAGANIS:

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

'JOE. KARAGANIS: .

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: -

JOE KARAGANIS:

COMMISSIONER GHRISTENSEN:

' JOE KARAGANIS:

has repeated1y said "Let s go-out and stndy
whether there's any sites. specific harm." One
of the, things that we get instead is, "No, we
don't want to.go out and study whether there s

. harm in Lake Mead, . We will do analysis."

An: analysis is used as a favorite term in C o
California politics called "buzzword". Analysis

" .is used by -consultants when they don't want

to give you specific answers. One of the _
things that we find and one of the things we're .
facing now if we were to put all of the consultants
reports on Las Vegas Valley water quality since 1969
in 2 room, [ guarantee you the pages would fi11
pretty close to this conference room or at least
all over the tables here -- thousands and -tholsands’
and thousands. of pages. One of the issues is
algae, for example. We see evidence again of

the consultants that the City has paid money for --
the: consultants that were originany retained

by Clark .County saying that there are thousands

and thousands of data points -- much paper is

going to be piled up. [ have in'my hand all of

the data in the Tast. two years with respect to
algie and water c'larity in Lake Mead. This ‘

is all of it.. It' s not some big thick stack

of paper.
That's two and half million worth?

This is what you got ‘For .your-two and half million
dollars. Okay, now this- s what is wrong --

) Is it: gold 1eaf’ :

I'm ‘éorry?.

Is it gold leaf?.

Well, this is. I guarantee you that when you see

©it from the consultant were in litigation with. now,

Brown and Ca'ldweﬂ, it will be several feet high.
This is all the data that you will see that' s several
feet high.. [t's-all in this piece of paper.

It is all of ‘the data that has been collected with
respect to nutrients and secchi depth. - A similar

. document of <= a: ‘Tittle larger size << a. half .an.inch

is all of the oxygen data and all of the ammonia.
data that is relevant could be. put on a couple
of ‘pages. I'm saying to yoiu that in the ‘legal
bus1ness, in the stockbroker business we call this.
“churning”. - We call this calling for more studies,

‘more studies, more studies.. Gordon Culp has
" repeatedly said he’ cannot find any evidence -

of harm in Lake Mead. ' The decision that was

" supposed ‘to' come out of this water quality standard
study is if you-can't find evidence of.harm, everybody
- pack -up ‘their bags, go home and let the City of

Las Vegas-and Clark County go.on about. the business
of operating a 30/3011, meeting their sewage
treatment needs and we don't have to be on this -
never ending cycle of more consultant studies,
more disputes contfnuing .on. for ever. One of the

things - that ---
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Excuse me, Joe, we're friends but I've got -- I've got
to make one point here and -- and [ want you to take
it in the right 1ight.

A1l right.

We kid with each other 2 lot. [t Tooks to me
1ike we may have a battle brewing here over who's
going to get the biggest chunk of the pie --

the consultants or the attorneys.

Well, you know, it's funny when I worked -- [ work --
I can tell you straight out that as far as the
studies go, I'm running a distant second but

if -- if we can't -- let met just say to you that
if can't settle this thing, we may catch up.

It's -- you know in the legal business,

we always try and work with the -- particularly
the utility company engineers because the utility
company engineers would be guaranteed to submit

a larger b111 than the lawyers and making the
lawyer's bi11 look much more modest by comparison.
The fact is is that on all of the consultant's
paper, on all of the legal material that you see,
this thing can be distilled down into layman's
terms. This thing can be distilled down into

the fact is there any ham? The answer is no.

If there isn't any harm, why go further? Why

not just go about the process of treating the
sewage to the 30/30/1 which is much more than

is necegsary and is -an effective compromise. MNow,
I want to get a point as to why we got into

the second area of dispute. Gordon indicated
that the water Quality Study has been stymied
since January of 1981. Mr. Dorn has repeatedly,
as your representative on the Water Quality

Study Board, said, "Tell me specifically how

your studies are going to address harm. Don't
just go out and spend mongy for the sake of
spending money. Show me what you're going to

do. Show me exactly what you're going to do

and how it's going to address these questions."
The consultant would come back and say, "Well,
you're asking -- you're being adversary -- you're
asking us to tell you things that we may not

be able to tell you until we do our "analysis”

so keep spending money." At one point, Mr. Dorn
said, "You give us a report telling us specifically
what you've got to do," and the report came in.
The defendents in the original action, who were --
who had a lot of things to say with respect to
10/2.5 refused to acknowledge the report. Mr. Dorn
said, "Until I get a specific proposal, I am not
voting on any further funding and I'm not allowing
any authorization." Parenthetically, the Consent
Decree gave the City protection by saying that
the City would be a representative on a Water
Quality Study Board and the Board agreed that no
action would be taken by the three defendents
without the City's unamious approval. So it was
the three defendents and the one plaintiff -- the
City representing also North Las Vegas that was
supposed to have this protection. Mr. Dorn said»
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_ Until you give us specific evidence,” for
‘ example, and.I'm giving you one colloquial’

example -- three and half million dollar
budget -- two and haif million dollars spent.
Do you know how much the consultant spent

- on determining whether or not there was

any harm to fish in Lake Mead, which is -
probably the central question in this study?
$3000. Now, that's the kind of irritation

you get. A $3000 quick. and dirty, couple .

a days survéy where the consultant gets on

the phone with-our Tocal people ---excuse me
I'm an outsider. too -~ with your Tocal people
and says are there -- is theresany evidence

of harm to fish in_Lake Mead and the local =~ -
people say, "No, there isn't any evidence

of harm to. fish in Lake Mead.” You're going

to get a $3000 bill1 for that. for those telephone
calls and beyond that you're going to get a -
mu1t1-mi11ion dollar study budget .cost. Now,

E we've said unless there's hard evidence, unless

you can direct your studies, no further . -
authorizations. Unfortunately, Clark County
and the State and EPA went ahead and literally
violated several provisions of the Consent
Decree and that's what caused us to go back -

to the Federal Court, by going forward.and
authorizing a consultant, hired by the County,
to go forward with the study and these studies
were paid for in violation of the Consent Decree
with Federal monies and they had -~ in Chicago"

. we call it "chutzpah® -- they had the chutzpah

to send us the bill for the unauthorized studies
or our supposed portion of .the bill. .We've gone
into discovery with repect. to the violations

“of the Consent Decree and. we've asked some

very simple questions.  Is there any evidence

of harm?- The answer we get back uniformly is

“No, we have no evidénce of harm.” Is there.any

basis for saying that 30/30/1 can't achieve
whatever's necessary for Lake Mead? Any -- any basis
for saying that Ernie- Gregory the leading State
official three years ago. was wrong? The

answer is no. We have said let's close up this

study.  Let's finish it off. Let us reach a
resolution now. [-have been looking at documents
developed by the other parties. [ will say to :
you that the defendents in this action are calling for -
further studies, further churning of paper which will

. involve and I guarantee you that there will be a water

quality study standard report that'l] probably be
about -five feet tall. . When you distill it down. and .
get rid of all the narative garbage, .it's about
the size of the document 1 have in my hand, which
is roughly half an inch. Now, .what have we found
in discovery.  Again, as I've told you.that one,

) substantivel y we found no evidence of harm and

they can't produce any evidence of harm. We have
found clear and unequivocal violations of the
procedures -that were designed to protect the City
in the Consent.Decree, as well as.the original . -
defendents, - the County, the Federal. Government, and
the State have now filed a motion.in front of - !
Judge Foley that said, "Let us. three defendents
make the. decisions. Let us ‘decide what the
effluent Hmtatwns should be and we'11 decide:
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JOE KARAGANIS: and if the City doesn’'t like it, too bad.”
So the -- those three defendents are coming
in and asking the Federal Courts to sanction
a 3 tol -- 3 defendents to 1 plaintiff
majority vote operation. Second thing I
found though and this is something that
goes to one of the protections we built into
the Consent Decree. I've often heard that
checks and balances are based on who controls
the purse. The Consent Decree safd that there
would be a one million dollar budget 1imit
which had to be incrementally authorized by
the Water Quality Study Board. We find in
the evidence that we have to date that there
have been and we have now looked and are - -
now in the process of examining and doing
a detailed audit on the financial records .
of this study that there have been after
January 1981 some major fundingships --
unauthorized fundingships -- ships that were
designed to keep paying the consultant --
to keep pumping money into the consultant
to keep doing the study which were totally
unauthorized, including the backdating of
bills. Now, this is the kind of thing which
I've addressed in a letter to Mr. Dorn. I
would suggest that any action that the City
might request be done for any official
investigation of this backdating and shifting
of funds await until we have completed our
audit. I would say to you that one of our
difficulties and I've expressed to Mr. Dorn is
that the very legal agencies that we would
Took to to do a comprehensive investigation
are the very agencies representing the defendent
name -- the defendents, namely the CLark County
State's Attorney, who should be investigating
some of the financial manipulations that have
gone on at the staff level and the Justice
Department and the State Attorney General, but
there clearly have been serious manipulations
of grant accounts and, as [ -- as I've indicated
to you the backdating of invaice amounts, changing
accounts so that the accounts would balance
under a new set of balances which would allow them
to keep pumping money into the consultant without
going back to the Water Quality Study Board.

COMMISSIONER LURIE: Joe, can I ask you a question? Doesn't that come
under fraud and corruption?

JOE KARAGANIS: Well, again I -- as I say to you, [ am not prepared
at this point to make any -- to reach any conclusions
with respect to any criminal or misdemeanor
impropriety.

COMMISSIONER LURIE: I mean the things that you're -- the things that
you're telling us as -- as our attorney -- a lot
of these -- these items in discovery through
checks and balances have been documented. Is that
not correct?
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Well that -- there is no question that they've
gone over the budgets -~ substantially over the
budgets and work authority that was given to
them by the Water Quality Study Board and even as

to those amounts, they've gone beyond the amounts that

they claim were authorized and have been engaged
in funding shifting to keep pumping money into
the consultant without going back to either the
Judge or the -- or the City to get further
authorization. As I say to you, I think that
this kind of audit would be most properiy done
by either the Justice Department or the Clark
County State's Attornmey, but I think that it would
be appropriate at this time to,allow us to
complete our audit and we will:present the - -
complete results of that audit to the City
Cosmmissioners for whatever recommendation

you might 1ike to do with it. One of the
problems that we have and this is where the
concept of a special prosecutor has come to

the floor is that where you have a conflict

1ike this -- very often speacial investigators

or special prosecutorial officials dre appointed
to investigate this kind of financial management.
Now, the other thing that has come to pass is
that we -- in the course of -- since January
1981 not only has Mr. Culp not been able to
participate as the Consent Qecree required him
to because of lack of authorization, but we
couldn't figure out where was the money coming:
from. It was in violation of the Consent
Daecree. The City hadn't authorized it. How

was all this money continued to be poured in at -«
at -- at very large amounts into the other
consultant -- the County's consultant. Based

on recent discovery taken in San Francisco,

we have been told by a Federal EPA official

and their minutes or notes to substantiate

his tastimony that there was a meeting on

March the 2nd, 1981 of what -- of the three other
members of the Water Quality Study Board. This

" meetfng was held in San Francisco, California.

At that meeting, certain decisions

were made with respect to how to proceed with
funding and that the City was never given notice.
The City representative was never given notice
of the meeting. Again, I am not conversant with
nor specialist in, nor profess any expertise

in State of Nevada open meeting requirements.--
George Ogilvie is your counsel with respect

to this and again we're attempting to develop
further the facts with respect to this potential
violation. ['ve written Mr. Dorn a letter with
raspect to what [ perceive to be potential
violations of the open meetings act or open
meetings statutes of the State of Nevada which
again deserve further investigation. What ['m

suggesting to you Commissioners is that unfortunately, and

again I would say that this is a dispute that
has enormous cost potential to this community.
[t's a dispute that has no basis in fact. I[t's
a dispute that where the facts -- if the facts
did justify tighter treatment, they're facts
that could be explained to you and to me in
layman's terms -- doesn't need to be any fancy

(}D'JH
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JOE KARAGANIS:

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

JOE KARAGANIS:

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN:

folder with fancy equations and stacks of

paper. In layman's terms and if there is

a problem, my experience with this Commission

is that if a problem is -~ is pointed out,

you have always been prepared to address the
problem if they could show you one and show it --
and show you specific proof as to how it impacted.
We haven't see that. We are seeing it at -- at
unfortunately, as a result of this ongoing
dispute, some procedural manipulations that

are going on which I think are raising serious
concerns and I will only say that the best

way if -- Mr. Mayor, you indicated that the
Governor's office had indicated a desire to
resolve this dispute. The best way for this - -
entire community is to resolve this dispute
short of continued argument, short of continued
litigation. The Federal Courts are there to
protect us. Lawyers are there to protect us,
but let's try to resolve this thing, if we can,
in a way that will open up that treatment plant.
Open up the new waste treatment to give you

the capacity that you bought and paid for, several
million dollars you bought and paid for. Give
you certainties so that you can stop the business
of lawyers and engineers trying to figure out --
shooting at effluent limitations that are in
thin air and know what their targets are. And,
finally with respect to your growth and the
needs of this community know that it is a local
control decision. So, I guess what I'm saying
to you is we're prepared to 1ftigate and we'll
litigate, and we'll litigate aggressively.

We're prepared to ask a Federal Court to protect
your rights -- that is the less desirable of
the altermatives that may be available. I will
also say to you that it's like some of these
negotiations appear to be a little bit like
negotiating with the Russians over Poland. You
cannot negotiate away your rights. You cannot
in the sake of saying let's settle things give
up your wallet, the deed to your house, the

430353
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car keys and say, "Gee what a relief; we've settled."

Sometimes, you can if he's -- if he's bargaining
with a 45.

Well, let me suggest to you that I think negotiation

means a resolution of peoples rights in a way
that protects everybody's rights and if we can

do that, that would be my strong recommendation.
If we can't do that, I would recommend that we
gogtinue to seek the protection of the Federa]
udge

Joe, before you go, in 1ight of what you've just
revealed to us on this subject, I see a real
potential problem here. If we have possible --
and I'm familfar with the open meeting law --
I've already been challenged on it for a press
conference. So, I'm sure that a meeting in San
Francisco would fall under it, especially where
actifon is taken. But if we have that solid
evidence of violation of open meeting law and
that solid evidence of manipulating of Public
funds, Federal and or State that could possibly
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'COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: .

JOE KARAGANIS:

turn into criminal viclatfon, it does two

-things. Number 1, I would- have to direct =-
. ask that we direct our Manager -and Attnrney

and our specfal counsel in this matter to
take the appropriate steps necessary to
follow that end through. In other.words,

‘if we. have to petition for a special investigator or

prosecutor, [.think we have to do that. Even
if we could reach an accommodation with the-

_ other: parties on the waste treatment, [ think.

now this is split into two issues. There's

' no way, if this evidence has come up, that
I could negotiate away violations of the law

and- integrity of .the offices. \However, this
creates another problem: too that I see that's~ -
a major problem.in negotiations: It's very
difficult to- negotiate with people when you've

- found that they 've violated the law. . I mean,

what are ‘your chances in negotiation? Like you
say, it's 1ike negotiating with ‘the Russians
over Poland or Afghanistan. - We -know or it .
appears that we now have evidence to show

- that we're negotiating with people who do not
- negotiate fn good faith and in fact violate

the law with secret meetings in San- Francisco

Well, Cnmiss‘ioner. 'let me just suggest this

and th'is is one of cynicisms.developed over

many ‘years and many:scars. Your rights were
violated prior to 1978. Every bit of evidence
that we can determife is that there was no
evidence at all, no evidence whatsoever to

. impose theése 1‘1mits on you. You went prior

to retaining counsel -- you went up to San
Francisco to try and have a meeting and work

. it out and as you colloguially said you were

thrown out of the office. It was a court :
syit that got you what was hoped to. be protection
of those rights. The people who -- involved

- did violate -your rights in the past -- did

violate the rights of the citizens of Las Vegas.
Because of the system that we have, where people
have violated rights, if a.civil resolution

. by way of a legitimate compromise can-be worked
“out, I would stil1 have to recommend that that

be the route to take because --

ﬂejl. I. understand. that but the problem.I have

is .that one of the penalties. for violation

- of the open meeting law is removal from office

as. well as finance. Now, it's. going to be

. very difficult for us to negotiate with somebody
- who's under charge that may remove them from

office until they've been. removed. from office.

" Then we get. to negotiate with people that we
" have -- have to-- have to feel that may .

possibly be honest. We already know about
the others because they violated our rights
in the past and. apparent'l y are doing it again
and 1t puts us in a bad position.

Well, again I think that --
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~ I'm not say'iog it's impossible, but you can

seg -- you ¢an see the unattaioable pos'ltton
it puts us in:

I fully ,appreciate the dilemma that it does

‘put you in with respect to negotiations. I

also appreciate the fact that it is a
difficult: question of presenting this kind -
of material to the various offices that are
defending the deféendents in other mattérs.
So-that what I would suggest on all of this
is that we continue our investigation and

" that we submit -- this. has been done in a

number. of areas --..that we submit what has

been referred to as a legal audit trace with -~ -
respect to the chrono'logical events that took
place

" How long does that take?

I would expect that by the 15th of February

‘we can have to you the -- and parenthetically
- ‘this -- for the records so to speak -- we will
. present to you a legal audit trace which will

be at no additional expense beyond the -- the
material-that we are already doing in terms
of preparation. for litigation.

Does that mean that we have to wait until the
15th of February - February to start investigations

- of these matters? .

Well, no, like I say we are investigating.them now

as part of our Tegal preparatfons :

' I mean by the appropriate parties to investigate

them .for, for criminal or civil charges other than --
other. than on wastewater standards. I'm talking
about: the open meeting law violations and the
violations with handling of Federal funds?

All right H'lth respect to- Federa1 funds, I would
suggest to you that working out the accounts

it has been very difficult for us to work out

the accounts because among other things a -lot of
the invoice material had not been prasented to us
and the annotations with"respect. to various
agreements: that had been reached by financial

_participants on. behalf of some of the agencies.

I would suggest to you that what I would =

You mean in your. depositions and your, and your
discovery procedure ‘that the docunents -- some
of ‘them bemg withhe'ld" )

Well the-- there's no question that ther

has ' been: document’withholding on part of same’

parties and in addition, I would also. suggest to you that .
or recommend that what we do is produce a product .
which can lead an invest'lgator by the hand through

_the various financial --.

‘Show .him y:hich rocks to look under.
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JOE KARAGANIS: - Yes.‘ Yes, that would be an appropriate way to
put it.
COMMISSIONER LURIE: Could I ask Gordon a quest'lon? Excuse me,
' ~ Commissioner, if you'r
COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: Well, the on'ly other point I was going to make

is that in light of this situation I don't think
we've got any choice but to go two directions.
We've got to number 1, direct our staff to .
proceed t0 prode the appropriate authorities
whatever they deem advisable to start immediate
investigation of the charges of criminal

conduct in the open meeting lav violations ==

MAYOR BRIARE: | ~ Well, Commissioner, I --

- .

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: = -- offices.
MAYOR BRIARE: == T have to insert somathing here and Mr. Karaganis

.this 1s both for you and for everybody that's interested
that I don't-think that's going to have to come about
and ‘the reason I don't think it's going to have to
.come about is for the reason that today's meeting, -

in my personal-opinion -- I want you Gorman students ..
to remember.this meeting because it might be the -
most significant meeting in the history of Las Vegas
and 1f you write a term report on it, you'll get

"A*. This has been-- there's been some very solid
things' brought out to the Ccmmssion for the
first time in all ‘the years that we've been going

in this thing and I think that Mr. Karaganis and

Mr. Culp have done a fantastic job in present'lng
this thing in.layman's terms which layman can
understand. . I would predict and I'm not just being
the eternal optimist; Commissioner, but I would
predict that if this information that we have had

~ presented to us so clearly would be presented to

the State of Nevada, to the Federal Government and
to the County Government, that this whole matter would
be resolved to our total satisfaction within 30

.. days and it's only on the basis, Commissioner,

that I, that I related this morning about what would
appear to be a desire on the part of Governor's
office to get this thing done. But, lastly,

. Commissioner Christensen, my only comment here s a
question. which I'm going to answer myself and I

think if Mr. Karaganis or Mr. Culp or perhaps
yourse'lf were to offer an answer and 1 think I.would
I'd like their's when you hear the thrust of my
question and . my question and my -- and my question is -~
and my suspicion:['m- giving the answer to that -- what
motive would anybody possibly have to force the -
City of Las Vegas to adopt ‘'standards based on .-

- the lack of legal evidence and based on all those

. things that you so capably pointed out this

morning and at an outrageous. cost of money to

the taxpayers? “What would be the motive of

somebody to do that, except now .my suspicion

-{s that it's:to a--it's to a -- it's to force

this white elephant to comfe alive and save sombody's
skin. Now, do you have any candid answer to the .
question-as what.would be a motive to.do this?
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" Again, it's hard to define what .the reasons are.
-One of the things that we've often said is why

for example is Clark County taking this position

‘when 1t will impact the taxpayers of the area.
" and the sewer users of the area,'as well as the

City. Why wouldn't they stand side-by-side with
the City and demand that there be absolute proof
of the need to go further and in effect take

. the position that the City's taken.

' As -- excuse me,.as thay have sworn up and down

when [ have met with them one-on-one and when

I went to the Chamber of Commerce and' they
swore up and down they were and .

then they turn around and g0 this other: routew -

"“Unfortunately, you know their staff won't sign

the paper.

Again, I can't speak to the degree of information
that is being given of the County Commissioners. I

‘can tell you that we have just come from

the document inspection up in Sacramento,
California where the consultant hired by the
County and directed by County staff has come

up with a recommendation of zero discharge

of phosphorus into Lake Mead and one wonders

why 1s that? . Why would <- why would the consultant
recommend that without any evidence? Well, one,
it triggers the need for an additional study

by a consultant. Okay, now I'11 tell you

right straight out that you're talking about
several hundred thousand dollars more money..
which the consultant has already asked Clark
County to give them to study further engineering.
The second aspect of this and one that is definitely in
the background of all of this. is the fact that
the City of Las Vegas, your predecessors,: someone
had the common. sense to file for water rights
in’Las Vegas Wash several years ago andas it
turns out right now, the City of Las Vegas

is the primary owner of most of the water rights
in Las Vegas Wash. While we cannot ascribe
specific motivations to Clark County, there have

* been statements made repeatedly with respect to'.

why Clark County wants us to give up our: utilization
of these water rights. That might come as a
result of sales to power. .companies. It might come

" as a.result of being forced to use samebody else’'s’

treatment plant. There are a variety of ways.
But basically right now, the City is the primary

“owner of water rights-in Las Vegas Wash which is

an extreme1y va1uab1e ‘economic’ resource. . That's --

" that's the second reason. The third reason has to

do with something that I've observed and this is

‘not -unique to Clark County, Nevada and the City

of Las Vegas and that is that there appears to

be and I will say this to you that it is always

used as an excuse, there 'goes ancther City, County
dispute. The fact 1s is that the.lack of merit.

of this 350 million dollar boondoggle 1s independent
of any local dispute.  There is no evidence. for it,:

But I would. suggest to you, however, is that. if as

had been the case prior to 1978 and may indeed be
attempted again, if the CIark County: Sanitation.
District or Clark COunty -can tell this City when
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it can put on hook-ons.and who it can hook on -
and when, there {s esséntially the finger on

‘the buttom with respect to your growth.

You might just as well surrender, the Charter.
There's no more.. There's no. more City.

So if you ask me for my surm‘lses with respect to

- motivations --

I want -- I want to continue just a secand, Joe,
and members of this Commission, and Mayor, I
think we should -- we have no ¢hoice but to

- proceed with planning at least:and the first - -

step of planning is we have a Wastewater Advisory
Comnittee that is supposed to meet every year

with regards to the wastewater needs. - I would
Tike to ask that we have them meet and see if

we should: start an ordinance increasing sewer

fees now to.pay for the construction of the

plant so-that. we can meet those -- those effluent
problems that we have, but I'd like to further

-delve into this relevation that's come to us

today that really chokes me almost in that who
the other members of the Water Quality Study
Board that were at the meeting in San Francisco?

. Do we-.know who they were’ .

'HeH accordmg the the witness testimony that. -

got, we were told that Mr. Thompson, Mr. Dodgin

V and- Mr. Spaulding were there.

And, they -- that meeting -- scheduled that meeting

to .figure ot how to get around the funding:

problems that they had for the ongoing study
that was uhauthorized?

Yes, the == what -- what has apparently happened,
and again.the.only way you can explain some-of
these things is in --.clearly is in street language.
You had a 1imit of $600,000 in Federal money. .
which was a critical element of the Consent Decree.
The $600,000 was supposed to fund. specific studies.
The local communities were going .to put up $400,000,

- 200,000 of which.came from the City of Las Vegas

and the City of North Las Vegas. That -- when that
budget Timit was reached,.there was supposed to be’
approval of -any further extensions, unamious approval,

‘by all of the parties. of the Consent Decree. What

hdppened. was 1s that that budget was: reached. and

all of the studxes had -been completed and all the
dollars had been exhausted and what they proceeded
to do was to set up another grant, a separate grant, -
after the fact, after all.the money had: been :

essentially comnitted.

After the grant had been closed?

' Not closed, but after the monies had been cctrmitted

for these studies and pursuant to the Consent Decree
authorized for . these studies. Pull those studies

-outside of the what they call the 208 grant and change:

their earlier submitted invoices, for which bills.
had .been sent to the City of Las Vegas, to show new

- accounts,.to show as. if those -- that old work had
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been done under the new grant work and the
result of this has been to allow them to
funnel money in the consultant without: ever
getting ‘authority or <« or approval from
the City of Las Vegas pursuant.to the Water
Quality Study Board.

But I rmember Mr. Spaulding at a meeting
I -- I attended in Carson City indfcated

" that the County was going to p'ick up this

tab. Am I correct?
Let me suggest"to you-that the County --
I think you were there to0 == : -

-- the County said that they were picking
ap a $116,000 that they were going to pick

‘'up which was a local share. Subseguent to

that time, I would say that -- this is a
rough figure now -- somewhere between -

250 ‘to -300,000 dq’llars has been spent and -

the only way that money . -- and that's one of
the things we said was if you're talking:-
about- $116,000-how. can the rest of this money
get spent? How.can we keep seeing invoices
coming in tota’l’ling 2 to 300,000 dollars

and what we're seeing is that sometime

in March through June of 1981, which was-
culminated in September, I'believe, of 1981,
there was a new grant. category created between
the County; EPA and the consultant and the State.

. They pulled study funds or they pulled. study

work out of ‘the old grant category, billed it

"~ to the new grant category, leaving money

available in the old grant category -- leaving
money. to.continue pumping to -the consultant. So,
what you got really is by-changing the labels

on ‘grants- and then sending in inveices with

old dates on them. Sending an invoice:that's
saying this.is really the work that we did

under -- instead of grant #208 it was grant

#201. You've allowed them or that the Clark
County has allowed them to continue pumping
funds without authorization. .

It's. obtaim'ng money with fraudulent paperwork.

Well, I -- Commissiorer, how a.layman perceives
it and how a prosecuting official may see it,

‘1 can't speak to. I am not-a criminal-attorney

and I'm not, suggesting that ‘it ---any --.
conclusively that any criminal acts have taken

-place. I would suggest that the acts I've

seen are certainly deserving of investigation
and detail audit with respect to whether criminal
acts have- taken place.

Let me ask you another question, Joe. One .time we had
2 Water Quality Study Board meeting, which I attended,

. and it.was held 'in the :Airport Engineering :

Building and that .meeting was -cancelled at’ the .
insistence of the County.representative because
there was failure to post-a notice on the bullaetin .
board in that -- in that building and so that o
meeting got cancélled and there was no action taken
at that meeting.. - And,.in fact, it ended up

to bea -- a just a kind of a bull session between ‘
some of the members because of the fact that they
insisted it be cancelled. SO <= is my memory correct
on that? < : : :
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Well, yes,; there was at 'least one meeting

that was cancelled because the County Manager
safd on consuitation with the District Attorney
that failure to post appropriate notice would
invalidate any of the actions of the meetings’

- -and it was. indeed conduct of the meeting was

prohibited by Iaw.

I think ‘we_ were blamed . for not post'lng 'it,
weren't we?

We posted the meet'lng in three places. City
Ha'H the County Buﬂding and the --

We were posting 11: weren't: we" . -

‘But, it wasn't posted at the place the meeting

was held. That's the problem.
-- Federal -Court House -- the City Hall and

. the Post Office and the County- Manager came
out uith this -technicality of saying that it

wasn't posted in the airport meeting rocm
which was --

Then he obviously had clear knowledge of what -
was required in the open meeting law.. You can't
do .the same thing in San. Francisco with no notice.

-- down the hall beyond the door, so a --

Well, again, I think that-that is beyond my.sphere-
of competence and: responsibility to make deter- -
minations as to whether or not there has been

a violation., Let me say this, in layman's"
language; so. I don't Took like I'm dodging the
issue.. It certainly appears to me 1ike something
funny went on. -Now, how you translate something

funny into the appropriate --

You're talking about-funny:peculiar or funsy haha?

Funny pecul jar.

It wou1d == it would seem to me that: through some-

of your comments and based on the -- the rate
increases that we've had to impose on the residences .
of the City of Las Vegas and many businesses whose
increases have gone up ‘a thousand percent that there
would be some litigation that they would have against
the State, EPA and the City based on the high cost -
of doing business.

well let me.-- let me also raise a question to ‘you
and this is aga'ln -- layman should understand this. )

The State has said in it's legal proceedings that

the- C1ty of Las Vegas -- they said -- let's assume -
that we're.dening you due process of law. Let's
assume that we.are setting requirements without

any legal basis or any factual basis whatsoever.

I'm serry City of Las Vegas, the. c1ty is ‘not entitled
to due process of law. The City is a creature of

_ the State of Nevada and we can do whatever: we want

with the City of Las Vegas. Now, that's a legal-
argument that the State of Nevada is making. I
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would suggest and I unuld aiso say to youl'
that we do not believe that that legal
argument . has any legal substance but that
is the claim that is being made. We will’
accept the fact that there's no basis

for our standards. We'll accept the fact
that we have procedurally denied your
rights. Nevertheless, you have no rights
because you are our creature. I would:

" suggest that again with local counsels

local engineers and with respect to whether

it be a user of sewage services ona .
residential basis, a builder, a hotel cperator,
it {s my opinion from being involved in this

‘case that their rights are being severely

violated by the processes that are taking
place. I'will say to you straight out

‘that not only are there those huge: future

costs facing.them, but the cost that you're
bearing right now obviously get passed on -

in terms of user charges.. -There's no -question’
ahout it. .So; what we're saying here is .
that there is a distinct interest of the

users of your sewage services to bring to

the attention.or to demand from the State,
where is the evidence of harm? : What are

you trying.to do_here?\ Are you just spinning
wheels hoping ‘that at some point to reimpose:
Timitations that have no basis in fact? . We've
Just come from Carson City and I can tell you that

- the way they impose 11m1tations. ‘Mr. McCurry

is‘on record as saying 10/2.5 is still

in effect and ‘it applies right at the end.

of the. p1pe -- the sewer pipe. And by the
way, I cidn go“-to any book in any library

and 1 can take a number that was developed
for trout fish- in the Colcrado Rockies and

I can bring 1t down here and apply it to
Lake. Mead without any sites speC1fic study
or anything else.. Now, that's the position..
I don't need a vote.. I just go to the
Tocal 1ibrary in Carson City and pull a book
off the shelf and suddenly there's a 350 million.
dollar decision. That's the kind of conduct
that's taking place and I -- [ would suggest

. that home builders, hotels, 'commercial establishménts,

residential groups seriously consider protécting .

* their own legal interests through the retention

of appropriate local ‘counsel.

I paid ittooand -l know -- as far as I'm concerned --

and I know that many people agree with me.that

the situation of unnecessary Federal requiation
has gotten completely out of hand and [ aiso
feel that local entities have regulations

"imposed upon them by State and Federal bureaucrats

that have Tittle or no knowledge of efther
10cal situations or technical issues which
we're:involved 'in, based on action that was
taken this morning through the presentations
and many people in Federal government are
beginning .to realize this at the present time.
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; ‘COMHISSIONER'LURIE: - As a member of the National League'
i Board of Directors, ‘I went to a meeting
; : . o ~ with the Vice-President, George Bush,
M B ' _ to discuss. unhecessary Federal regulations
| : : Co “and what the present Administration is doing
to reduce the heavy burden placed on local
i : entities and at the recent NLC Congress .
! " in Detroit, Semator Laxalt reiterated,
¥ indicating the deep commitment of the
Administration to divest. itself of
unncessary regulations and bureaucratic
- decisions made without basis of fact,
which was represented to .us today that
many -of these decisions are-being made
without .any scientific data requiring .. -
our taxpayers. to pay an exorbitant rate : )
in order to go to a-higher standard.
And I think in terms of the issue
at hand, State and Federal tPA bureaucrats
came into our va11ey. they looked around
‘thought this was a nice place to set some
high standards, made decisfons with no ..
basis, no fact and walked out ‘and now
they're leaving our taxpayers with the
‘burden . of paying for the cost of operating,
maintaining a big white elephant out there
at the Wash. ' People point out that much
of AWT cost is paid for by Federal grant and that S -=
that's true but it's not that simple.” That
money came from Federal -taxes, which we all
pay and at the. present time, as you know, the Government is"

. :' ' _ i trying to find wdys to balance their budget.

Based .on unwarranted regulations they're placing
on us; they're never-going to balance their budget.
The money -- when EPA walks out; the thing that

Rt SRR . ‘they leave behind -is the huge cost of operating,

maintaining this plant. The bottom line is the
huge ‘increase in cost to the residents if AWT
goes into:effect. - The 360:million to.600 million
dollars over the next 20 years is frightening

It . " and I don't plan on say being on this Board

20.years from now but ‘if my predecassors.and .
things-that I want to leave behind -- .one thing .
I want to do is make it easier for whoever takes
my place on this Board to be able to abide by
the standards at a -- at a cost that's not going
to be exorbitant and prohibit us firrom growing -
the way that we have planned over the next.20
years. If it was necessary.to protect the
- valuable waters,. it would be difficult to argue, -
_ but we know that the lake i3 fishable, it's swimmable,
it's used for recreation and all these th1ngs.

- so0.going to a higher standard, I don' 't fedl is
.necessary. °But. the.problem that I see that we're
fighting {s the bureaucrats who-admit, under ocath,
that there's .no solid evidence: of the needs for

AWT, ‘yet impose.overly stringent standards: anyway,

BN A ‘ ' which is totally. wrong and this is such an -

[N . - ' v jmportant issue and.l'm sorry maybe for some -

: S i people :who are sitting here on other items
that they had to sit and listen to all of this
presentation. taday, but my personal feeling is
is that I don't like having to spend taxpayers
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COMMISSIONER LURIE: money in the City of Las Vegas to litigate

H something that [ think is so simple, something
H that could be resolved in the spirit of

' cooperation by County and State officials

‘| 1f they would leave politics out of it and

; leave personal things behind and let's just

i sit down and act on what we think is right
for the community. So, [ think that the

items that were brought upare very good.

! I agree with Commissioner Christensen that

i immediately we need to take steps to file

: whatever charges are necessary or complete

- these investigations as far as criminal
neglect and fraud because [ think those

are the things that create a bad image for all-of us
who serve in public office.

COMMISSIONER LEVY: Excuse me.
MAYOR BRIARE: Commissioner Levy.

COMMISSIONER Y: Yes, I'm just wondering sometime if the EPA
151 LEV and the FBI task force aren't maybe the same
one -- all in one, but I would like to ask
Gordon a question or two if [ may. You know,
all along and [ kept hearing when I met with
the County Commissioners and 1 kept hearing
this remark, you know, why would they be doing --
and it's been brought up -- why would they be doing
it to themselves and ['d 1ike to get into it. I think
the only thing after our prodding and probing and
3 sticking and Tooking around -- one of the only
answers that we felt that could be somewhat
F available 1s making a profit or work'lng through
Nevada Power Company. Could you expand on and
p : I think the County has indicated -- could you
: expand on that and is it true that this will
f cut our cost down, Gordon?

\ GORDON CULP: It would be possible to recover some of your
: . costs --

COMMISSIONER LEVY: Some.

i GORDON CULP: -- but it's not going to turn it into a profit

i making operation and it's a relatively small

i percentage of your total! cost. The numbers I've
i heard during negotiations., and correct me if

] I'm wrong, Joe, have been in the range 3 to 5

' million dollars a year -- potential revenue from
' Nevada Power and when you're Tooking at O&M

: costs of 15 million dollars a year and capital

: costs of some 13-14 million dollars a year,

i that that doesn't put you into the black by any
; means.

: COMMISSIONER LEVY: And, I understand that the power that this water

i will be generating is to -- that Nevada Power

i will be able to sell to California and not even
service our own citizens?
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GORDON CULP: I know they plan :to sell some to- CaHforn'la
and ‘I'm not certain about will they service
any in Nevada or not.

COMMISSIONER CHRISTENSEN: umnissioner Levy, in’ regards to that I would
. * . refer you to a recent newspaper article

wherein the County Manager, Mr. Spaulding,
was quoted as saying that he was going to
ask the County Commission for a resolution
indicating that they wanted the least amount
of treatment: possible and then in the next
_paragraph pointed out that they wanted high
quality water treated so that they could
sell it to Névada Power at a.profit and the
‘question came ‘to my mind How can you have both?’
He stated Tight in the article that he wanted
no ‘treatment or as little treatment as possible
and: yet they were going to sell highly treated
water to Nevada Power Company or sell the
water to Nevada Power Company and inmy =~ .
sitting in‘on some discussions with the Nevada
Power Company people,. along with our attomeys,
their indication is that they don't want
water unless 1t's highly treated. As a matter
fact, to get -- to get further into your question,
this is something that we discovered in the
first go around in going through all the documents
and everything, trying to f1gure out. where 10/2.5 .
came fram because we couldn't cut -- we couldn't:

" . cut phosphorus. fine .enough to find the-.5 sample -
to measure whether or not we were meeting it.
‘But,. there's only ‘two-:places. in all. of the-
discovery and depositions and everything that
those numbers turned up.  One was that-was the

" needs of Nevada Power Company far coaling their
. generators at Harry Allen Plant and the second
one was that was the maximum phosphorus removal
capability from an AWT plant at the current -
- . state of the art. So it appears as though perhaps
- - that's where Nevada Power's rumber. came from because
-they wanted to take what they could -- the best
they could-get: out of the AWT plant but it
actually appears as though the number was
originally derived from finding out just what's
the best possible quality we can expect out
at the AWT.plant. It's sort of like setting
a speed 1imit on how fast will the car go. If
the car can be clocked 'at 120, that's what the .
speed 1imit {s.going to be, 120 and it's fallacious
to pick numbers on tnat. basis, but: that's the :
only basis the numbers were ever pu:ked in the first
" place. :

MAYOR BRIARE: - Mr. Culp and Hr Karagams, thank you for ‘the very

: -interesting morning meeting. I'm<- ['m very
optimistic again that this matter is going to
be resolved and is going to be resolved very
quickly but I.hope that the.very serious relevations
that you've brought before this  Commission. today
would be addressed by authories other than, perhaps, :
the Las Vegas City Commission because I think that's'
probably’ not our -« well;. enough said. :

'End of Excerpt.
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COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

L PHONE 386-6011 : o ‘ S
ITEM S - _ ‘... Commission Action Department Action

- IV(b). - DEPARTMENT OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

MARVIN A. LEAVITT, CPA, DIRECTOR

*CONSENT AGENDA

. A1l matters listed under Item A are considered:
to be routine by the City Commission and may
be enacted by one motion. However, any items

- may be discussed if a Comm1ss1on member or. ’
‘.c1t1zen SO requests

‘ A. ,.SERVICE AND MATERIAL WARRANTS/PAYROLL e - , -
: NARRANTS/OTHER WARRANTS AND- INVESTMENTS . |Lurie -~ | Staff to proceed

APPROVED :
. Items 1 thru 3.
Service :and Material Warrants - _vUnanimous‘ra'

In the amount of $1.160,456.23

2. Payroll Warrants ‘
In the amount of $1 630, 843 67-“

3. "Other Warrants and Investment§t'
o In the amount of $6,020,919.56

) . . s - : - _ X . . .
. B H . - ‘ .
N i : A - . .
—
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“CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

556

CITY of LAS VEGAS
WARRANT REGISTER SUMMARIES RECAP
SERVICE & MATERIAL WARRANTS
~o. L0983 | e =0 amr.$ (28350 Descrinon: _YQTN
1409736 =0- 361 45U 57 SERVICE & MATERTALS
__Ls09798 =0 . 283 _F3g u) ) "
Ls08831 L409832 255 247 81 " "
k08838 __ 1409835 §1.528.28 d hd
Lu09geY =0- 208,324,151 " w

—AMQ4597 _ _ARIQ382 . e 1.160,858.23

Total Service & Material $_2,332,062.99

PAYROLL WARRANTS

m__n.n.o.u.us_ ™ 0004EI0U . awr$ A0y Juf, 37 :
~Q00ucgls 170,522,858 /81
ooousszo 00048101 656,174,885 12/19/81

Total Payroll $.1_ 530 843 K7

OTHER WARRANTS
vo—Ll21009 e LJ2101L . awe$ ____1,055.000,0Q0  omscueno
(Lu09797 -0~ 515,000.00 BAN¥. TRANSFER
_L409788 L409800 770,000.00 BANK TRANSFER 6§ T C D
—Lu09801 —k08830 . e 41,503.80  CEIA
Lugeg3a =0- 145,000,00 BANK TRANSFER
—Lui0as38 . _L&09382 32,298,231 LETA
- Lu09863 =0- 65.000.00 BANK TRANSFER
__Lu098ss -0~ 106,285 2OND § INTEREST
—wt00888 . __L409903 22,413,438 LITA
L1865 -0~ 138,750.32 COMM DEV_BLOCK GRANT
L9 3885 -0 §00,000.00 INVESTMENT
Lau7708 I 500,000,900 "
Total Other $_3,785,072.7%

TOTAL NET AMOUNT $7,747,979.40

| hereby certify that | have audited the above warrants:
and approve m for payment as being in compliance with all applicable laws, o the best of my knowledge and belief.

DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT . CImY MANAGR
y .
On January 6 19, 82 The Board of City Commissioners ordered the above warrants

paid ang the City Tgeas, nereby or:
s

to disperse the warrants as presented,
. 72
ATTEST:: 21

MAYCR ' (#1273 0
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 12
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011
I ITEM Commission Action Department Action

IV. (c) DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL
& EMPLOYEE RELATIONS

MIKE COOL, DIRECTOR
AUTHORIZATION TO FILL BUDGETED

VACANCIES - CRITICAL HIRES - CITY
FUNDED - FULL TIME

FGENDG

Monthly
Dept/Class Salary Justification
GS/Vehicle - $1485. Makes major and Lurie - Staff to proceed
Services minor mechanical JAPPROVED 311 items
Automotive repairs to a vari- |as recommended.
Mechanic ety of City-owned [Unanimous
(Replacement) automotive equip- |(Christensen excused)

ment

o NN G A en A am oy E e w M O By A =m

Business Activity $1077.
Office Assistant
(Replacement)

GS/Purchasing
& Contracts
Contract Specialist

(Replacement)

$1765.

PS/Quality Control $1413.
Engineering

Technician

(Replacement)

APPROVED AGENDA ITE:

Performs a variety
of clerical duties
and assists at the
counter

Assists in prepar-
ing, coordinating
and analyzing a
variety of mate-
rial on all formal
purchases and con-
tracts as required
covering materials
equipment, supplie

" and services for

all City depart-
ments

Responsible for
various testing
and analysis func-
tions in the
Quality Control
laboratory

d




CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY -6, 1982
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS - . Page 13
coumssuou CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART Avenuz S

PHONE 386-6011 _ .
. Commission Action

_ Department’ Action

' . "IV.  (c) - DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL -
ol & EMPLOYEE RELATIONS
l MIKE COOL, DIRECTOR
o : ‘(continued)'- »
- - Dept/Class Salary - Justification _
l | Recreation . $1249.  Responsible for  [APPROVED
2 I - & Leisure . .~ organizing, con- [See Page 12 . See Page 12
‘ Activities” ‘ - ductmg -and super-| ' : - .
- Recreation Leader L vising a variety
l - | (Replacement) . - of recreational
T ‘ : o activities
. ) Personnel & - $1077. Responsible for 3
' . Employee . performing a vari-|
o . Relations ... ety of clerical
‘@ . | Office Assistant - C duties:within the
! SR (Rep]acement) - .~ department
P | Fire Services. $1408. To maintain full
l o Fi reﬁghter ‘ ' minimum:manning
. | (Three Positions) - - requirements. at -
= | (Replacements) - ‘all City stations
I':- | City Manager .~ $833,  Responsible for a
. .- Management . - variety of special | .
- Analyst I - research and admin-|
l : (Two -Positions) : _ istrative assign- |
SR -( Repl acements) S ments
B , PS/Deve]opmenta] $1666. Responsible: for
: Processing * L expediting sub-
© = .| Chief, Land . Devel. _ . division:and per-
o -1 and F]ood Contro] ' mit processing,
' - | (New Position) ‘ ’ plus addressing
- S < ‘ flood control
. o requi rements.
l |- APPROVED AGENDA ITEM
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City of Lasbiegus

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | o e 215

4559

. FROM:
The Board of City Commissioners Ashley Hall
Deputy City Manager

SUBJECT:

CEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL & EMPLOYEE RELATIONS - AUTHORIZATION TO FILL BUDGETED VACANCIES

- PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

'{he fcls‘llwwir(ig)infomation is submitted with reference to Items 1 - 9 under Agenda
t&l! - cl.

Automotive Mechanic - to replace employee who resigned

Office Assistant - to replace employes who was promoted

Contract Specialist - to replace employee who was promoted

Eﬁgineer'lng Technician - to replace employee who was promoted

Recreation Leader - to replace employee who resigned

Office Assistant - to replace employee who was promoted

Firefighter (Three Positions) - to replace three employees who retired

Management Analyst ! (Two Positions) - to replace two employees who resigned
Chief, Land Developmental and Flood Control - This position is required in order -
to expedite subdivision and permit processing. In addition, this person will

address flood control requirements as established in the Flood Hazard Reduction
Ordinance.

EISCALIMPACT

A1l of the above positions are included in the 1981-82 budgets of the requesting departments.
There are no additional non-budgeted expenses associated with any of these positions.

BRECOMMENDATIONS
The Oepartment of Personnel & Employee Relations has indicated that all of the above are in

order. The City Manager's Office concurs with requesting departments' recommendations, the
staff analyses, and recommends approval of filiing the positions at this time.

RECOMMENDED m«l%E/c'c-{
e (oo 1rector

Personnel & Employee Relations

Approved O
Disapproved O
Heid a
Statas Due: .
79310 Iv. (¢) 1-9
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CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

" CITY FUNDED FULL TIME VACANCIES

DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

~ City Attorney

Muhicipal Court

vCity‘Manager‘
City Clerk .
- Office of the Commissioners

-Funds~Coord§natiOn

Personnel & Employee Relations

Business Activity

R Financial Management

Commun1ty Planning & Deve]opment-n7
, ArchitecﬁuraT SerVicesi&*ProjeCf.Contro]

‘General Services .

Administration
Facilities Support
- City Hall warehouser

- Graph1c Arts’

'nAutomot1ve Serv1ces
Purchas1ng & Contracts

_ 0ffice of Budget &‘ManaQEhént‘Services

" Fire Services -

Management Information Services =

Senior. Citizens

* Building'a Safety

AS OF 12/23/81

CLASSIFICATION

Deputy Cify'Attorney

" Law Clerk

Courﬁ‘Counse]or 1
Exec. Aide/City Ménager
Management/Financial Analyst I

Office Manéger
Auditor I

Chief, Zoning Division

.P1anning'Assistant'

',Ch1ef Arch1tectura1 Design Division.
-‘Chief, Landscape Des1gn Division

Aud1o/V1sua1 Spec1a11st
Office Assistant -

~Automotive Body Mechan1c
Buyer

Management/F1nanc1a1 Analyst I

F1ref1ghter

Fire Investigator'
Civilian Training Officer
Programmer

Systems Software- Spec1a11st
Data Entry Operator e

_ Building Inspector

Mechanical: Inspector

5770

—
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——



| ~ CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

- DEPARTMENT/DIVISION:

~Pub11c‘Serv1ces

Adm1n1strat1on
San1tat1on ‘

Streets
Maintenance

Quality_Cohtrb]

- Engineering Design
Traffic Engineering
Animal Care.& Control

~ Electrical Services

Recreat1on & Le1sure Act1v1ty
Administration - -
Parks & Open Spaces -

" Recreation

Cultural Sefv1ces & Fine Arts
Cemetery - - :
. Youth Affairs

~ If these pos1t1ons rema1ned vacant for two-(2) weeks the savings,
wou]d amount to $49, 940, $108 ;204, if vacant for a month

CLASSIFICATION

Management Analyst II:
Treatment Plant Operator

Maintenance Mechanic _
. Light Equ1pment Operator
- Carpenter

Plumber

Assistant Eng1neer1ng Techn1c1an
Engineering Technician

Principal Engineering Technician
Sr. Engineering Designer

~ .. Sr. Civil Ehgineer

"An1ma1 Health: Techn1c1an

" Fine Arts Coordinator

o ' ~ TOTAL

—

including fringes,



.\ﬁﬁsnnﬁ

ITEM

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

City of Las Vegas

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

Commission Action

0072

January 6, 1982

Page 14

Department Action

IV (9)

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
DAN R. PILKINGTON, DIRECTOR

*CONSENT AGENDA

A1l items listed under Item *A and *B are con-
sidered to be routine by the City Commission,

and may be enacted by one motion.
item may be discussed if a Commission member or

citizen so requests.

However, any

*A.

PURCHASING AND CONTRACTS DIVISION

AWARD OF BIDS

Magnetic Tape Drives
Department of Management Information
Services

Floor Tile Replacement
Department of Public Services

Bob Baskin Park Retaining Wall
Department of Public Services

Waterproofing of Reflecting Pool
(Abeyance Item from December 16, 1981)
Department of Public Services

Emergency Power Generator
Department of Public Services

Waste Water Pump Parts
Department of Public Services

Administrative and Support Building
Department of Public Services

APPROVLD AGENDA ITEM

Woofter -

Lurie -

APPROVED Items 1
thru 10 exclusive
of Item 4.
Unanimous
(Christensen excused

Item 4

Motion to reject ali
bids carried by
unanimous vote.
(Christensen excused

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed
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AGENDA DOCUMENTATION  |°r= —cemer 2.5

X
00 e

TO: FROM:
The Board of City Commissioners ASHLEY HALL,
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
SUBJECT: AGENDA - BOARD OF CITY COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 6, 1982

1V (g) DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND
*A. AWARD OF BIDS

1. Two (2) Mnﬁneﬁc Tape Drives - Department of Management Information Services.

Recommend Awardftg Bumughs Ccﬁgntfonsoous Vegas, Nevada
Tn the amount o .20. 1300.1.
Estimate: $68,000. ad.

FUNDING: MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT

2. Replacement Floor Tile for Municipal Court - Department of Public Services -
Maintenance Division.

Recommend Award to Roberts Roof and Floor, Las Vegas, Nevada
Tn the amount of $3,814. us 3.97 a linear foot for base.
Bid # 82.3520.1. Estimate: »000.00.

FUNDING: GENERAL FUND

3. Bob Baskin Park Retaining Wall - Department of Public Services - Engineering
Design Division.

. Recommend Award to D.W. Baker Construction, Las Vegas, Nevada
Tn the amount of $3 .79, . 3530.12.
Estimate: $47,500.00.
FUNDING: LAS VEGAS CONVENTION & VISITORS AUTHORITY

EISCALIMPACT,

FUNDS BUDGETED FOR FISCAL YEAR 81-82.

AECOMMENDATIONS

THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES HAS INDICATED THAT ITEMS 1 THROUGH 3 ARE IN
ORDER BASED ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE USING AGENCIES.

IT IS THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER THAT ITEMS 1 THROUGH
3 BE AWARDED.

Approved Q g
Disapproved O Deparment of General Services

Heid a
Statas Due:

- ) SECTION A PAGE 1 OF 3
v (g)
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'CITY COMMISSION. MI NUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

AGENDA DMENTATION o M .

. TO: FROM:

ThsBoardofCltvCommm : : : * ' ASHLEY HALL,
_ _ | DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
_SUBJECT: AGENDA = BOARD OF cm cnm:ssmn nsmns JANUARY 6, 1982

IV (9) DEPARTMENT oF GENERAL SERVICES

~ PURPOSE/BACKGROUND -

", Aum.or's'ms CONTINUED

4.  Waterpréofing of Reﬂecting Poo'l - Depament of Public Services - Engineering
. Design D'lv'lsion - (Abeyance Itan from December 16, 1981 Commission’ Meeting).

Recommend Award to Caulking and Hate roofing, Burlingame,
- Talifornia in the amount 05 §ZI;§§.§ 513 # 82.3550.29.
_Estimate: - $25,000.00.
FUNDING: CAPITAL PROJECTS

5. 45 K& Emergency Power Generator - Deparunent .of Public Services - Engineering
: Design Di sion.

. Recomend Award to E i ;
eva n the amount of
Estimate: = $17,000.00. ~
FUNDING. GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

, Las Vegas,
.3550.33.

t -Serv1 ce, .

6. . Parts for Waste. water Pumps - (Replacenent) - Department of Public Services -
o "_Enviromenta‘l Control Division.-

ny, Azusa, California

Reeomend Award to Johnson Pump. Ca
» . 110-2.

" n the amoun of $15,
- Estimate: $16,000.00 |
FUNDING. SANITATION FUND ;

FUNDS BUOGETED.FOR FISCAL YEAR 81-82..

THE DEPARTHENT oF GENERAL SERVICES HAS INDICATED THAT ITEMS 4 THROUGH 6 ARE IN :
DRDER BASED ‘DN THE. RECWENDATIONS OF THE USING AGENCIES. L

IT IS THE. RECWENDATION OF THE. OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER THAT ITEMS 4 THROUGH
6 BE AWARDED. :

. Approved B kfagton, :
at:;pproved o : . Deparunent of Genera Services
B . ’ )

" Statas Due: _
310

| SECTION A PAGE 20F3
v (9) . :



ITEM:

BID TITLE: -

BID NUMBER:

DEPARTMENT:

INVITATIONS MAILED OUT:

RESPONSES RECEIVED:

'BIDDERS: -

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

SUMMARY =
BID ABSTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION

CapitaIAEQuipmenf
‘ wTWo.(Z)”Magnétfthdpe Drives
82.1300.1 |
"ManageméntfInfOrﬁation*Systems
s ‘
1 o

Burroughs Corporation ~ - $67,563.20

 STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD BID TO:

Burroughs- Corporation, f., , _
- Las Vegas, Nevada o $67,563.20°
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BID ABSTRAOT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION
BID TITLE: m‘m 's‘“‘%ﬁ&"‘ R viEw BLvp.| o
BID fs. - JUAs vEGAS, Nv 89103 o
%%%W“m“ R e m""- i
i LEASE/PURCHASE OF THE rououu«; EQUIP -. 1 o\
1. |60 MO - CONTROL, TAPE PE- BURROUGHS nms-az. 1§ 73.34 | $ 4,400.40 |-
~ | OR APPROVED EQUAL (ONE (1) EACH) R i -
2. |50 M MEC ) x 4 BURROUGHS B9499-50, OR | 352.94 | 21,176.40
.| APPROVED EQUAL (ONE (1) EACH) , S
3. |60 M0 DRIVE, MAGNETIC TAPE, PEV20KB, BURROUGHS6B1.24 | 40,874.40 |
B9495-82, OR_ APPROVED gqgm (Tw0 (2) o o
© EACH) . . L :
TRANSPORTATION CHARGES:
S s$1.nn2.00 0
__ToTAL: e - $67,563.20 -
| eEsT POSS!BLE ncuvzmr AFTER nzccm

. OF ORDER: S ‘ ‘EIGHT. MONJHS -

NO BID: DIGITAL CORP.

o "‘W*mj | _

-dsay ~,\,Amg o ,am:vy‘

S+ 7

G0

835813m0) pue Jurswyoamg :0f

“STIM. 801338i0~ = ¥dd *T1I9 °Q NH3d3lS *TO

2861 ‘9 AYVNNYL SQlﬂNIN NOISSIWWOD ALID-



. ITEM:
~ BID TITLE:
- BID NUMBER:

DEPARTMENT:

"INVITATIONS MAILED OUT: -
»»RESPONSES RECEIVED

BIDDERS:

- SUMMARY

'CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY. 6, 1982

BID ABSTRACT ANARD RECOMMENDATION

Capital Pro'ject '

&
Qo

) &s.fi . ) )
-}

Replacement Floor T11e for Mun1c1pa1 Court

82. 3520.1
 Public Services
-9

4 .

_'Roberts Roof & Floor

Emanua]

~ Floor Time;_Inc.

" Brennans, Ltd.

‘Base Bid
© $3,814.23
'$4,080.95
©$4,300.00

$4,100.00

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD BID TO:

_Roberts Roof & Floor,.-

Las Vegas, Nevada

Base Cove

$.97 1in. ft.
$1.25 lin. ft.

Included with
Base Bid

- $450.00

~$3,814.23 plus
$.97 per linear foot
for base cove '



~ BID TITLE: °

Eﬁ‘?ﬂ‘ﬂﬁnﬁ?pwslﬁbk}"ﬁ NEW F

ROBERTS ROOF & FLOOR
3250 SIRIUS AVE.

- F SNUAL
] .-J0 S. MAIN

-

~ [FLooRTIME INC.

4320 W. DESERT INN

~ WORK MAY- COMMENCE ANY TIME AFTER 7:00

BID #i - 82 3520.1 LAS VEGAS, NV 89102 | LAS VEGAS, NV LAS VEGAS, NV 89102
* INVITATIONS SENT; 9 ESTIMATE:$5.000.00 '__9#011-01094 BoND:NR | L.16# €11-01005 BOND:NR {LIC C11-01763 _pBoND: NR
TTEMf | OTY | DESCRIPTION _ U.P, ToraL | u.p, ] TorAL | UP. ] TOTAL
1. Jt.S. | REMOVE EXISTING TILE (TO INCLUDE PRE- }$  ['$ 680.00 |§ $ 1,000. 00 I 1¢ 849.00
]| PARATION OF FLOOR FOR NEW TILE) - b L » R
2. 2/678 §.F. TILE, KENTILE, PORTILLA WALNUT #714"‘;1.17 3,133.26 1.15 ‘3.079.70 _2,953.00 |
| | (70 INCLUDE ALL LABOR FOR INSTALLATION o e T I . o '
3. |1 LF| BASE, BURKE #503P =~ a7 - 1,28 4,080.95 | 498.00 ‘
' ~TOTAL BID _ITEMS-NO.JL 2, AND-3: - $3,814.23 ’ | $ 4,080.95 - $4,300.00
NOTE: ITEM NO. 3 SHALL BE PAID FOR | I M| . -
_BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD MEASUREMENT. THE
PER LINEAR FOOT COST MUST INCLUDE ALL
INSIDE AND/OR QUTSIDE coaueas
~ INSTALLATION SCHEDULE
BID ITEM NO. T: THE EXISTING TILE
MUST BE REMOVED COMPLETELY IN ONE DAY.|
" THE REMOVAL SHALL BE ACOMPLISHED ON A FRIDAY ONLY.

- AM.

BID ITEM NO. 2 AND 3: INSTALLATION

OF BID ITEMS NO. 2 AND 3 MAY NOT START

UNTIL AFTER 8:00 PM DUE TO PUBLIC Accgrs
- NEEDS. :

h‘zéei ‘L9 A#uvrrvr S3*“”ﬁi‘”'r01 siju puE

THE CITY PERFERS THAT THE ENTRE PROJECT -

-y

BE COMPLETE IN ONE (1) EIGHT HOUR SHIFJ.

R B |

QLG
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BID TI‘I’LBI
BID Il

BID Aésmncr & AWARD RECOMMENDATION

PAGE 1A

Wﬂ'iﬂ'ﬂﬁuﬂ?pﬂ‘é&hﬂ“‘ - R

BZ 3520 T _

BRENNAN’S LD,
LAS - VEGAS NV

. REHOVE EXISTINB Tll.E ('l'0 INCLUDE PRE-J¢

] I’ARATION OF ‘FLOOR FOR MEW TILE)

2770°E. FLAMINGO RD.

2. 2 678

LF. YILE, KENVILE, PORVILLA WALNUT 1714

3. hoF

{70 INCLUDE ALL I.ABOR FOR INSTAI.MTION
BASE BURKE #503P :

TOTAI.BIDITENSNO 1,2, AD3: |

" HOYE: ITEM NO. 3 SHALL BE PAID FOR |

| _BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD MEASUREMENT. 'THE =~

——

PER LINEAR. FOOY COST D(UST INCI.IIDE AL |

INSIDE MD[OR OUTSIDE CORNERS e

) o%3 wo Jveddv 03 WeyT OTWY J03

Z/ _q_um.ogm 30

INSTALLATION SCHEOULE;

-—ta &—

@

7 . 39&
0 poe Swmg'mo:g

BT U

s

BID ITEM NO. V: TME EXISTING TILE |
MUST BE REMOVED COMPLETELY IN ONE DAY.}

- THE REMOVAL -SHALL BE ACOMPLISHED ON'A

FRIDAY ONLY.

| WORK MAY COMMENCE AMY TIME AFTER 7:00 |

M.

BID IVEM NO. 2 AND 3: INSYALLATION .

"OF BID ITEMS NO. 2 AND 3 MAY NOT SYART

" UNTIL AFTER 8:00 m‘out 70 PUBI.IC ACCE

S

NEEDS.

. THE CITY PERFERS THM’ THE_ENTRE PROJEC

B

BE_COMPLETE IN ONE (1) EIGHT “O_UR Sﬂlﬂ’. .

. 30013 § Jooy B330q0Y
J9PPIq ADT O3 pPauar PUIUMODYY

£30833u0) pue Sursegamg 10l
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ITEM:

BID TITLE:
' BID NUMBER:

DEPARTMENT:

~ INVITATIONS MAILED OUT:

RESPONSES RECEIVED

’ BIDDERS

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982 naan
- ) R | 0050

SUMMARY
BID ABSTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION

- Capital Project

Bob Baskin Park Reta1n1ng Wall

- 82.3550.12

Public Serviées v

35
3
Bid Group
S
‘D.W. Baker . $27,070.75
Construction . ‘

A.R. Contractors  $32,370.00.

Empire | |
Construction - -$27,903.00

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD BID TO:

D.W. Baker Construct1on,
‘Las Vegas,; Nevada’

IT Total
$8,895.04 $35,965.79

$7,448.00 $39,818.00

$13,832.00 -$41,735.00

$35,965.79
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BID ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION

asvnssb

“{0D.M. BAKER@ST, -

‘EMPIRE CONSTRUCTION -

| A.R. CONSTRUCTORS

TO pIEAR I0J wpusde

1591

uoTseTmo) ey uo Jsedde 03 WeRT STYY 307 .

I/ T o3 o7 equsamss o

3]
TOTI9pREmmOSeL

mMmmpgmeu

‘0l

BID TITLES 0B BASKIN PARK NORTHEAST corweR - 10 SRR | o [ECIRE CORTRCHIES e, 2287 CRESTLINE LOOP B
DA 82 3552;12 R Las ve:;:s. NV 89102 [LAS. vgt‘;:s‘.olg 8910 vts K0, %ﬁ ‘.{56“%2 N sgego .
IHVITATIONS SNy 35 _ EStIMaTE:d ¢ -QﬁEEL_nmnu___ - Sy
1. - L.S. | EXCAVATION & BAKFILL - ; 1§ 130.00 ‘S : ' S,'G 500. 00:' 1s 3 s,g ,
2. |u.s.| uanoscaping 1 T 2800.00 " 000 | 1 6,500.00.
3. Jus.| IRRicATION 7,500.00 5,116:00 - 6,250,00
4. 1]054 §F ammms WALL 5.0936 | 5,375.00 | 7.00 | 7,378.00 8.00 | 8,432.00
5. 355:df ronnm; o 17.65 |  6,265.75 | 22.00 | 7,810.00 15.00 | 5,326.00-
' __TOTAL FOR BID GROUP I __isen070.75 | 1% 27,903.00 | $ 32,370.00
, ALTERMATE: ITEM 1 B SR R
1. 1365 WIF CINDER BLOCK CAP . $ 1790 - 635.45 |$1.40 |$ 497.00 [g$160 |$ s68.00 M
_TOTAL FOR ALTERNATE LTEN I: ' 18 635.45 18 a9r.00 _|s ses.oo N
__BID GROUP f1. v - - L L
1. 2128 §F 6' SLUMP BLOCK WALL $ 4.18)¢ 8,895.04 |$6.50 [$13,892.00 |$360 |$ 7.448.00 M-
tom FOR BID GROUP I1: ' $ 8,895.04 | - ]$13,832.00 $ 7.448.00 N
suacoumcms. :
| TOM YELEY] MASONRY APODACA 8] HAYDUK YOUNGS
M/P LANDSLAPING | I M.P. CONBT.

APODACA &

MINORITY CONTRACTORS: NONE HAYDUK RITE-oN foncrere N
- ' JARAMILLO}L/S L &6 '
STATE CONTRACTORS LICENSE: 17935A 155708 162258

YOUNGS MASONRY

NO BID BOND:

1800 VIOl

61°596°SE$
90°568°8

11 dnoay prE

1 dnoap pyg *

€2°0£0°L2$

229PPTQ A0

1Tn38S899MS 943 03 paemr 3dafoad pusuwmOdNY

asaeg ' *Q

e30813u0p pue SuysegOmy rog |

1mozg

2861 ‘9 AUVNNYL SILNNIW NOISSIWWOD ALID®

*d°d ‘ueacuoQ °*3 ptmxon
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- I N .

ITEM:
BID TITLE: ..
BID NUMBER: -

~ DEPARTMENT: |
- INVITATIONS MAILED.OUT:

RESPONSES RECEIVED:

BIDDERS: -

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES-JANUARY 6, 1982 | ' ! -
| 0082

SUMMARY
BID ABSTRACT AWARD. RECOMMENDATION

. Capital Project

: Waterproofing of Reflecting Poo]
82.3550.29 |
Public Services - -
o
3

"Caulking & watefproofing' . $21,920.00

B & L Godowns Concrete - $27,606.59
Empire Comstruction - $28,456. 00

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD BID TO:

‘,Cauiking & Waterproofing
Burlingame, California $21,920.00



[TSSIONPORI

x-un et T
_ : e
BID ABSTRACT & AWARD nl-:commmnmon » gﬁ‘-’“ g 2§
- CAULKING & WATERPROOFTG [B 8 | GODOWNS CONCRETE T (" ' 8
BID TITLE: POOL WATERPROOF ING o 193 STRNR. ¢ [15)s tNDuSTRIAL Ro. S %‘I’é‘v“v{“sﬁ BLVD. A B g ae
BID 4+ . B82.3560.29 o - oA o010 |LASVESAS, Wv  Boilo2  BAsveaas, v esio3  J§ RIALY A § “E
I mwﬁ”" ___ESTIN : ' WA%. vcmm-oma YES chl- - Bl & el o
%f_qn_"z oN R N - 1 - alBk 3§EE£ o
1. ).s. |POOL WATERPROOFING | - ;zlezooo : , =;zzmss EIEE 8 4 3
o~ | ;zl.ozo.oo_ . _:vzv.ﬁ_,,gav . &) E: iel g S
| LIST OF SUBCONYRACTORS: _ Jnone - _JNONE 0N 8 §; _:;.E."z S
. o-rsl-.A g é
) & ;‘1 g
LN wn
s_’ g - E:
w E § I
E ¥ a3 S E
e £ 3L 2F o
§ - 3EF &
B B2l
R EEE1:
8§ e
. 1 , CF & b
STATE_ CONTRACTORS LICENSE: 11868C14 13100C40 “ L
| e leise ‘ S 4
8 B <
8 8 (o
I
. G




BID ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDAT IO ‘ iy

BID TITLE: 45 KN NATURAL EAS DRTVEN ENERGENCY POER SVSTEN I ™HE.
nTR R e a 3700 S. HIGHLAND'
LAS VERS, NV 89103

TR QY| BESCRIPTION S — UP. [ YAl LU, T TOTAL
1. [Luwp sunlas K NATURAL GAS (RVEN STAND-BY ELECTRIC PONER —sos T N T

" "7|SYSTEM, AS PER TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 1 ! i
- |ceneraton e AND WODEL NO: SULLATR MJDEL 345 N . \ -

' Auromnc T0AD TWWER : 'summhs RIRTRST SE

: -ch-22§ - \
| '7i1s SYSTEM WILL BE DELIVERED MITHIN caenoar | ] : -
o PAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF NOTICE To Pmcst‘—u. I | , |

CIWLICENSE: S R e , - \

NO BIDS: DIVERSIFIED EQUIP. | ' )
- AMERICAN EQUIP, : .

B ORDUNO DIST. : ) ‘ - - /

2861 ‘O AYVANVC S3LONIW NOISSIWWOD ALID"
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-’ - .-' - ’ - '-I ’ ) l- :

‘-'ITEM:z o

~ BID TITFE;.‘
 BID NUMBER:
'DEPARTMENT:
INVITATIONS MAILED OUT:
* RESPONSES RECEIVED:
" . - BIDDERS:

CITY COMMISSION: MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

SUMMARY |
BID ABSTRACT AWARD. RECOMMENDATION

Capital Equipmént
: 45:KN.Emergencyquherétor.
82.3550.33
“Public Servfces
S 12
4

Equipment Service Company -
. AAA MEChanica1 SérviceS=
'Nesteranlectric:Mbtors.-

Zimmco Equipment

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO'AWARD BID TO:

_ Equipment Service. Company,
“Las Vegas; Nevada -

0085

$12,098.00

© $13,750.00

$14,375.00
$15,127.55

$12,098.00



. .\_'

B . B - - v - e AR abm e T

BID ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION PAGE #1 T
BID TITLE: 45 QUIPHENT SERVICE CO. | AAA NEGANICAL SVCS.  JMEST 3 B &35 ¢%
310 MESTERN AVE. 6831 SOLARON AVE. 2113 WESTERN AVE. 1 S g a § 8
~ AS VERS, NV 89102  |LAS VEGAS, NV 89115 |LAS vEsAs, v ego102 J E g
INVITATIONS SENT: )2 BIDJ: 82.3550.33  ESTIMATE:$17,000.00 7\ A
TER [ 0T | DESeRTp IO ' 0.F. 1 A IO ) ORS00 O . N E.EY B2
1. JLuwp sun] 45 KN NATURAL GAS DRIVEN STAND-BY ELECTRIC PONER §12,098.60 $13,750.00 ansm leleia? RE o
SYSTEM, AS PER TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS _ . & 53;2 E2
] ~<
TOTAL: §12,098.00 $13,750.00 RO gg 8 5 E g
GENERATOR MFG. AND MODEL NO: Imwc mns;l 45.0EM-15R | KOHLER ¢ KOHLER 0inze\ ¢ ghh & Eg %
AUTOMATIC LOAD TRANSFER MANUFACTURER AND MODEL NO: [ONAN MODEW] OTUDD-150- | KOHLER KOHLER #AR92-773 gb'd {; ‘g”»
N202 3c-12¢-14-0-236 <1 =)
THIS SYSTEM WILL BE DELIVERED WITHIN . glv [Lof =
: ; 60 g E =
. (- N =
i =
N =
(%]
CITY LICENSE: § g
T
BID BOND: po No No ” s 2
- >
s gp 7' 2
| £33 o
2 Al
3 B & E o
pd ® ®
K] @ §§ gl
1] |
"
: i B
I P
. Sj !ﬁ
3 7
8 2 —
o |
hoget
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© CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982 0937

ITEM:

. BID TITLE:

'BID NUMBER:
 DEPARTMENT:
 INVITATIONS MAILED OUT:
- RESPONSES RECEIVED:

'~ BIDDERS:.

© SUMMARY o
* BID ABSTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION

‘Re"pl acement Parts
Parts for wasté Water- ‘Pu_mpbs.- :
82.7110.2
' Pub]ic‘Sérv1ces
SR
1

Johnson Pump Company ~ $15,683.00

' STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD.BID TO: -

- Johnson Pump Company, . = -
Azusa, California —~ - . $15,683.00



‘.“.l

BID A'BsmAcr & AWARD m-:coMMENnmoN

| JOHNSON PUMP. CO.

REUTER . EQUI I'HENT

>

w Jwedds o3 weyT BT 303

X

. o~ &7 o 013d syuemoo 30

=

syoR I

103

T

5%
HTP Poremeen e

BI0 mm, “ REPLACEMENT PARTS. FOR JOHNSON vuups 6330 N. IRVINDALE “'E‘ 2330 4. b.1.
BpID 4 - 82, me.2 . AZUSA, €A 91702 - LAsvms.nv ssloz
1 Efgmj Eﬂmﬂ!!! . LICH HOME BonDy MR | LIcH NonE » ,
%Iﬁ-ﬁ “" e lzoouoo S0P L TOTAL. 1 U, 3. 1
1. [|VEA| ASSEMBLY, BOWL --20 P.0. mur : $ } $8,005.000 ] wo |
1 T s/-a-a1816 _ R :
2. . |V EA] AssEMBLY, 80\!!.-401’0 punr ' sznoo
| smoa-q1819.
3. |1 EA| SHAFT, 20 P.0. PUMP -S/N J-41816 1,112,00 :
4. |) EA] BEARING, DISCHARGE BONL - 20 P.O. | 166,00 g
| PuwP S/N J-41816 SRENEPITE N
5. |1 EA] -BEARING; sucnnu BELL - 20 P. o PUMP 166.00 |
‘ | S/N J-41816 - ' : : I |
6. | EA -'nmxmsn,nom 20 P.0. PUMP _Je6.00 |
1 sm. J-41816_ R
7. |V EA] SWAFT, 14 P.0. PUMP /N J-41819 585,00
8. |1 EA]| BEARING, DISCHARGE m [ P, o PUMP 76.00
| s/N 3-41819 ¢ L
9. |1 EA| - BEARING, SUCTION BELL - 14 P.0. pukp 76.00
' 1 syn 3-41819 _
10. |1 EA] BEARING SET, BOWL - 14 P.0. Punp 52.00 -
S/N J-41819 o - L
R TOTAL: | $15,683.00
'NOTE: ALL THE ABOVE PARFS ARE FOR
JOHNSON TRICKLING mm PUMPS - NO
suasmun '

*4uvdmo) dung sosuyor |
S3eppyq LU0 03 pIBAR pustmoOdy |

e39us300) pue W#o@%

TETAYSY STIONS . sdogy

2861 9 ANVNNYD SILANIW NOISSIWWOD ALID .
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© CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

SUMMARY '

BID ABSTRACT ANARD RECOMMENDATION -

ITEM::

BID TITLE:
BID NUMBER:

DEPARTMENT
~ INVITATIONS MAILED OUT:

RESPONSES RECEIVED:

~ BIDDERS:

‘Blanchard Construction

' Emhire Construction.

Cooke/Kerzetski

'VVMattekhorn'Deve]obment o

CBM Construction

Capital Prbject

82.3550.35
Public Services. -
56

5

Bid Group I

With Alternate -

' $144,900.00
$152,758.76
$174,742.00

| $166,739;oo‘j

$185,000.00

Bid Group II

. With Alternate -
© $81,190.00

 $81,258.54
$81,491.00

' $96,521.00

$106,000.00

STAFF‘RECOMMENDATION-TO AWARD BID T0:

Blanchard Constructjon Company,

Las’ Vegas, Nevada

Adm1n1strat1ve Support Building - Misdemeanant Detention
' Facility

. Total ‘
. $226,090.00°
| $234,017.30

$256,233.00 .

$263,260.00

$291,000.00 . °

$226,090.00
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BiD ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION

PAGE #1

BID TITLE:  RISDEMEARANT DETE mmgmnmmmm BLANCHARD CONST. EMPIRE CONSTRUCTION | MATTERHORN DEVELOPMENT
-FACILITIES BUILDING; SUPPORT FACILITIES BUILDING |3]3] MEADE AVE. 3588 S. VALLEY VIEW BL dl-slg Eh Vk“t\‘ V“H 8L
INVITATIONS SENT 104: 82.35650.3 ESTIMATE: $ LAS VEGAS WV 69102 | LAS VERAS, WY @sto2 > -
N | : R ‘H . . H .
1TE DESCRIPTION __ BID GRAUP ' 0P, | __TOTAL U.p. TOTAL | U.P. YOTAL
1. |[UMP STW a ; NG (% A= I 132,290.00 $ 137,654.00 $ 150,330.00
2. Joump sum] sLAB ON GRADE FOUNDATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE FACILI- | 10,660.00 12,033.20 14,243.00 |
R | TIES BUTCDING
| TOTAL; It 142,950.00 $ 149,667.20 $ 165,073.00
BID GROUP T - ALTERNATE TTEN Y
1. JLUNP SUM| ALTERNATE FOUNDATION AND FLOOR FOR ADNINISTRATIVE $ 12,610.00 $ 15,104.76 $ 16,409.00
FACILITIES BUILDING . ,
TOTAL FOR BID GROUP T ALTERNATE ITEM I: $ 12,610.00 $ 15,100.76| $ 16.409.00
81D GROUP 11
B } |5 73.390.00 $ 70,480.00 $ 65,300.00
2. |Lunp sun SLAB ?ﬁs GRADE FOUNDATJON FOR SUPPORT FACILITIES ' 6,500.00 8,397.36 8,907.00
UILD )
TOTAL FOR BID GROUP II: $ 79,830.00 $ 78,877.36 $ 94,207.00
BID GROUP 11 - ALVERNATE ITEM I
1. |LuMP Suu| ALTERNATE FOUNDATION AND FLOOR FOR SUPPORT FACILI- $ 7,860.00 $ 10,778.54 $ 11,221.00
TIES BUILDING
TOVAL FUR BIU GROUP T ALTERNATE TTEM TV ¥ 7.850.00 $ 10,778.5% ¥ W.221.00
CITY LICENSE: [cr1-07299 C11-1096: cl-
STATE CONTRACTORS LICENSE: |5|44s 165208 0192278
8ID BOND: YES YES YES
ACKNOWLEDGED ADDENDUM # 1 YES YES YES
SUBCONTRACTORS LIST SUBMITTED WITH PROPOSAL YES YES YES .
MI YES YES YES

0CCo

2861 ‘9 AYVNNYL SILANIW NOISSIWWOD ALID.
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BI5 ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDAT ION PAGE #1 A :
Bis Y : 5 m“nﬁxf's'“ JUBN TONSTRICTION X s o
" FACILITIES BUILDING; SUPPORT FACILITIES BUILDING  [p,0, BOX 598D S. PROCYON AVE. g ~ g
_ LAS VEGAS, NV 89114 | LAS VEGAS, NV :

i TATIONS Seni: __BIOK: B2.3560.35 __ESTIMATE:$ W 5
QY -DESCRIPTION U.P. k JOTAL | U.P. | TOIAL | .P, ) § i .
1. [tuwp UK IT\%’I‘N;STRATWE FACILITIES < 161,326.00 § 166,000.00 \ WNi.2 I3 o

) . -
1%, E_ —
—2._JLUMP_SUM| AAMA%WMSTMTWE FACILI- 7.541.00 \ Ao | gg =
TIES BUILOI 12.000.00 W BN §' 2 g
. & . =
© TOTAL: I 168,869.00 $ 179,000.00 \ g | é
810 GROUP T = ALTERRATE TTER T L;g R o
1. |LuMP Sum| ALTERNATE FOUNDATION AND FLOOR FOR AGMINISTRATIVE $ 13,414.00 $ 19,000.00 o ¥ 2
FACILITIES BUILDING =
TOTAL FOR BID GROUP | ALTERNATE ITEM I: $ 13,414.00 $ 19,000.00 ‘i g =
BID GROUP 11 § B o
1. {LUMP SUN| SUPPORT FACILTTIES BUILOING (W ) JU7T ¥ 0, 50000 § o
b -3
2. |Lump SuM| SLAB OM GRADE FOUNDATION FDR SUPPORT FACILITIES 4,961.00 10,500.00 Y
_BUILDING ’ E E’E o g’ ;E
TOTAL FOR BIO GROUP II: $ 77,034.00 $ 101,000.00 é.’ E o g o
] R -
B0 GROUP 11 - ALVERNATE ITEM | , wog o .
1. JLUMP SUM| ALTERNATE FOUNDATION AND FLOOR FOR SUPPORT FACILI- § 9,418.00 $ 15,500.00 .-g BE s
TIES BUILDING i:na g E 2N
(g ® o
TOTAL FOR BID GRGUP 11 ALTERNATE ITEM I: §9,418.00 $16,500.00 / ‘&5 58 § §
oL’ i &
CITY L ICENSE: : fe11-12408 ¢11-06274 2 ug ‘é g
STATE CONTRACTDRS LICENSE: 16103 AB 18488 / § E«r
. "
. YES ' 8 E
EDGED T: VES : L
SUBCONTRACTORS LIST SUBMITTED WITH PROPOSAL: YES : VES o
MINORITY SUBCONTRACTGS LIST SUBMITTED WITH PROPOSAL{YES YES 3
- N
o
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CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6 1982
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
: COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 300 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-60! i

_- Comqt_nsuon Action

0092
January 6, 1982
| Page 15

. Department Action "

IV (g)  'DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES ‘CONT'D
.

o AADepartment pf“Public Services
10. :
.. Department of Public Services

*B. PURCHASE ORDER APPROVAL

PURCHASING & CONTRACTS DIVISION CONT'D|

ANARD OF BIDS CONTINUED -

Steel Poles and -Accessories
Department of Public Services

Electrical Service Switchboard

Angel Park Detention Basin - Phase I

. Meter andiWater Line Instailatipd]
- Department of Public Services -

~Engineering Services

A?PROVED AGENDA ITEM

Department of Public Services

APPROVED

| See Page 14

Lurie =
APPROVED

vItemswl<and 2.

Unanimous-

1 (Christensen excused

See Page 14

“Staff to proceed



"CITY COMMISSION 'MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

% 4 W%
“AGENDA [ MENTATION M

0093

. TO: Faou ‘ ‘
TheBoardefCltv Commissioners ' . ASHLEY HALL ,

a : S DEPUTY cm MANAGER
"SUBJECT:-_ , AGENDA BOARD or cm com:ssmu MEETING - JANUARY 5. 1982

v (g) Dmmtem OF GENERAL senv:css
 PURPOSE/BACKGROUND '

*A. AWARD OF BIDS comnuén '

7. . Administrative and Support Building - Misdemeanant Detention Facility -
Department of Public Services - Engineering.Design Division.

any, Las Vegas.
$0.35.-

-Nevada 1n the amount. o d
Estimate: :$290,000.00
FUNDING: GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

 Recommend Award to\Blanchard Const 'ct'lon_ :

B. 'Steel Poles and. Accessories. - Misdemeanant Detention Fac'llity - Department
of Public Services Engineer'lng Design Divisfon.

Recmmend Award: to R.K. Sales, Las Vegas, Nevada. in the amount
1d ¥ 57.3550.38 .Estimate: $24,000.00:
m;. REVENUE. SHARING °

9. Electrica‘l Service Switchboard Misdemeanant Detention Facility - Department
‘ of Public. Services - Engineering-Design Division.

Recmmend Award to’ Gragb_%r EIectric. Las Vegas, Nevada

~In the amount of $8 -82.,3550.34.
‘Estimate:  $11,000. ﬁu
FUNDING: GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

10. Angel Park Detention Basin - Phase I - Department of Public Services -
. Engineering Design Division.

Recommend Award SUBJECT TO ACQUISITION OF NECESSARY RIGHT-OF-WAY,
; to §teuartﬂ§ist ction, Las Vegas, Nevada in the amount of
$318,867.0 315 # 82.3550.26. Estimate: '$420,000.00.
Fﬂﬂﬁim Iooz REIMBURSABLE FROM CLARK. COUNTY

EISCAL IMPACT'

FUNDS BUDGETED FOR FISCAL YEAR 81-82.

-‘THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES. HAS INDICATED THAT ITEMS 7 THROUGH 10 ARE
IN ORDER BASED ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS ‘OF THE' USING 'AGENCIES.

IT IS THE RECOW!ENDATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER THAT ITEMS 7
- THROUGH 10 BE AWARDED.

- Approved - 3

Disapproved [ : Department of General Servvces
Held . g :

- Statas Due: — : ’ o —_
- 70310 S ' SECTION A PAGE 3 OF 3 S0
o _ i v (g) ' '



ITEM:

BID TITLE:
BID NUMBER:
DEPARTMENT: -

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

0094

SUMMARY
'BID ABSTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Capital Equipment : ‘

. Steel Po1es,& Accessories - Misdemeanant Detention
: - ' - Facility
82.3550.38 _

Public Services

'INVITATIONS MAILED OUT: -~ 10
' RESPONSES RECEIVED:
' BIDDERS: .

6

R Sales - $17,483.00°
Graybar Electric :, $17,552.33
T.F.I. Electrical -~ $17,552.90
Anfac Electric $17,894.85
Consolidated Electrical = $18,064.02
OrdﬁnouDistribdtfngb = $18,534;50:

 STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO:AWARD BID TO:

R.K. Sales, ' _
Las Vegas, Nevada _ ~ $17,483.00



Blp__?l%S_TRNT 8 MMRD RECOMMENDATION . = - - L AR AL S A | AGE. 1A
BID TITLE: . [BAR ELECTRIC €0., | =~ -
' STEEL ACCESSORIES FOR THE ISDEHEMMT JRK SALES AND: SERVICE | T.F.1. cu ECTRICAL GRAYBAR ELECTRIC CO.
o{%&:%‘?;\ﬁ'{'m 81D 4 82 35;0 3: LAS VEGAS, WV | SUPPLY, LAS VEGAS, M |INC., LAS VEGAS, WV’
ifﬂq QY[ DESCRIPTION - _ , m N § | A -
1. |37 EA. | STEEL POLES PRIME PAINTED T §374.00 [$13.030.00 [§ 319.0 $14,023.00 |¥ 379.00 $14,023.00
2. |9 EA. | STEEL POLES PRINE PAINTED :  |ss0z.00 fs2,m8.00 |$ 266798 2,400.75  |$ 266.77 1§ 2,400.93 o
3. |7 en. [uminaiRe suprorT ARMS T |5 se.o0 [§ 3%2.00 |% 61.80§ 432.60 |§ 61.80]§ 432.60 3
4. fa EA. | LuMINAIRE SuPPORTS ARfs $ a7.00 |§ 188.00 |$ 61804 207.20 |$ 61.80f$ 247.20 8
5. |3 En. [uMINAIRE SUPPORT ARMS $ 3.0 [§ 10600 |§ 41.:3; 123.75 |8 4. |§ 123.60 | =
6. |2 EA. | LUMINAIRE SUPPORT ARMS - ¢ 75.00.]s 150.00 | 1o1.0qs 202.00 |$100.95|s 201.90 2
7. |2 EA. | LUMINAIRE SUPPORT ARMS |8 46.00 |8 - 92.00 |$ 61.80¢ 123.60 |$ 61.801% 2560 | :
| B o f s $17,662.90 $17,652.33 %
I . - BT S A T ) m
BEST POSSIBLE DRIVERY DATE AFTER RECEIPT OF ROTICE | ERCEE R — 1 =
TO PROCEED:- . 8 WKS. ARD 14 to 16 Mks. 14 to 16 Wks. =
CITY LICENSE NO: B10-489220754 | — | |eto-4eszz0754 W-06057402022] [35-63605343 | 2>
'_nlnnouu Not required ' | : ' o o
, 8
N
N Lo
O
Cr



EN

L - v > - - - [P

_l ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION PAGE #1 . am @
Bl TITLE:  STEEL POLES AND ACCESSORIES FOR THE NISDEMEANANT  Loycrc ¢\ crnic suppLY | COMSOLIDATED aecmcu[nununo oIstRIBuTING, [ A af
. £0., LAS VEGAS, NV DISTRIBUTORS, LAS VEGAS] INC., LAS VEGAS g . E g
In. TATIONS SENT: BIDA: nz.:m.m ESTIMATE: $ 18 & 5
i DESCRI “U.P. | __TYOTAL U.P. | TOTAL U.P. JOTA 5 : 3?1 %g .
1. [37 EA. | STEEL POLES F *RIFE ATRTED 386.40514,296.80  |§ 380.69$14,092.93 |$ 403.00]$14,910.00 [ §| NG » @ N
2. |8 EA. | STEEL POLES PRIME PAINTEO 2710 2,447.25  |§ 38.970$ 2,670.73 ¢ 301.000¢ 2,700.00 [ SO\ CY ] Q': >
——— & hd 4 n .
3.7[7 A, | TUNTRATRE SUPPORT ARNS 63.00 44100 |8 59.77|s 418.39 | 49.50s e.50 f§ & 3 °\g ﬂE =
a. |4 EA. | LUMINAIRE SUPPORT ARMs 63.008 252.00 |$ $ 20020 |8 49.50)s 19800 § B s |5 2
— (V2]
5. |3 EA. | LUMINAIRE SUPPORT ARMS a2, 126.00 |$§ 38.17)¢ 114.50 |$ 33.0008 99.00 € g
6. {2 EA. | LUNINAIRE SUPPORT ARMS 102.00 205.80 |$ e1.3s 16274 |¢ 86.00]$ 172.00 ' =
7. 12 EA." | LUNINAIRE SUPPORT ARM |3 $ 102.26{$ 204.52 |[$ 49.50F 99.00 g =
-
ToTAL: $18.064,02 $18,54.50 g < o
NFG: PACIFIC UNION} VALMONT KN INDUSTRIE &
METALS - - T g
. g 7 [ a x
BEST POSSIBLE DELIVERV DATE AFTER RECEIPT OF N 6 NKS. E 8
NOTICE T0 PROCEED: 14-16 WS- 8 8. AR 'g' m - 8
. . 2 ég E E <
CITY LICENSE N0 . A hosoz9100525 | . f05491405589 810411207269 § ' iy ¢ g = §
BI10 BOND: 3 ke off
js I
518
..E L
- an B
ge I
13
§ F| s
-‘\'
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~ SUMMARY . |
- BID ABSTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION

ooTTEM:  Capital Project
'BID-TITLE: o o Eléctrical Service Switchboard - Misdemeanant Detention
S D - Facility |
BID NUMBER:  82.3550.34
 DEPARTMENT: . - Public Services
" INVITATIONS. MAILED OUT: 13
 RESPONSES. RECEIVED: 5
'BIDDERS:

Graybar Electric $8,755.00
Standard Wholesale ~$9,005.00
"511‘\ S o o : .TFI1ETectriCé]rSupp1y' - | - $9,984.00
S o Consolidated Electrical $10,650.00
Orduno Distributing  $12,890.00

 STAFF_RECOMMENDATION'TO AWARD BID TO:

* Graybar Electric, . j
Las Vegas, Nevada = - = - $8,755.00 - -

S fuN GaE A G ONN SN NN N O m e



b e cma—

BID ABSTRACT (] AHARD RECOMMENDATION , ‘ | - | PAGE #1
BID Tmf ONE. l” 5 ﬁ m SWITCHEOARD - o | eraveAr mcmc | syanpano TFL ELECTRICAL SUPPLY
i P.0. BOX 14630 C wyﬂomx 1026 S. FIRST ST.
INVITATIONS SENT: 13.. m g2, 3550 P 'Esumre- §$14,000.00 LAS VEGAS, MV ‘89114 JuAs VEBAS, NV 89106 |LAs veeas, W - 89100
TTEM ] ‘ﬂW“#“n SCR u A A /. SHASE I I YOTAL | U.P. | YOTAL
1. | v en. ] SERVICE suncewman 70 BE GENERAL ELECTRIC SQUARE RN S P N SRES .
| D; OR APPROVED EQUAL, AS PER UNIFORM STAKDARD ~ f .~ : r 1 - o
DRANINGS NUKBERS 1/42/4, 3/4, 44 o : |¢e.85.00 | - 49,0000 | $ 9,984.00 3
| BT , TOTAL: s 8, 1s5.00 | 89,000 | $ 9,984.00 g
.ura AND nom NO: o o of MATERIAL mmgo 6.E. PER ATTACHED BILLSQUARE D | SEE BILL OF é
'mls SERVICE SWITCHBOARD WILL BE DELIVERED WITHIN | 1 | o ' E o
cmnnaa DAYS AFTER aecem OF NOTICETO |86 - | |60 : % - =
1 3 : , 1 A . =
CITY LICENSE: A ‘ | sr0-090134 | wos-2002: | NONE pou
BID BOND: - “N/A N/A(has o annual. bid | N/A o
- ‘ L S e bond With proposal}f =
T (=g
>
x
-
()]
—
O
o0
N
) ‘O
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.- w - T g g t n T :

BID AESTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION PAGE #1-a

BID VITLE: b : no e éi:
ONE (1) SERVICE SWITCHBOARD CONSOLIRATED ELECTRICAL] ORDUND DISTRIBUTING % i A E g
IITATIONS SENT: . B2.3650.34  ESTIMIE:S 14,000.00 | LAS VEBAS. WU eorua | LAS VEGAS, W eston 3 gé 2
TTEM D N 0.P. JOTAL 0P, TOTAL | e é E
1. | 1 €A. | SERVICE SWITCHBOARD, TO BE GENERAL ELECTRIC SQUARE $ 10,650.00 $12,890.00 g ] P
D, OR APPROVED EQUAL, AS PER UNIFORM STANDARD o : SEE E o=
DRAMINGS NUMBERS 174, 2/4, 3/4, 4/4 o : =3
! b J
TOTAL: $ 10,660.00 $12,890.00 Sy Egg e 9
] =
MFG. AND MODEL O: CUTLER HAMMER WP2 D'S | WESTINGHQUSE TYPE W & 8 o=
g (%4
THIS SERVICE SWITCHBOARD WILL BE DELIVERED WITHIN § E g3
CALENDAR DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF NOTICE , als 4 e
TO_PROCEED: 8 70 10 ks 90 =
—t
CITY LICENSE: ' MD6-0558¢ 810-07264 8 E g
‘ . el B m
B1D BOAD: WK WK 5 ‘:
>
=
=
b
v
-<
M
-t
O
[eo]
N

A
\

SISTRIOS JTTUNg ™ smoay

© 33439913 dvgheds

‘48ppiIq MO 03 PJEBMR PUBIOITY
£35c13u0) pur Suyrrysang :o)

GG00



009
SUMMARY
BID ABSTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION
ITEM: Capital Project
BID TITLE: Angel Park Detention Basin - Phase I-
BID NUMBER: 82.3550.26
DEPARTMENT: Public Services
INVITATIONS MAILED OUT: 59
RESPONSES RECEIVED: 6
BIDDERS:
Bid Group I  Bid Group II  Total
Stewart Construction $318,867.00  $149,040.00  $467,907.00
D.W. Baker Construction $365,119.19  $120,960.00  $486,079.19
Rico Paving & Grading $402,581.50 $92,880.00 $495,461.20

A.R. Contractors
Nevada Rock & Sand

Las Vegas Paving

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

$399,861.00
$420,123.00
$568,062.00

$138,240.00
$177,120.00
$151,200.00

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD BID TO:

Stewart Construction,
Las Vegas, Nevada

$538,101.00
$597,243.00
$719,262.00

$318,867.00
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BID ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATION

. BIDTITLS:  ANGEL PARK DETENTION BASIN, piase 1 |STAMART ERGTRCT! 2120 S, HIGHLAND |3sea VALLEY VIEW BLYD, Co
BID_#: 82.3550. 26 LAS VESAS, NV 89101  [LAS vEGAs, WV 89102 VEGAS, NV 89103
9 : LIc# C11-03892 BoNDyYES | profC11-04260  pown; VES JLyog C11-10963 poyp, YES
%&%ﬁﬁﬁﬁmrﬂmmm 0P, | _TOTAL ALL__JW&__E%E__JML__

1. JL.S.] CLEARING AND GRUBBING $ $ 20,000.00 |$ $ 11,083.93 ' |§ $ 20,000.00 o

2. 71,700 fcY EXCAVATION 1.76 | 128,976.00 | 3.1692 | 232,633.04 2.30| 469,510.00 =

3. 34,500 [CY EMBANKMENT , 1.00 | 39,500.00 | o.7017 21,1515 2.30] 90,850.00 <

4. |o00 dv 2 INCHES ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT 5.50 4.960.00 | 6.47444 6,827.00 6.40]  6,760.00 o

WITH 4-INCH GRAVEL BASE ~ - =

5. |L.s.] ourLer piping ' 40,000.00 28,660.00 16,700.00 g

6. 2465 Qv DUMPED RIPRAG 18.00 | 44,370.00 }1.24462 27,717.99 . 26.30] 62,364.50 -

7. 1428 v EROSION PROTECTION SLAB 36.00 14,980.00 P8.4907 12,194.02 28.75] 12,305.00 =

8. 2]372 F CHAIN LINK FENCE " M.00| 26,092.00 |8.0464 19,086.06 11.00] 26,092.00 : E

TOTAL FOR 810 GROUP ; $318,867.00 : $366,119.19 $402,581.50 3

810 GROUP 11 ‘ . c

1. 4§,200 |SF SPILLWAY APPROACH SLAB $ 3.45] $149,040.00 |$ 2.80 | $120,960.00 |$  2.15] § 92,880.00 g

TOTAL FOR 810 GROUP I1: ' $149,040.00 $120,960.00 $ 92,880.00 =

-

LIST OF SUBCONTRACTORS: e

THE TISERTI CO. CHARLEY HOWELL SOUTHERN §V. CONCRETE o

casco. FORTUNE FENCE S

STATE CONTRACTORS LICENSE: | 2052A 179354 lm_!_

1010
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31D ABSTRACT & AWARD RECOMMENDATIDN
CORSTRUCTORS [

MGEI. PARK Dﬂﬂlﬂw BASIN. HMSE l
82 3550 26 '

A.R. CONST
2287 CRESTLINE LOOP B
NO LAS VEGAS. !IV 89030

CLRARING AND BRUBIIIIIG .

PAGE 18

DA ROCK & 54
PO BOX 42755

2. 7},700 [CY EXCAVATION
3. 39,500 {CY EMBANKHENY - ' 1.25
4. 900 Y 2 INCHES ASPHALT. concum PAVEMENT |~ 7:00 6,300.00

_ WITH 4-INCH GRAVEL BASE

2.25) - 165.026.00 |  2.85 | 21

LAS VEGAS, Ny 89104 }#
] =00613 vz 4'C11-03922 BOND

,<m:pmvmvpuh .

—

swedds 03 wR3T STR 07
0y soya- eyummmos 2o

————

{ B SBr~r/

'BOT3UPUSUADISI nok YETRIMG PUR AGTAGE OFVETJ

g7~

- TUOTSSTRREDD ou3 ‘W

: %oggm._g P?Waﬁ :o&4

5, |L.s. Olm.ET:_PlPlllG ) | _6808¢00 |
6. 21465 (Y -DUMPED RIPRAG — 22,00 . 64,23000 | 22.00 ) - 64,230,00 (
7. 1428 9Y_EROSION PROVECTION SLAB 40.26) 17.227,00 | 3850 16,478.00 | 40,00
8, 2j3r2 lll-' CHAIN - me rg«:g | 0.00) 2372000 | 10.00] 23,7200 n’,g 26,002,00
TOTAL FoR 810 eaoup I 1399861 00 _{ $420,123.00 gm.osz oo K
|| 8 croup 11 - ) . MR : '
1. 4,200 |SF_SPILLMAY APPROACH SLAB s 3.0 slaa,zqooo Is 4.0 | $177,020.00 s 3.50 sm 200.00
' 1 tom. FOR am GROUP u. : ias 24000 | - | $1w7,120.00 |- - $151,200.00
usror suacomncmas. R B R _ -
| GENERAL CDNCRETE 'MS CONCREFE: | GENERAL CDNCRETE
. | NEVADA FENCE | scumtor cpusy. 1!
| consr.l/auums .)Acxs | NEvaDA FeficE
-
STATE CONTRACTORS L JCENSE; 167268 70607 §507A8

*&Tup T dmoan prg 307 ISPPIQ

'amtczwqmlnwwm:q_
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0103

%4“4\’%

“AGENDA DOCUMENTATION e

. To: - FROM:

‘ Theaoard of Citv Commissioners - - v ASHLEY HALL,

: o ) DEPUTY CITY MANAGER _
: SUBJE_C‘T: ~ AGENDA -~ BUARD OF CITY COMMISSION HEETING JANUARY 6, 1982 )

IV (g) DEPAR‘I'MENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

?.-" C

“Approved O .-

. PUR_POS'E_/BACKGHO’UND

. Puac_m’g ORDER"APPROVAL

1; Recomend Purchase Order Approval to-las Vegas Valle ‘Watar D'lstrict'
o s Vegas, :Neva n the amount of $24,380. 3'6 “This -Purchase Order
- 1s necessary to-provide water services to .the Misdemeanant Detention

Facility at Stewart and Mojave Avenues. Purchase Request. # 3551-3289.
FUNDING: = GENERAL REVENUE SHARING o '

2, Retommend Purchase Order roval to 0.J. Scheer, Las Vegas, Nevada °
.30. s Purchase Order 1s ‘necessary to

engage professional eng neer1ng services in con.junct'lon with possible

. 1itigation on Stewart Avenue.

FUNDING: STREETS .

FUNDS BUDGETED FOR FISCAL YEAR 81-82.

THE DEPARTMENT DF GENERAL SERVICES HAS INDICATED THAT ITEMS 1 AND 2-ARE IN ORDER
BASED ON THE RECOFNENDATIORS OF THE USING AGENCIES. -

I;P'I!ngE RECOHMENDATION OF THE OFFICE OF. THE CITY MANAGER THAT ITEHS 1 AND 2 BE -

- y gt o
Disapproved & - . : : Deparunent of Genera] Services .

- Held . ju]

. Statas Due

| SECTION B PASE 1 OF_‘lc'_V' o
v (g) C



Las Vegas Valley Water District
3700 West Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, Nev, 89163

1982

Bert Anzai
400 B, Stewart
Las Vegas, Nev. 89101

| % PURCHASE ' ﬁﬁﬁw MINUTES JANUARY 6, e 0104

REQ. NO. .0. NO.
25573289 "

M Pee. 8, 198t

ESTIMATES FROM: FUNDING:
Fomap.angiw______ DATE O unsuogeres 3 suoaeTed :312 8030
OTHER (SPECFYLVVWD Estimate REQUESTING DEPT. 85T, _$24, 380 norroexceen$ 4, g0 -
REQUESTING DEPT/DIV F.0.B. POINT TERMS BUYER DELIVERY REQUIRED
PS/Engineering Design : ASAP
TION FOR PURCHASE
Water Service/Misdemeanor Detention Center
—GUANTITY T UF DESCRIPTION O CE_ ] TOTAT
Ea. 8" X 4" FMCT Meter Installation (est. $14,100)
-t Ea. Feeder Main Connection Chargs (5.36 acres @ $500/acye)
(est. $2,680)
1 Ea. Frontage Connection Charge (760 ft. @ $10/ft.)

-

(est. $7,600)

M
THE DEPARTMENT HEAD CERTIFIES THAT TO THE BEST OF THEIR

KNOWLEDGE FUNDS ARE BUDGETED AND AVAILABLE FOR THIS PURCHASE
AND THE (TEMS/SERVICES REOUESTFDAREFOHFUBUC

Qﬁ:ﬁ,ﬁ"’/ [//,_/Z_/ L/M« A [L{Ai[_ﬂ
C{ 7 2L m ”ﬁ--‘»’."’,{ "/ /2 I/Z/E. ,f/

( /ﬂ.;ﬁ’, 2{-—'———— ) Z—J‘/

<. MA@GEMB‘T DATE

\-\1 \ — é,f'é ﬁé ““E /

PURCHASING & CONTRACTS — OATE



l CITY Of LAS VEGAS .

crry comzssmn MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982 pg.

L()L>
F UND ING VERIFICATION Z:EQZ /§£ éég

Tor -
'il . PURCHASING & CONTRACTS UHF ICER
S °u°ansx~c 2 CONTRACTS n[VlSIUN

FRCM:

OFFICE OF BUDGET &
 MANAGEMENT SERVICES

PU0JECT/ 1 TEM DESCRIPTION :

,li zzzéi7454"g5;fV”L//<:€2. /117Z:)/-—-

PURCHASE REQUEST NO. :

3337/-3.259

'FUNDING SOURCE:

' Source

”lﬁollar§j ‘“
-8qd9€ted'

% | Fumosore | acet | Task | cpr. | acT/ua

'Genefel Funﬂ B

.0C |

i'Specval Assessnent Fund

.00

| [Reg. Transportatxon Conm. L

.00

'Stage

s General Revenue Sharvng ;234§~3329§00‘
| _ .00

,aoz so2-\gad | “Ga8|

oana0

“Faderal:.

.00

'»'VENjclé;SerViceS¢Fuhd.~ a

.00

'.00 .

:SEnfiétioh;Fundl

‘};C;be-BIdck Grant"

L0

-,00

’Jjﬂlj‘:li

.00

Cani=al:Project Fund

11

.00

SN

.00

14

(A ]
L7 {]
1
e
K
.4
L A4 I
s
()
m

TOTALS: 44330 00

100z |

\fron Purchase °equest)

CL\’S"'

. )E??é.fif%57ﬁf—

Recoumend Peru1451on O - ReCelva N,

JTecomendatioa of uar.

[ Oicagprovent.



' I CITY OF LAS VEGAS

FUNDING

VER-lFICATION‘

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982 e

D( ;3 J‘L’%

TO:

" PURCHASING & CONTRACTS URFICER

PUSCHASING ¢ commdrs DLYLSIoN

TFROM:

OFFICE.OF BUDGET &
- MANAGEMENT SERVICES

PUOJ T/I TE‘4 OESCRIP.TION

l /TIc/(.//[//o"ld/ l’fwc«%—.
DZ‘L"»«-/?L 4“‘— |

PURCHASE REQUEST NO.

=207

_ FUNDING SOURCE: -

GBH§ Aug/on zedf 51 gnature

CL\’G‘”' -

L4 Qitapiroved

i
l S SoTlars | 1 . T
_Source Budgeted %__| FUND/ORG { ACCT | TASK | GPT. | ACT/MA |
l {—-I ‘Cetjerél V'F'ujnd' e ‘ | . __V__
l' I_-l 'S;'J'ec':’i‘a‘ A‘ssessnentvF’und' 3l .00
l—T ;' ReL Transaortatron Comm .00 |
. I'_'[ ».ueneral Revenue Shamng .00 |
l_-l }“tase | .00 |
| T | Federal: | .00
I -y Ve:h':icieflservuices ‘Fu{nq , .00 9 N
" '—7 Senj‘._t_afi‘o.ﬁ-'!-'gn;:l‘ .00 | !
§ O o Block Grant _ .00 ) e
T leeceoave Authority .00 | o ]
' T lgazical Pro,,ect Fu-c . .00 1 ; ]
’_T éccéS "//; 450 w0l ool 1761 \tonl 17(5:1,}4'
1 rorats: | /4SO 00| 100a| |
ee ~ {frow ?urchase °equesz) S -/4 45/0/
l ‘ | ] Rvecm;ul:end' ée’r.uis_sion v.'.u ROCeTv2 Uty
1 Recomgendation of Nward s
i
]



l . PURCH ASE R(Erws'rn MINUTES JANUARY 6 sﬁs?zo | ) lory |

l o J. SCHERER
: - 1772 Industrial Rd. -
Las Vegas, NV. 89102

’Dona'ld E. Donovan, P.E.
Director, Public Services. -~
400 E. Stewart Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89101

"N 71142171580 45232
e Dec.21,7981

’ FORMER P.O. No.

DATE

.  PURCHASING & CONTRACTS

OTHER (SPECIFV) - Consu'ltant
R F.0.B. POINT

. nsodésnms e

FUNDING:

(4 unsuoceren O BUDGETED mm -
nsoussmsomsr 11.450. 3QNOT TOEXCEED 1] 450430 -

{TERMS T BUYER OELIVERY REQUIRED =

g JUSTIFICATION ¥ Fc'_"_n PURCHASE- a

"SINGLE SOURCE

- COMPETIMIVE -

—

_lwgiszz -

une FUND/ORG | AC '1"Asx "OPT] ACT'WA. ]~ TOTAL . .

_ QUA TV UNIT PRICE | _TOTAL
' o L.S. Additional services required to prepare for possible $11,450.30%"
- : ‘| Titigation on Stewart Ave. plus preparation of
l o report.
‘THE DEPARTMENT HEAD CERTIFIES - THAT‘TO THE BEST OF. THE"IH R
o _ - L s ) ) W&DGEWMEWMAVWFORWWASE_{
“CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT. - VERBAL QUOTE_ " ‘ o
__SUPPLY CONTRACT ___ INFORMAL BID
FORMAL BID SOLE SOURCE




ATEM

© CITY. COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

V‘S"" Jan. 6, 1982

BOARD OF CITY: COMMISSIONERS
‘ COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

. PHONE 388-60”
o Commission'_Actaon

Page 16

- Department Action

. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES

DONALD E. DONOVAN P.E., DIRECTOR

' *CONSENT AGENDA

A matters listed under Items A, B, C, and D
-_are considered. to be routine by the C1ty Commis-

sjon and may be enacted by one motion. However,

any item may be discussed if a Commission member

'.*A'.

_or cit1zen S0 requests. -

N TN an O om o G T an e e 4 an m e

--It is. recommended that the fo]]ow1ng

. final maps be approved subject to post-
~ ing of bonds and signing of agreements -
‘and p]ans within: thirty days. All ‘

L APPROVAL OF SUBDIVISION MAPS

eng1neer1ng des1gns are being processed. -

1. Newport Cove. Phase III.. (West Coast
.- Holdings -'property genera]]y located on
- the north side of .0'Bannon Dr., ‘east of |
Decatur Blvd. - No. of lots: 104,4No. of}

acres:  5.28 - Zoned R-3)

2. Alto: Mesa 1 -~ Unit 1. (Revised)
(Bailey & McGah = property generally

located: south of Charleston Blvd., west

of Durango Dr. - No.of lots: 44, No. of :

acres:  7.08, Zoned RPD-8)

‘3. Sunrise Vista. (V111a del Monte -
“property genera]]y located on the “south

side of Johnson Ave., west of- Hono]u]u
St. - No. .of lots:. 8 --No of acres:

- .2.49 - Zoned R-3)

4. Haas Apartments Unit 2 (Rev1sed)
Albert Spino, Trustee - property gen- .
erally located south of Owens:-Ave., east"
of Sandhill Rd. - No. of lots: 25 - .

No. of acres: 6:0° - Zoned R-2)

5. Shadow Acres Unit 2. (C & H Enter-

prises - property generally. located east
- of Thom Blvd., south of Alexander Rd. -

No. of .Tots: 6 - No of acres: 12.87 -

\7“3£ 20 Zoned RPD-2) -

Lurie -

{under A, B, C & D.
' Unan1mous :
(Christensen excused

APPROVED all items

Staff to proceed*”



Jan. 6, 1982
ao:mo OF CITY coumssuonsas Page 17
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

CITY COMMISSION INUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
GENDA 0109

IV (h). DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES (Continued)
*B. ACCEPTANCE OF SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENTS

A1l offsite improvements on the following
subdivision have been completed in accord}
ance with agreements and City standards
except for the final correction list.

APPROVED Staff to proceed

1. Charleston Rainbow 11-A. (Sproul See Page 16 See Page 16

Homes - property generally located

north of West Charleston Blvd., west of
Antelope Way - No. of lots: 20 - No. of
acres: 5.38 - Zoned R-1)

*C. RELEASE OF BOND

A1l offsite improvements have been com-
pleted, inspected, and accepted. The
bond may be released.

APPROVED Staff to proceed

1. Location: 2000 Hastings Ave. See Page 16 See Page 16

Use: Offsite improvements,
driveways, curb &
gutter, sidewalk paving

Builder: Alvin D. Blumberg

Surety Co.: None (Cash deposit with
City of Las Vegas)

Amount: $8,500.00
Bond No.: CLV 1-81
*D. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS
1. Grant Deed Staff to proceed

From: Leslie J. Blackmon, a QZZRgzgg 16 S;: Page ﬂ% €
married woman as her
sole and separate prop-
erty

To: City of Las Vegas

For: Portion of SW-1/4, Sec.

1, T20S, R60E

Jones Blvd. & Hickam
Ave.

Land Division (12/4/81)

Appko)vm AGENDA 1TE

<]




' \.!TYOF LAS VEGAS ' Date o
I | CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1983 01 0 -

m'rea orﬂce MEMORANDUM

_January 15, 1982

o

l i"cxnlan,Px_;, o | ' CITY ENGINEER

Fxsjecr - |comesTor

 RELEASE OF SUBLCIVISION BOND - 'CHUCK TURK
. WILLIAM J. PURVIS °
- DOUG  PETERSON

~oon___ Janﬁary“s; 1982 *'f’{ the City Commission accepted the

 11mprovements for n Charleston Ralnbcw 11-A'-_ ------- . subject

:to ‘the ccmpletlon of the 1mprovement correctlon llst items for
this" subdxvxsxon.‘ Please be notzfled that these items hLave

now been completed to- the satlsfactlon of the- department cf V

"tPubllc;Serv;cesi; It ls;recommended thetgthe«:a Cash Deposit

_with . Mason-McDuffie - ___be release to

-:_the'Subdivide:f‘

A
ileg
MR

U

XN

_ c. E.VGllpln, P E._, -
'_Clty Englneer

(=,

Moo
i

CLV~621 7
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHMONE 386-6011

ITEM
IV (h). DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES (Continued)
*D, RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS (Continued)
2. Dedication
From: City of Las Vegas
To: The Public
For: Portion of NE-1/4, Sec.
27, T20S, R61E
Main St.
3. Quit Claim Deed
From: City of Las Vegas
To: County of Clark
For: Portion of SW-1/4, Sec.
10, T21S, R62E
Radius. Desert Inn Rd.
and Sloan Lane
4. License
From: City of Las Vegas
To: Everett 0. Pequeen
Trust
For: Portions of Sec. 33 and
28, T19S, R62E
Permission and Author-
ity to use Right of Way
(Range Road) for ingress
and egress
E. REPORTS/ACTION

1. Animal Control Interlocal Agreements.
(Abeyance)

2. Approval of Bonanza Road Sewer,
Nellis Boulevard to Lillian Street.

3. Request project aporoval to design
Bonanza Road Phase II (S.I.D.)

APP*(OVED AGENDA [7EM

{Item E-1
Levy -

Item E-2
*|APPROVED as

(Christensen excused)

Commission Action

APPROVED
See Page 16

APPROVED Agreements
as recommended.
Unanimous
(Christensen excused)

Levy -

recommended.
Unanimous

Item E-3 & E-4

Levy -

APPROVED Items 3 & 4
as recommended.
Unanimous
(Christensen excused)

Jan.

Jixl
6, 1982
Page 18

Department Action

Staff to proceed
See Page 16

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed

Staff to report
regarding future
action re problem
of pavement on
Stewart Avenue.



"CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
Cy of LasViegas - 0112
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | sl

FROM:

To DON J. SAYLOR

The Board of City Commissionars DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT:
ANIMAL CONTROL INTERLOCAL AGREEMENTS (ABEYANCE)

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

In Fiscal Year 1980-81 the City of Las Vegas instituted written interlocal
agreements with Clark County and the City of North Las Vegas for shelter
servicas to accommodate the animals which they collect in their jurisdictions.
These are held until they can be disposed of either through adoption, return
to owner, or other methods. During the period for which this Agreement was
in effect, October 1, 1980 to June 30, 1981, the Animal Care and Control
Center refined and kept accounting records to provide a more accurate assess-
ment of the exact cost for animal care based on a per-day basis. Ouring the
year of 1981, the Animal Care and Control Center handled 31,500 animals.
Staff is now recommending that the new schedule derived from these figures
can be instituted effective January 1, 1982 and that the agreements with Clark
County and North Las Vegas be amended to reflect these changes.

The dafly cost to be charged for each animal day is being increased from the
ald rate of $4.92 per animal day to $6.77 per animal day. The County and the
City of North Las Vegas will be billed monthly based on an estimate of the
number of animals sheltered. The Agreement provided that an adjustment be
made in the bill1ing every six months to reflect actual animal days and costs.

Included in the amended Agreement is a non-reimbursable cost for capital
equipment for the Animal Care and Control Center based on the proportioned
share of animals cared for.

Listed below are the actual estimated monthly costs to Clark County and the
City of North Las Vegas.

CLARK COUNTY

lénit;nllugy ;:ost 528.223.?;
apital Equipment )
$28,823.37

NORTH LAS VEGAS

Animal Day Cost $ 8,450.00
Capital Equipment
' 8,661.75

EISCALIMPACT

This cost increases contained herein'wﬂl accurately recover costs
incurred by the City of Las Vegas.

BECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the City Commission approve this amendment to the
existing Interlocal Agreement and authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the
City Commission, to execute the amended Agreements.

-

-~

DQISPOSITION 00! Wno <

Approved O Director of Public Services
Disapproved O
Hetd a

- Statas Due:
%310 1 IV (h). E. 1.
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 15th day of
January » 198_2_. by and bhetween the CITY QP LAS VEGAS, a

municipal corporition of the Stata of Nevada (hereinafter rafarred

to as the "City”), and the COUNTY OP CIARK, a political subdivision

of thes State of Nevada (hereinafter raferrad to as the “County”).
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the City owns and operates the only publiec
animal gheltar, known as the Animal Cara and Control Center (the
"Canter” herain), in the Las Vagas Metropolitan arzea; and

WHEREAS, the single shalter concept appears to bae the
most efficient method to serve the health and walfare of the
inhabitants of thae parties, to aid in the centralization of
information and to pravent the duplication of efforts; and

' WHEREAS, the parties recognize that the providing of
services pursuant to this Agreement .i.s cestly; and

WHEREAS, the parties to this Agreement a:t; empowered
€0 entar into interlocal agreements for the performance of any
governmental function pursuant to NRS 277.180; and

WHEREAS, the County has heretofors been making use of
the shelter servicas provided by the Center, for the benefit
both of animals which are owned or carad for by parsons who
regide within the boundaries of the unincorporated area ¢f Clark
County and of animals which, for one reason or another, have
fallen under the cara, custody and control of the County's
Animal Control Division, and desires to continue th.g same.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of t.he premises and
of the mutual covenants and conditions hereinafter set forth, the
parties do agree as follows:

1. The Center will provide the following services to

animals from the unincorporated area of Clark County which are
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deliverad to the Centar either by privata persons or by employeas
of the County:

(a) sheltering stray and lost animals;

(b) euthanizing animals;

(c) zreturning animals to owners:

(d) disposing of dead animals;

(@) inoculating animals against distemper:;

(£) selling unclaimed animals;

(g) holding animals as evidence in pending litigation:

(h) gquarantining animals suspected of rabies; and

(i) retaining animals for temporary service.

2. The County shall arrange and pay for all appropriate
medical treatment £or sick or injured animals which are under the
care, custody and control of its Animal Control Division prior to
their delivery to the Canter.

3. The City may refuse to agcept any sick or injured
animal which i3 delivered to the Center from the unincorporatad
area of Clark County until it has received all appropriate madical
treatment.

4. Animals which are delivered to the Center from the
unincorporated area of Clark County, either by private persens or
by employees of the County, which baccme ill or injured subsequent
to delivery shall be treated in the most expediticus manner possibje,
as determined by the City. The County agrees to reimburse the City
for all expenses actually and reasonably incurred in such treatmeny.

5. The City, through the Center, shall sell dog liceqsaj
for the County upon the request of the County.

6. The County shall relaase all right, title and
interest it may have in any animal when such animal is delivered tg
the Canter by its employees, with the axception of those animals
which are to ba retained ag evidence in pending litigation,

quarantined or retained for temporary services. All animals which
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are so0 retained may be transferred or ramoved from the Cantar at
any time at the request and expense of the County.

For the purpose of this Section 6, animals retained
for "temporary services” include animals impounded for welfare and
safety reasons, but not for the violation of any County crdinance
(e.g., animals whose owners or caratakers have been arrested,
evicted, involved in an accident or are otherwisea temporarily
unable to care for such animals). The costs of services renderad
under this Section shall be charged according to the provisions
af Section (2) (b) of Exhibit A.

7. The County agreaes to pay to the City the monthly
sum detailed in Section (1) of Exhibit A attached hereto and
incorporatad hersin as a part of this Agreement, as and for the
aestimated costs of the services to be randerad to the County by
the Center. Such costs will be in addition to the costs descr;bed
in Section 4 above, which will be bi;led separately by the City.
All billings under this Section 7 or under Section 4 above will
be rendered by the City prior to the end of the month next following
the month in which the services were performed, and shall be due
and payable within thirty (30) days following their presentation
to the County. A

8. During the month of July, 1982, for the prior period
from the date of the commencement of this Agreement through the
end of June, 1982, the City shall prepare a computation of the
actual costs of all services rendered by the Canter for animals
delivered to the Center from the unincorporated area of Clark
County, either by private persons or by emplovees of the County.
Computation of the actual costs shall be according to the formula
set forth under Section (2)(a) of Exhibit A. '

Any fees or ravenues which may be received by the
City from returning animals which are the subject matter of this

Agreement to their owners or from selling any unclaimed animal

3=
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1 jjwhich was delivered to the Canter from the unincorporated area of

2 flcrark County shall ba credited againgt the County's total costs..
In the event that this Agreement is extended, then

City agrees to computes the actual. cost3s on a semi-annual

is. Said computation shall occur in the month immediately

9. Should the computation provided for in Secticn 8
above raveal that the actual costs of the services rendez_ed by
Center during the period to which such computation relatas:

(A) Exceed the aggregate of the monthly payments
made by the County pursuant to Section 7 above during such
pariod, the County shall pay the amount of such difference
to thé City within thizty (30) days following its receipt
of such computation. v

(B) Be less than thd aggregate of the monthly
payments made by the County pursuant to Section 7 above
during such period, the City shall refund the amount of
such cifference to tha County forthwith.

10. Personnel of the County, while on the premises
£ the Canter, shall conduct themselves in conformity with the
stablished policies, practices and procsduras as implemented by
personnel of the City who are charged with the responsibility
£ édminist:atian of that facility.

1ll. The term of this Agreement may be extended, or any
rovision hereof modified, upon the mutual writtan consent of both
arties.

12. This Agreement may be terminated by eiéhe: party upon
hizrty (30) dhys' prior written notice to the other parsy. Upon
ch termination, the amount owing for the last month shall be dfxe
payable upon receipt by County of the bill detailing the chargep
which accrued during that month. If the effective date of such

32 |kermination shall be other than the last day of that month, the

-d=
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harges for such partial month shall be computed at the daily ratas|
ecified in Exhibit A.

13. The obligations of esach of the parties to this
greemant shall terminata at 12:00 midnight, June 30, 1982, with
he exception of the payment by the County for the month of June,
982 and any adjustment which may be due and owing either party as
result of the final computation to determine actual costs which
re incurred during the tezrm of this Agreement, as provided for
n Section 8 through 9 above.

IN WITNESS WHEREQCF, the parties hereto have caused this
reement to be exacuted by their duly authorized officers the day
year £irst above written. -

CITY QF LAS VEGAS

By ﬂQQ————
. +?
arcl Ann Hawley, City ark

Board of County Commigsioners

PROVED AS TO FORM:

TICTOR W. SROEBE

Deputy District Attorney

|




~

A AMA S SN NN EEES S SN S

W 00 3 A G = 0 D

B 8

g2 8B8BRYIBFRREBRREEB B

"CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

(L)

(2)

000118 "

EXHIBIT A

Estimated Costs: The County heraby agrees, f£or purposes of
the cost of services imposed by Section 7 of this Agreement,
to pay to the City the following monthly sum:
Base Charge . « « « ¢« ¢ « o ¢ « « « « « $28,154.00
Capital Equipment Cost . . . . «. « . . 669.58
Total Monthly Estimated Cost . . . . . $28,823.58
Actual Costs:
(a) The County hereby agrees, for purposes of the actual
costs refaerred to by Section 8, to pay to the City the
monthly sum computed according to the following formula:
(1) Capital Equipment Costs ($669.58) plus, .
(ii) Number of animals returned to cwners x actual
days at the Center, with a maximum of 6 days per
animal x the daily fee of $6.77, plus

(iii) Number of animals placed for adoption x actual
days at the Center, with a maximum of 6 days per
animal x the daily fee of $6.77, plus

(iv) Number of animals dead on arrival at the Center x
1l day x the daily fee of $6.77, plus

(v) Number of animals euthanized x actual days at the
Canter, with a maximum of 6§ days per animal x
the daily fee 6f $6.77.

(b} The County hereby agrees, £oOr purposes of the actual
costs raeferred to by Section 6§, to pay to the City the
actual costs incurred by the Center determined by mulei-
plying the number of animals within the provisions of
Section 6 x the number of days held at the Center x‘
the daily fee of $6.77.
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December 22, 1981

FROM: poy . SAYLOR

"The Board of City Commissiners DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

APPROVAL OF BONANZA ROAD SEWER, NELLIS BOULEVARD TO LILLIAN STREET

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

There are no sanitary sewer lines in the area bounded by Harris Ave. on
the north, Bonanza Rd. on the south, the Las Vegas Wash on the west, and
Lil1ian St. on the east in the City of Las Vegas.

Sunland Village development occupies the major portion of this area and
consists of 1/2-acre lots. Sewer service for the developed lots is by
individual septic tank and leach fields. The closest sewer that can
serve the Sunland Village area is at Nellis 8lvd. and Bonanza Rd., which
is a distance of approximately 800 feet. The most feasible method of
providing sewers for the area is by fnstallation of a sewer in Bonanza
Rd. (see attached sketch).

Bonanza Rd. from Las Vegas Wash to Nellis Blvd. is scheduled for improve-
ment during Bonanza Rd. Phase III construction. Existing underground
utility lines in Bonanza Rd. and a tentative future large diameter storm
sewer line in Bonanza Rd. from Nellis 8lvd. to Las Vegas Wash would make
it most difficult to get a sewer to the Sunland Village area from Nellis
Blvd. in Bonanza Rd. after Bonanza Rd. widening has been completed.

There are no reports of any problems with the existing septic tanks in

Sunland Village. However, to avoid cutting into Bonanza Rd. in the

fR:ture,Jthe sewer line could be installed in conjunction with the Bonanza
. project.

Including the sewer installation in the Bonanza Rd. improvement contract
would be the most economical method of sewer construction. Cost of
pavement removal and replacement will be included in the road improvement
cantract.

The proposed 670 feet of 10° sanitary sewer line would be installed on
Bonanza Rd. and stubbed out on Lillian St. This would be approximately
140 feet from the Sunland Village boundary. A sewer available to the
Sunland Village area will allow for these residences to eventually be
taken off septic tanks.

VTN, the City's consultant for preparation of a sewer action plan, concurs
with this project.

EISCAL IMPACT.

Preliminary cost estimate is $65,000. Funds are available in the
Sanitation Fund. Future sewer hook-up fees will partially reimburse
the City for the cost of the installation. .

. BECOMMENDATIONS

Approved

It is recommended that the City Commission approve the sewer line and
authorize the expenditure of funds in the amount of $65,000.

a Director of Public Services

Disapproved QO

Held

Statas Due:

?29-310

a

1/6/82
Iv (h). E. 2
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i TO: FROM:.
3 ' " The Board of City Commissionars o g“gg"w
suuec'r

REQUEST PROJECT APPROVAL TO DESIGN BONANZA ROAD PHASE II (S I 0.)

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

A survey was made in November, 1981 of the property owners adjacent to

- . Bonanza Road:between Pecos Drive and the Las Vegas Wash to determine if
the property owners were in favor of installing parking lanes, .curb and
gutter, and street lights in conjunction with the improvements to be put
‘in under the Bonanza Road Phase II-bond. 1ssue project. -

The results‘_of this survey dre as follows: -
Yes © 4,285 front feet  (308)

No . 1,399 front feet {105)
No Answer 8,634 front feet . 60%)
T TOTAL 13378 front feet - (1003)

Under NRS 271.305, Sectfon 7 B.1, improvement districts with less than = _ __
gority of property owner aopmva] can be initiated by the City of.Las Vegas . . ...

if 1f the costs of the improvements in the district are less than 50% of the total

‘oroject cost. ~ Total pruject cost for Bonanza Rd. Phase II is $4.028.500.00. _ -

- A map showing.the project and the property ouners 1nvolved will be shown

at the Commission: Meeting.

: The -cost estimate 1s $595,724.15 for design and construction of the Special
~ Improvement District. . The: total project” cost is to be reimbursed to-the City
~ through the collection of .assessments to the property owners.. . -

That perm1ssion be granted to design the improvements on Bonanza Road and
initiate a Special Improvement District to pay for the improvements.

P.E..
: D'lrector of Pubhc Serv'lces

Approved. O
Dusoprcved o
Hed O

- Statss Due i . S
70 : R ) . S IV (h)E. 3.




»'ﬁGENDﬁ

ITEM

CITY COMMISSIO

INUTES JANUARY 6 1982

Jan. 6.

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011 ‘

_* Commission Action

000122

1982
Page 19

.Department Action

DEPARTMENT OF. PUBLIC SERVICES (Cont1nued)

IV (h).

REPORTS/ACTION (Cont1nued)

4. Approval of engineering and technical

services for Bonanza Road.

5. C]ar1f1cat1on of approval of
-VAC-11-81. (Lew1§ Ave. between Las Vegas

Blvd. and 7th S
6. Construction projects downtown area:
A.  County District Court expansion

B. Centraere]ephone'¢enstruction”

7.. Request by Clark County for an En-
‘croachment Agreement to allow landscaping

 planters in the public right. of way at

200 E. Carson Ave.

8. Request by John D. Gaughan for an
Encroachment Agreement to allow land-

' scap1ng at 100 S. Sixth St.

- 9. Request: by R1chard W. Myers and J. R.

Crockett for an Encroachment Agreement to
allow Tandscap1ng in. the pub11c right of -
way at 700 S§$.°3rd St.

10. Request by Harris P. Sharp for the

- Housing “Authority of the City of Las Vegqas

for encroachment agreements for project

- NEV-2-22 (Mary]and Parkway and Bruca St.)

APPRCLVED AGENDA IEM

Item E-4
APPROVED

See Item E-3, pg. 18

Item E-5

' _evy——KPPROVED moti
to follow recommendat

tions of staff.
Unanimous

{Item E-6 - Lurie

APPROVED Encroachmen
Agreements, subject:

1to staff's conditions &
subject to proper traffic Architects.
flow as required by Dir.

of Public Services.
Motion carried with

Item E-7
Levy - APPROVED as

Items 7, 8, 9 and 10
Unanimous

'APPROVED :
See Item 7 above

APPROVED
See Item 7 above

APPROVED
See Item 7 above

See Page 18

bn  Staff to procee.

L Staff to proceed

recommended by staff

Tim Masonary
F.A.C.M. ’

appeared.

Christensen voting "ho "

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed

Staff to proceed -
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. TO: FROM: DON J. SAYLOR
; The Board of City Commissioners .
| v DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
" SUBJECT
APPROVAL OF ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL SERVICES FOR BONANZA ROAD
PURPOSE/BACKGROUND
The Commission has previously authorized the use of SEA, Inc. to perform
standard soils tests, analyze existing soil conditions, and prepare a
structural section for Bonanza Road Phase I. The consultant has performed
the above work. However, due to the expansive and varying conditions of
the existing soil on the project, plus a record of pavement failure in the
area, we are recommending additional testing and analysis be accomplished
before a final structural section is determined.
At the same time sofls investigations, analysis and design should begin on
8onanza Road, Phase II (Pecos Road to Las Vegas Wash).
We have negotiated a fee of $10,820 for the additional work on Phase I and
$23,640 for Phase II.
EISCAL IMPACT
$35,000, This amount is reimbursable to the City from June 2, 1981 Clark
County Road and Flood Control Bond Issue proceeds. )
BECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the City Commission authorize the expenditure of
$35,000 and authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the City Commission, to
accept the proposal.
Approved O
Disapproved O
Hald [m]
States Due: Agendaltem 1/6/82
10 _ IV (h). E. &




ENGINEERS/PLANNERS

’

930 S. THIRD STREET
SUITE 200

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101
(702) 385-1858

PRINCIPALS
RICHARD W. ARDEN PE,
l

RONALD 0. BYROD PE.
Exseutive Vice Presioent
JOE W. HOWARD P.E.
Vice Presidont

HARRY R. ERICSON LS.
Vice Pragident

STEVEN G. ARGYRIS
Secretary - Treasurer
LARRY J. JOMNSON

ROBERT D. SCNOLES P €.
l'rnonus €. TRABERTPE.
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December 14, 1981

Mr. C.E. Gilpin

City Engineer :
Department of Public Services
CITY OF LAS VEGAS '
400 East Stewart Avenue -

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Re: Geotechnical Investigation
Bonanza - Phase I & Phase II

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

The fb110Wing is a scope of work, timing and cost proposal for
performing the additional in-place testing recommended by staff

‘and 0.J. Scherer, P.E.

PHASE I IN-PLACE CBR TEST AND PLATE BEARING TEST
A. Five (5) individual sites at proposed subgrade level

1. Perform 3 in-place CBR tests
2. Perform 1 plate bearing test
~ 3. Perform 1 sand cone density
4. Perform lab test as follows: gradation, Atterberg
limits, hydrometer, swell curve plot and CBR.

B. Prepare final report of Phase I project including initial
borings and laboratory testing, hydrometer test and final
inéplace testing. .

C. City to provide excavation, backfill and pavement patch.
PHASE II .COMPLETE GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION ON NEXT PHASE OF
CONSTRUCTION . :

A. Scope of work of field investigation as per memo of
12/4/81 by Ralph W. Beck, Chief, Quality Control, as
amended for final in-place testing as per meeting of
12/11/81 with staff and 0.J. Scherer.

B. City to provide excavation, backfill and pavement patch
for test pits in existing roadway.

C. Prepare final report with recommendations for construction.

Engineéring fees for the above project as.as follows:

PHASE I 1. Mobilization $ 1,975.00
: 2. Field testing, equipment & manpower 3,020.00
3. Laboratory testing 3,300.00

4. Final report covering original and.two
additional series of field testing and

investigation ~ 2,525.00

TOTAL $10,820.00
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City of Las Vegas - Page 2
Geotechnical Investigation
Bonanza - Phase I & Phase 2

The additional field and laboratory work requested for Phase I
will be completed within 16 to 20 days, depending on the labora-
tory time needed to saturate the clay materials prior to tesfing.
SEA will work through the weekend to obtain field test results
and perform laboratory testing to help the city maintain the
projected project schedule.

< PHASE II 1. Mobilization $ 1,975.00
: . Exploration - 3,785.00
%2. Field testing i - 3,800.00

« Laboratory testing 8,550.00

5. Evaluation of field testing, laboratory
testing and preparation of final report _5,530.00
TOTAL  $23,640.00

By performing plate bearing test and in-place CBR test at the same
time that field test pits are open, we can provide the same final
report as used on Phase .I for a third less cost although Phase II
is fifty percent (50%) longer in length.

If both Phase I & Phase II can be performed in a continuous manner,
a saving of $2,000.00 in mobilization cost can be realized. The
investigation of Bonanaza - Phase I & II - would still be completed
with individual reports.

We wish to thank you for the opportunity to prepare this proposal,
and we look forward to working with you on these chal1engxng
projects.

Sincerely, _
SEA ENGINEERS/PLANNERS THIS PROPOSAL IS SUBJECT TO ALL. THE

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE EXISTING
CONTRACT DATED JULY 8, 1981 AND THE

<] QA AMENDMENT THERETO DATED NOVEMBER 4,
oe W. Howard, P.E. 1981 BETWEEN THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS
Vice President AND SEA ENGINEERS/PLANNERS.

JWH/elr

.14‘"

ATTEST: (
CAROL ANN‘HAWLEY, Y CLERK
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December 22, 1981

TO: FROM: 2
The Board of City Commissioners gggug-y Eﬁ-‘fﬁwm
SUBJECT: CLARIFICATION OF APPROVAL OF VAC-11-81 (LEWIS AVE. BETWEEN LAS VEGAS
‘ BLVD. AND 7th ST.)

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND
At the October 2, 1981 City Commission meeting, VAC-11-81 was approved.

One of the property owners has requested that separate vacations be
recorded so that he can proceed immediately with his development.

The City Attorney's office has indicated that the vacation must be
recorded as presented to the Commission. (There are 8 parcels included
in the area to be vacated all at once.) ’

The vacation cannot be recorded at the present time because five of the
properties have sidewalks at the existing property line, whereas, the
remainder of the sidewalks are at the back of curb. If the vacation
were to be recorded now, five public sidewalks would be on private
property.

Staff has requested that prior to recording the vacation, the sidewalks
be relocated to back of curb.

None

BECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the City Commission authorize vacations to be.
recorded now on the area where the sidewalks are back of curb, and
authorize the remaining vacations be recorded as the sidewalks are

relocated.
DISPOSITION
Sppnnmd ] N
isapproved O : Carvi
Heid g Director of Public Services

- Statas Due: 1/6/82
%310 IV {h). E. S
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CTO:
' The Board of City COrnmlmm _ : ogpu'ry CITY MANAGER

Cplalegs
/¥3Eh[M\!NDCLMMHVTAJK]V

'CITY'COMMISSiON.MINUTES'JANUARY-6, 1982 -

| FROM:  pox 5. savior

© SUBJECT:

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS DOMNTOWN AREA:- A. COUNTY DISTRICT COURT EXPANSIO&,
-B. CENTRAL TELEPHONE CONSTRUCTION

PURPOSE/BACKGRDUND

FISCAL IMPACT

A By_Leuislni e Actian_iu 1981, three new. judges_ha.ve been_added to. tne-sth
Judicial. District Court system -.The Clark County Board of Commissiqners has
elected to construct new courtrooms. for the additional. indoes as an add-an.

to the Carson Avenue side of the existing Courthouse Building.

- Construction plans ‘show _a ‘basement 14__'. deep ad.jacent_ to the sidewalk on
Carson Avenue. To protect against cave-ins, have an adequate area for
working, and to build-a pedestrian walk area, Clark County has requested
permisgion to encroach upon the sidewalk and into the South side of Carson
Avenue (eastbound lane) during the construction (see attached drawing).

The: constmct‘ion project 1sscnedu]e_d_ for 12 months; however, the lane in
Carson Avenue will only be closed from January, 1982 to: July 1, 1982.

B.- Centﬁn .Telephone has scheduled construction beginning January, 1982 to
install a 23-duct telephone service along Carson Aveénue from 6th Street
to Main Street, then North on Main Street to’ Mesquite Avenue. The entire
1nstaﬂat10n ‘project 1s scheduled to be completed in five months.

Staff has had a meeting with representatives for both projects ts coordinate

‘the. construction so that tuo-way traffic on Carson Avenue can be accommodated

during the construction per'lod

None

RECOHHENDATIONS o
-That: the C'lty Commission approve the Encroachment Agreement

subject to the following.conditions:

(1) That no unloading or loading be allowed adjacent to the pedestrian walkway
on' Carson Avenue. -

(2) That all materials, etc. be handled off South 3rd Street.
‘”'(3’) That seaer taps on Carson Avenue be p1aced before the pedestrian walkway

‘{5 constructed.

(4) Slurry mix be used in the back-fill of the sewer taps on Carson- Avenue
. and- pemanent pavement be placed. 1mmed1ate‘ly (no temporary).

(5) Barricade p‘l ans be submitted and approved before construction.

(8) That one eastbomd travel lane on Carson Avenue be blocked from January,
- 1982 to’ June 30. 1982.°

(7) Replace an -damaged property (1ight poles, traffic ‘control signs, sidewalks,
. etc. ) of ‘the c'lty of Las Vegas caused by the construction project. .

(8) To m'ln'lnﬁze trafﬁc interruptions dur'lng construct'lon on Carson Avenue
between Casino Center and South 3rd Street, the County and Central
" ‘Teléphone will coordinate their work schedules to prevent both parties
from work'lng 'in the area at the same time.

»(9) Al offsite work to be constructed o' conform to City specifications.

Apnmved .. a »
Di ed O Director of PubHc Senvices

Held

-Statas Due:

=10

a

_ A | 15_' ‘
'rv(n). £ 6 '

000128
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Gty of LasVieges
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION

FROM:

Dm: Decme" 22| 1981

DON J. SAYLOR

“The Board of Ci issi
B of City Commissioners DEPUTY CITY

SUBJECT:  REQUEST BY CLARK COUNTY FOR AN ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT TO ALLOM LANDSCAPING
PLANTERS IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY AT 200 £. CARSON AVE.

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

A request has been recefved from Clark County for an Encroachment Agreement
;.o allow landscaping planters in the public right of way at 200 £. Carson
ve.

Eighteen inch wide landscape planters were required by the City of Las Vegas
Planning Commission as a condition of approval for the additions to the
Clark County Courthouse. The architect is asking for permission to encroach
two feet into the sidewalk area in order to make the planter 3'6" wide.

This would accommodate larger plants to achieve the landscaping effect
sought by the City Planning Commission.

The two foot encroachment will leave 7'6" of sidewalk remaining on Carson Ave.

The planter will be raised to align with the existing floor level, thus,
there will be a short wall for cascading plants.

The County has signed our standard agreement which has conditions of 1{ability,
removal and maintenance.

Plans call for the main entrance formerly on Carson Ave. to be moved to the
Third St. side (see attached drawing).

None

BECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the City Commission approve this Encroachment Agreement
and authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the City Cammission, to execute this
agreement.

Approved a

Disapproved O Director of Public Services
Heid a

- Statas Due: 1/6/82
79330 IV (h). E. 7
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~of the day. first hereinabove -ritten.

* Public in and for-said County and
State. personally appeared.

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES .JANUARY 6, 1982 . L
NS UP wal r.m.r\um..n--;.n MOAL LRt o 000131

(Sub.:ect to City Comission Approval)

THIS AGREEMENT ‘made at Las Vegas. Nevada, this. day of 'I9
by and betveen the CITY OF LAS veses. Clark County, hereinafter designated as °cm "and
. . heretnafter designated as "OMWNERS

In reference to )our) (my) property located at_200 E. Carson Ave.

"1 and .legally described as syl of Block. 20, Clark's Las Vegas 'townsite

‘(we) - (1) agree o pay to the Ctty the sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00) n exchange for the

" City's grant to (us) (me) of the use of City-mned-right—of-way on Carson Ave.

for

street name(s) :
(ue) (I) further agree that (we) (t) will: - :
1. Remove at (our) (my) sole expense, any and nﬂ 1wrovanents located in the City
. ‘owned-right-of-way withth thirty. (30) days after notice from the City that the
_ City requires such removnl ‘and. :
2. Hold the City of Las Vegas harmless from any and 211 l'lalmity aﬂsing fm claims
-related in-any way to the; improvements located - in the: C‘_lty_-o\pneﬁ-,ﬁght-of,-uy " and
-3, Maintain satd improvements located in the City-owned-right-of-way fn a condition
~ acceptable to the City Engineer, and repair or replace said improvements with-
in 48 hours - after notificat‘lon by the. City.

- =g

(ve) (I) also hereby understand and agree that the City may revoke this grant at it's

option if the owner f3ils to mainta*ln. repair. or repiace said improvements as agreed herein.

(We) (1) a‘lso hereby understand and. agree that these covenants will be binding upon

.any and a1'l other owners who shall ‘obtain ﬂte aforesaid rea‘l property fm the present

owner,

IN WITNESS BHEREOF the parties. hereto have hereunto set their hands and seals as

h_lillia_:n H. Briare, ﬁajro: '

Attest .
—T:'arol Ann Haﬂey T_Elerk

State of Nevada =~ - SS.
County of CLARK ‘

Owner's Signature

On_ _Decenber 15, 1081 . \hen Recorded mail to:.

before me the: unders1gned. a Notary CITY HALL, 400 E. Stewart

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
ATTN: Permit Desk, 3rd Floor

Granville Mef'aaumn :

SPACE BELOW FOR RECORDERS USE
CoooMyY o

known to me to be the person descr‘lbed
in and who executed the foregoing_he
executed thé same freely and voluntarily
and for the uses and purposes ‘therein

mentioned. e o~ ‘ . | ‘ .
WITNESS my hand and official seal. ‘

AT |
'-, Public-State of Nev @ . . . _

) &oturv COJN'TY OF CLARK . K " Approved by City Commission ™ . .-
vamm«rrExrrestﬂ “733 : Pt

An
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farris - alexander . congdeon’. massanar

— S ——————
& — —————————

| —Jarchitecture planning interiors

December 3, 1981

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

Public Works - Subdivisions and Public Services
City Hall :

Las Vegas, NV 89101

Attn: Mr. Chuck Turk

Re: A District Court Addition to Clark County Courthouse
Dear Mr. Turk:

The Las Vegas City Planning Commission at its November 21, 1981
meeting recommended approval of an addition on the north side of
the existing Clark County Courthouse to house the new District
Courts mandated by the last Nevada legislature.

A condition of this approval was a one and one-half foot setback
along the north property line for a planter.

We herewith request your department to consider, and to submit to
the Las Vegas Planning and City Commissions for consideration,
allowing a two foot encroachment over the property line to allow
for additional planting.

The present sidewalk on Carson Street is 9-1/2 feet wide, and the
edge coincides with the property line. In light of the fact that
the entrance to the courthouse is being relocated to Third Street
as part of this project, the reduction of the sidewalk to 7-1/2
feet along the addition will not adversely impair pedestrian
traffic.

The proposed planter top will approximately align with floor
elevation of the existing building, thus there will be a short
wall with cascading plants.

844 e. sahara las vegas, nev. 88104 (vo2) 7377444 ..

Pard
£.7



CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

000133

City of Las Vegas
December 3, 1981
Page 2

The allowance of this encroachment for planting will make a
significant improvement toward achieving the landscaping effect
sought by the Planning Commission.

We would appreciate your earliest possible attention to this
request, as oonstruction activities will commence shortly after
the first of the year,

Sincerely,

Hartley Alexander, AIA
HA/iej

cc: Las Vegas, Department of Community Development
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% 4MV% Dec. 22, 1981
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION [ =2

: FROM: DON J. SAYLOR
The Board of City Commissionars DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

TO

SUBJECT: RpquEST 8Y JOHN D. GAUGHAN FOR AN ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT TO ALLOW
LANDSCAPING AT 100 S. SIXTH ST.

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

A request has been received from John D. Gaughan for an Encroachmént
sgree thtsm allow landscaping in the public right of way at 100
. X t.

This request is to satisfy a condition of a Use Permit (No. U-52-81)
in which the City Planning Commission required “portable plants...
on each side of the entrance...".

There is approximately 10' of sidewalk at this location. Applicant has
proposed to use two portable planters of approximately 30" to 36"
diameter to comply with the Use Permit. There will be 7' to 7.5' of
sidewalk remaining when the planters are in place.

The applicant has signed our standard agreement which has conditions of
1iability, removal, and maintenance.

None.

BECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the City Commission approve the Encroachment
Agreement, and authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the City Commissicn,

Approved [m}
Disapp | O Director of Public Services
Heid [m]

- Statas Due: ]
o0 IV (h). E. 8 °
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. kriown to me to be the person ¢ described

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES: JANUARY 6 1982

Rwrﬂ' UF WAt &NC;\wu it AGReZMENT

* . ~ (Subject to City: Comission Approval) ’ . GOO]_ 36

THIS AGREENENT Made at Las Veqas, Nevada, this. _ dayof 19 ____
by ‘and between’ the cm OP LAS- VEGES ’Chrk County, heremafter des‘lgnated as SCITY" “and
N hereinafter designated as “OMNER

In reference to )our) (my) property Tocated at 100 so Gth Street

and ‘Iega‘ny described as Lots 10, u, & 12; Block 3, MAM;____—
(we) (1) agree to pay to the City the sum of: Ten Dollars ($10.00) in exchange for the
 City's grant to (uS) (me) of the use of City-onned—right-of—m on _Sixth Street
Street name(s) »' for, ntended use(s)
(He) (1) further aqree thnt (we): (1) wiil:
1. Remove at “(our) (my) sole expense, any and all improvements 1ocated 4n the City
auned-r'lght—of—way within thirty (30) days after notice from the City that the
- city requires such removal; and
2. Hold the c'lty of Las Vegas haruﬂess from any and all 11abi‘lity arising from claims
. related in any way to the imrovements 10cated in the City-owned-right-of-way: and
3. Maintain satd fmprovements located in the City—med-right-of—way in a condition
) ac:eptable to. the City Engineer, and repair or replace said 'lmprovwents with-
in 48 hours - after notiﬁcation by the City.

{We) (1) a150 “hereby understand and agree that: the c1ty' may revoke this grant at it's
;pt‘lcm 11’ the ouner faﬂs to maintatn, repafr. or rep'lace said improvements as agreed herein.' ‘

(He) (I) also hereby understand . and agree that these covenants will be binding upon
. any and all other owners who. shall obtain the afdresaid rea1 property from the present
owner. - -

IN NITNESS NHEREOF the part'les hereto have’ hereunto set their hands and seals as
of :ne day first hereinabove written. - :

William H. Briare, Mayor

Attest OEN L. GAL’GHAN

Carol‘ Ann Eewley, cii:y Clerk
',State of Nevada _ . SS.-

Owner's Signature
County of

On ' . ‘When .
before me the undersigner a Notary ) c;-?yec :;‘Lfd %:)1 gfoémrt

© Public in and: for said County and Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

State, personally appeared. .- : , ATTN: Permit Desk, 3rd Floor

JOHN. U: GAUGHAN . : - SPACE. BELOW FOR RECORDERS USE
. » ONLY

in_and who executed. the foregoing_he__

~ executed. the same freely and voluntarily
and for the uses and purposes ‘therein '
mentioned. . R

WITNESS ‘my hand and official seal.

NGT:‘KEKY" BUBLIC 1n and for _(County & State
" My Commission Expires. -

. NOTARY SEAL , Approved by City Commission
' on L
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CITY of LAS VEGAS

AROM LURIE

PAUL J CHRISTENSEN
ROY WOOFTER

AL LEVY

CITY ATYORNGY
GEORGE F OGILVIE

CITY manaGEm
RUSSELL DORN

September 28, 1981

Mr. John D. Gaughan
P. 0. Box 680
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Re: U-52-81

Dear Mr. Gaughan:

Your request for a use permit on behalf of Kim Loan Rhue to allow a Class III
secondhand dealer (new and used jewelry) on property located at 100 South 6th
Street in Zoning District C-2, was considered by the Board of Zoning Adjustment
at its regular meeting held September 24, 1981.

It was voted by the Board of Zoning Adjustment to APPROVE your request as being

in accord with the general spirit and purpose of the Ordinance, subject to the
following conditions:

1.
2.

3.

Conformance to the plot plan. -

Repair all street improvements which are not in good condition as required
by the Department of Public Services.

Portable plants shall be provided on each side of the entrance which
requires an encroachment approval.

This action by the Board of Zoning Adjustment on September 24, 1981, is final

or

HPF:bj1

cc:

unless an appeal, in writing, is filed with the City Clerk within eleven days,

there is a review action filed by the City Commission within fourteen days.

Sincerely,
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

W 07D &

Harold P. Foster, Director

City Clerk
*Public Services
Kim Loan Rhue, P. 0. Box 842, Las Vegas, NV 89101

ANN F STEWADT AVENIIE ot AS WE/MAS NEVAMA RATAT o (702 TIRR.ANT T
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Gt of LasViegss |
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | =52

The Board of City Commissionars

FROM:  now J. SAYLOR

DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT:

REQUEST BY RICHARD W. MYERS AND J. R. CROCKETT FOR AN ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT
TO ALLOW LANDSCAPING IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY AT 700 S. 3rd ST.

. PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

A request has been received by Richard W. Myers and J. R. Crockett for
an Encroachment Agreement to install landscaping and a sprinkler system
in the public right of way on 3rd St. and Garces Ave.

There is 17' of right of way between the back of curb and the property
line. The sidemalks in this area are located 9 behind the curp. The
proposed landscaping would be in the 9' area back of curb and the
remaining 3' area between the sidewalk and property line.

‘Landscaping would be of a size and type approved by the City in regard

to sight restrictions and pedestrian safety.

The applicants have sianed our standard Encroachment Aqreement which has . _
conditions of 1iability, removal, and maintenance,

None.

BECOMMENDATIONS

Approved

Disapproved

Held

Statas Due:

7990

It is recommended that the City Commission approve the Encroachment
Agreement, and aythorize the Mayor, on behalf of the City Commission,

to execute the agreement.
DONALD % EE%EVAN, P.E.

Director of Public Services

1/6/82
Irv (h). E. 9

aoo
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THIS AGREEMENT made at Las Vegas, Nevada, this__13thday of October 19 81
oy and between the CITY QP LAS VEGAS, Clark County, hereinafter designated as “CIT1Y* and
hereinafter designated as "OWNER: ~ ~ ~

In reference to )our) (my) property located at___ 240 go_ #hird streas
;and legally described as lats. :n-;] =32 block 1]. South addition
{(we) (1) agree to pay to the City the sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00) in exchange for the
[City's grant to (us) (me) of the use of City-owned-right-of<Way on

Garces : - for
street name(s) in% useisi ;

(We) (1) further agree that (we) (I) will:

1. Remove at (our) (my) sole expense, any and all improvements located in the City
owned-right-of-way within thirty (30) days after notice from the City that the
City requires such removal; and A

2. Hold the City of Las Vegas harmless from any and all 1iability arising from claims
related in any way to the improvements located in the City-owned-right-of-way: and

3. Maintain satd improvements located in the City-cwned-right-of-way in a condition

: acceptadble to the City Engineer, and repair or replace said improvements with-

in 48 hours after notification by the City.

Ammwnm WY~ AN ARG

(We) (1) also hereby understand and agree that the City may revoke this grant at it's
stion if the owner fails to maintain, repatr, or replace satd improvements as agreed herein.

(We) (I) also hereby undérstand and agree that these covenants will be binding upon
any and all other owners who shall obtain the aforesaid real property frem the present
owner. "

IN WITNESS HHEREOF the parties hereto have hereunto set their hands and seals as
of the day first hereinabove written.

s f
William H. Briare, Mayor ¢
ner gnature
Attest *
Carol Ann Hawiey, City Clerk
State of Nevada SS.

Owner's Signature
County of _(1fagK

- On (Qﬂiﬁb‘gﬁ_ %Z_é—%a'__ﬂo_? A 2 ‘
before me the undersigned, a Notary """éﬁ'?‘ﬁn’fi‘.‘%’ef"émn

Public in and for said County and Las ¥
egas, Nevada 89101
State, personally appeared. ATTN: Permit Desk, 3rd Floor

MM ' SPACE BELOW FOR RECORDERS USE
. — A ONLY
TR Cocehlert Te.

known to me to be the person_described

in and who executed the foregoing he
executed the same freely and voluntarily

and for the uses and purposes therein
mentioned. . S el

WITNESS my hand and official sealemawm, Notary Public-Shats of Neveds
. 3 CLARK COUNTY
1 Iudy Jshason
My Appoinaient Eszires Apr. 5. 1933

Commissi pires.

NOTARY SEAL ' Approved by City Commission
on



AL

LCEY?MMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

Vo0 oot
“TMira SSrceet

Rchasrd W, Mje—rsé
i \B'Q G'FO&L&% ‘5‘—'

b I
— prc?v—-"c‘\—-'r\j VN
i '

R

!
) T .‘ LI . . . . .
B aerPEwALK

=N

A

A

2
)
*

- .: -
- ,6- ->
LA e T 4o~y s N e o i
t . . . i . .o . . . .
. | ) ¢
R - NI
b - L SRR -

AEA

. c.vo 2 IR aY=2

THIRD 4.

3
.
N\
A
D
D



Y

e s

A - L 3 v .

-

. TO:

"CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

%4LMV% Dec. 28, 1981
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION _[>= =2

H FROM:
The Board of City Commissioners DON J. SAYLOR
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: REQUEST BY HARRIS P. SHARP FOR THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY QF LAS VEGAS
FOR ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENTS FOR PROJECT NEV-2-22 (MARYLAND PARKWAY AND BRUCE ST.)

000142

PURPOSE/BACXGROUND

A request has been received from Harris P. Sharp on behalf of the Housing Authority
of the City of Las Vegas to allow certain encroachments into the public
right-of-way on Harris Avenue and for approval of a 72' diameter cul de sac

(City of Las Vegas standard is 80') on the west end of Harris Avenue for the
proposed development at the southwest corner of Maryland Parkway and Bruce St.

The proposed encroachment agreements will allow:

1. Use of 5' of the public right-of-way on the north side of Harris
Avenue for parking purposes (see visual aid).

2. Use of 8" of the public right-of-way on the south side of Harris
Avenue for a 6° high masonry wall (see visual aid).

3. Use of the westerly portion of Harris Avenue for landscaping (30'
of public right-of-way). .

This request was reviewed by staff, the Fire Department, and the City Attorney's
office. There are no objections to the reguest for the reduction in the
cul de sac diameter.

Approval is recommended for granting the 5' encroachment on the north side of

Harris Avenue for parking. There are existing single family residences between

13th St. and Bruce St. on the south side of Harris Avenue. None of the residences

front on Harris Avenue. The 8° encroachment on the south side of Harris Avenue

for the block wall is recommended for approval provided permission is cbtained from
. all adjacent property owners, and rear yard gates are installed in the biock

wall: if requested by the property owners on the south side of Harris Avenue.

The landscaping on the west end of Harris Avenue involves the entire dedicated
portion of the street. The City Attorney's office has indicated that the
property ownars adjacent to the area to be Tandscaped must be given proper notice
by mail by the Housing Authority.

If the encroachments are approved, Harris Avenue will be considered an alley.

Applicant has agreed to redesign the parking to conform to traffic engineering
requirements.

The applicant has signed our standard Encroachment Agreements which have
condftions of 1iability, removal, and maintenance.

EISCAL IMPACT,

None.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the City Commission approve the requests subject to

the conditions noted above and authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the City
Commission, to execute the Encroachment Agreements.

: e—— gy
Approved O3 JONALD =. DN s BE.
Di od O Director of Public Services
Hetd [
Statas Due: Aqandaftem 1/6/82
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oha Sdward Roethtel
aputy City Attorney

TR PRQM:
The 8cacd of Cisy Commissicnrers -1

) SUBJECT:
i Interleccal Agraesmenz With Las Vegas Metropolitan Polics Departaent
Re: Cetention Services Commenciag Jaauary 1, 1982

PURPOS E/3ACXG RCUND

Pursuant to Chapter 347 cf the 1981 Nevada Statutas, the City of
Las Vegas is responsible fZor the cperation and maiztanance of the
Las Vegas City Hall Jail Annex. The propcsed Intsrlacal Agrsement
. will authorize the Las Vegas Matropolitan Police Department to .
. operate and maintain the jail annex on behalf of the City.
. Because of the Consent Decrase and Order entersd by the U. S. Districe
. Court in West et al. v. McCarthv, et al., Case ¥a. CIV LV-77-113, ROP,
the jail annex may cily oe used as a Dooking and temporary (up to
48 hours) halding facility and Metrs would continue to operats
the jail annex in this manner.

This agrssmaens (Cizsy-Mez>c) is designed to cperate in conjumection
with ancther Iaterlccal Agreemant (County-Metro) wharaby Metrzo
will cperats and maiztaia the Clark County Jail for the Csuaty. -
Both gf these agresments merely formalize the existing status qua.

The Clarzk Csumty Sheriff is authorized to confine both City and
County priscners in either facility subject to the capacity

limizs imposed in the Consent Decrse. Metro will maintain separats
budgets and f£inancial reparss for doth the Clark County Jail and
the Las Vegas City Sall Jail Annex. The costs for eperating and
maintaining each facility will be allocated betwean the City and
the County hasad cn the actual number of inmates impacting each
facility en a monthly basis. Both agreements zun through June 30,
1983, and coantain 90=-day cancsellaticn clausss.

The Fiscal Affairs Commistae approved both the City-MetTo
agreemant and the County-Metro agreament at its xmeeting of
Decamber 30, 198l1. The Clark County Commission is scheduled <o
consider the County=Metro agreement at its regular meeting of
January 5, 1982.

PISCAL IMPACT

It is not possible %o detarminae ths costs because the imposition

of the population caps under the Consent DecTaee will affsct the
aumber of City orisoners being detained: Tegardless, the Zunds -
ara available in the Detcention 3udget.

RECOMMENDATTONS

Approval of this Cisy-Mezzs Iantarlocal Agraement by cthe 3ocard of
Commissioners is cecommended.

« DISPCSITION
ASSTOV2a U
Sisaocaroved a
Yeld 4
Stazys Duye: : Agenda Itan
V=3
- T ORI
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AGREEMENT
TEIS AGREEMENT is madae between the CITY QP LAS VEGAS

(Cicy) and the CIUNTY OF CLARK, NEVADA (County).
WHEREAS, City has been siace July 1, 1981, zespcnsidle
for all costs of cperatiag and maiataining the City Hall Jail

 Aonex (Jail Aznex) by virtua of Section 36 of Chaptar 347 of the

1981 sStatutas of Navada: and

WHEREAS, the Las Vegas Mstropolitan Polica Depaz’;am
(Mat-o) has operatad and maintained and has provided desention
services for Ciscy priscmers at the Clark County Jail and the Jail
Annex ftom July 1, 1981, through December 31, 1381, under )
Interlocal Agreement with County: and
_ WHEREAS, County has said the costs of cperating, main-
caining and praviding detsaticn services %o City prisaners at the
Clark County Jail and the Jail Annex from July 1, 1981, through
December 31, 1981 under =he Iaterlacal Agreemant with Matra with
the expectation kaown ta City that City would pay its share of
these coscs; and ' '

' WHEREAS, City and Mem>o propose =0 entaZ ints an
Iaterlocal Agreement under which Mewro will operaze and maiatain
the Jail Annex Segianing January 1, 1982, and City will authoriza
Metra to book and hold Csunty prisoners in the Jail Annex (the
Cicy-Metza Agrsement); and

WHEREAS., Couaty and Metro propose to antar inta an
Intarlscal Agrsement under which MetIo will operate and mazaia
the Clark County Jail beginning January 1, 1982, and Coumty will
authorizas Matzs to confine City priscmers in the Clark County
Jail subijecz =0 timely payment by City of its share of the <Ists
incurred in operatiag and maintainizng the Clark County Jail and
Jail Annex Zzom July 1, 1981, tharough December 31, 1981, and
zimely payment by the City of its share of the costs w3 be
iacurzed in orerating and maintaining the Clark County Jail and

-l




yr

BE S BHBNXNE BEBRHEBEEREARAGEHREREE 0w 30 o6 &8 0w x

€ COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, '982

‘Jail Annex beginming January 1, 1982.

NOW, THEREFORE, the partiss agrse as follaws:

1. City acknowledges that Cognty has provided deten-
ticn servicas for Cicy priscners at the Clarsk County Jail and ae
the Jail Annex from July 1, 1981, through Jecamber 31, 1981,
under Intarleocal Agreement with Metro with che expectation koown
to Cicy what Citcy would pay its share of those costs.

2. City acknowledges that it is required by law t= pay
that pertion of the cperaticn and maintenancs costa ineurred by
Metzrs in operating and maintaining the Clark County Jail and che
Jail Aznnex during the period frem July 1, 1981, through Decsmber
31, 1981, which is attridbutable tz Cisy priscmers.

3. “Cperation and maintspnancs costs” inclade the costs |

of the persconnel, equipment, supplies and services listed in the
attached Zxhibit "A® and the costs of cour: services. A “Cicy
priscner” means a jerson confined an account of a charge for a
violation of a Qisy crdinance ar en accoune of a hold imposed Sy
she City. A “County priscner” means a i:otacn who she Clark
Qounty Sherifs was legally cbligatsd to rmceive and who was con-
£ined on account of any falany o grass- misdameancr charge or
confined onm account of a hold imposed by any goveramental agency
otier than the Cisty or confined solely on acsount of a charge for
a vic.ta:icn of a State misdemeancr astatuts or a County ordinance.
I2 a parson was simil:taneously held solely Zor both the viclation
of a Cizy ordinancs or ¢m account of a haold Lupcaedb} the City
and for the violation of a Stats misdemeanor statute or a County
ordinance, ragacdlass of the mumber of sach, than such a person
shall be councad as half a City priscner and hall a County pri-
sonecr. .

4. The portion of the cperaticon and maintenancs costs
of the Clark Couaty Jail and Jail Annex atiributable ts City pri-

scners shall bde that percsntage of the operation and maintsnancs

-2-
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costs which is the same as the percentage of total inmate days

that are attributable to City priscners as detarmined by Mecxzo.

5. The portsion af coumt services costs which is aseri-
butable to City priscners shall be that percentage of the total
court services costs which is the same as the percentage of total
court servicas hours attributable =0 City priscners.

6. The gperaticn and maintanance costs incurzed by
Metro in cperating and maintainiag the Clark Coumty Jail and the
Jail Annex during the period fyom July 1, 1981, through
December 31, 1981, and the por=ion of +“hose gperaticn and main-
tenance costs atsribytable 20 City prisoners shall be calculatad
by MatTo and prasented 0 the Qity and the County on or befcrs
February 1, 1982. 3Both the City azd :he County shall have the
sight to raview and audit the calculaticns and all supporting
data. Any dispute rsgarding the accuracy of the aaleulacicas or
uy supporsing daca sha.u. be r2sqlved by the Fiscal Aflairs
comituc of Mstza oo La.ter than March L, 1982, whose dac.sicn
shall be binding oz both the city ‘and the Cauney.

" 7. City agrees o pay 0 MetIo, %0 be deposited in the
appropriaze fund, the sum of $690,000.00 on or befcre January 22.
1982, to be creditaed to tha County as initial payment of the saor-
tion of the operation and maintanance costs incurrzed by Metra in
operatiag and maiataiaing the Clark Coumey Jail and the Jail
Annex durisg <the po:iod Srom July 1, 1981, through December 31,
1981. GCizy agrees 23 pay 0 MetIo, o be deposited 2o the
appropriacas fund, the diZfarancs batween tha portion of the
operation am_'.l miatu;ncs costs incurred Hy Metra in operating
and maiataining the Clark County Jail -and the Jail Annex during
the pariod from July 1, 1981, through Decsmber 31, 1981, atzsidbu-
table to City prisconers and the above-mentioned $69Q0,000.00 ini-
cial payment within 30 days afier the calculations and supper=ing
data are accsptad by the City and the County or aftar any dispute

3=
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- thereso is Tasolved by the Fiscal Aflairs Commiztae, th.u sum 3D -

bDe czedited to the County. City shall zot de considersd in
default of its cbligations to pay under this Paragraph 7 umsil 10
days after Ieceipt in the City Manager's Office of wristcan notics
of non-payment Z2rom the Csunty Manager. '
8. <y understands that if ic defaults o i:ss cbliga~
ticna £ pay any amsunt due under this Agrsement as set forel in
Paragraph 7 hersof, the authority =0 bde granted by c::uny- -

‘MetTo to confine City priscners in the Clark County Jail will

expire.

9. Y will act terminacse or mdily the Clicy-Metso
agresment in suchi a manner as t£3 revake, withdraw or otherwise
affect he authorizy Of MetIS o bock and hold County priscaers
in the Jail Annex unless writcen notice of the terminacion oo
madificasion is recsived in the County Manager's Office at least
90 days bafora =he ‘affactive dace of the tsrmination or modifica-
zien.

10. ™is Agreement is “i.n complate and 2Sull sanisfac=ion
of any and all claims or demands between the City and the Councy

based ypon or arising out of che costs of cperation and main-
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tanance cf the Clark County Jail and she Jail Annex during the
period from July 1, 1981, through Decamber 31, 1981.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the partises hersto have caused this

AGHEEWENT to be executed cn the & day of JANUARY .

1982, by their duly autharized represantatives.

ATTEST: . :
Cicy Clazk Csunty Qlerk
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The perscnnel, squipment, supplies and services sugpli&d Dy ¥esro

in cperating and maintaining thae Clark Counzy Jail and Jail Anmex

during the paricd f£rom July 1, 1981, through Decsmber 31, 1331,

iaclude Bus
1 -

2.

S.

are not limited =5 the following:
Perscnnel - 272 authorized positions filled by
appropriats smplovees as available.
Metzo Overlhead Servicss - five pearceat of services
and supplies. ' . )
supply s-:vim - operaticnal supplies, forzs, w.u.-
ﬁcm, uniform altsrations and ammunition.
Traasportation Sarvices - prisgner traaspartation,
and County automdtive cOsts.
Miscsllaneous Contract Services - equipment rental
and leases, Couaty data processiag, food, medical,
lagndry, lth:aéy‘ and other servicss necessary to

mees - consent decTtse requirements.

EXHIZLIT "A"
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MFGENDA

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

% 0‘ w V% Jan. 6, 1982

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011
ITEM

IV (h). DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES (Continued)

E. REPORTS/ACTION (Continued)

APPR

<

11. Discussion and possible action on
Grant of Easement to Nevada Department of
Transportation for traffic signal pole
(Las Vegas Blvd. and Stewart Ave.)

OVED AGENDA IT=M

/

Commission Action

Lurie -

APPROVED as recom-
mended by staff.
Unanimous

000146

Page 20

Department Action

Staff to proceed
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| 00014
%4MV% : December 30 198]1'47
AGENDA DOCUVENTATION |0 ester

" FROM: DON J. SAYLOR
The Board of City Commissionars DEPUTY CITY MANAGER

~

. TO

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON GRANT OF EASEMENT TO NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION FOR TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE (LAS VEGAS BLYD. AND STEWART AVE.)

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

Ouring construction of a new traffic signal system at Las Vegas Blvd. and
Stewart Ave., Nevada Department of Transportation forces found that the traffic
signal pole foundation to be installed at the Northeast corner of Las Vegas
Blvd. North and Stewart Ave. conflicted with the City of Las Vegas owned fire
alarm cable. On December 16, 1981, a letter was delivered to Mr. Sheleheda of
the Fire Department requesting relocation of the cable under the provisions of

. NRS 408.210, Paragraph 314. Mr. Sheleheda indicated that he did not have the
manpower available at this time to relocate the fire alarm cable to clear the
Tocation of the signal pole foundation.

As an alternate solution to the cable relocation, Nevada Department of Transportation
has suggested the City grant the State an easement sufficient to install a

30" diameter foundation and a type 20 signal pale on City property adjacent to

State Highway right-of-way at the Northeast corner of Las Vegas Blvd. and

Stewart Ave. (Approximately 6' x 6')

s The foundation and pole would be placed near the back edge of the sidewalk
g: g:?lic_right-_of-way so that it would not become a hazard to pedestrian
arne. . S

Due to this conflict the State has had to suspend the work until this matter
is resolved.

The grant of easement has been prepared.

None.

BECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the City Conmission approve the easement and
authorize the Mayor, on behalf of the City Commission, to execute the easement.

. . P.ES
Approved O Director of Public Services
Disapproved O
Held a

- Staras Due:
782310 IV (h). E. 11,
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CITY COMMISSION INUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

WGENDA

BOARD OF CITY COMMISIOHERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
PHONE 386-601)

ITEM Commission Action

ABEYANCE

A. Appeal of denial of a work card: (See Notes at

’ Calvin Walker bottom of this page)
1114 Tamarack Avenue, LV

Items B & C

B. Interlocal Agreement with LVMPD re: Levy - APPROVED

Detention Services Commencing January 1, 1982 |Items B and C
Motion carried with
Christensen voting
"NO."

C. Interlocal Agreement with Clark County re: An earlier motion b
Detention Services From July 1, 1981 Through éhﬂisien;‘:n T; lgmej
December 31, 1981 'Items B & C until

Clark County had
completed ratificatig

D. Approval of month-to-month extension of the fai?ed with Briare,

Agreement with J.C.S. Bench Company Lurie & Levy voting

"No.ﬂ)

Item D

Levy
APPROVED as
recommended.
Unanimous

000148

Page 21

January 6, 1982

Department Action

V. GEORGE F. OGILVIE - CITY ATTORNEY | '

1/20/82 Meeting

Staff to proceed

n

Staff to proceed

ITEM A ABOVE:

Introduced and made j
and available to the

art of the record
public by contact-

ing LVMPD was the fo]
Memorandum, dtd. 12/3
Mayor & Board of Cit
from Special Investi
Subj: Work Card Den
Walker, I.D.#160540

Bradshaw, Sr. Invest
Investigations Secti

LVMPD to provide an
report at 1/20/82 me
pending charges. Ap

indicating an offer
acknowledgement from
he/she is aware of pq

any, of the appellang.

lTowing document:
8/81 addressed to
Commissioners
ations Section,
al, Calvin Lee

nd signed by Ron
gator, Special

n.

p to date status
ting re appellant'
ellant directed to

bring to 1/20/82 meef§ing a letter

f employment and
employer that
lice record, if




SE oMm OMm OGN0 NG OGN N B MG G5B O BN G BN G W BW
- o | .
. — _

-

000149

.CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

ce e wm——— - - - - e

y e e
CITY of LAS VEGAS

' Awmmm—ms  MAYOR 81LL BRIARE

/AN LUME

December 12, 1981

Mr. Calvin Walker
1114 Tamarack Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

Dear Mr. Walker:

1 am in receipt of your formal appeal to the Board of City Commissioners
regarding the denfal of a work card. Please be advised that this matter
will be heard on January 6, 1982, at the regularly scheduled City
Commission meeting. This matter will be heard scmetime between 10 AM.
and 12 Noon. 1 would advise you to be present at 10 A.M. and await your

turn. The meeting will be conducted in the Commission Chambers at
400 East Stewart Avenue.

© Please bring to the appeal hearing, {f at all possible, a letter from
' your employer acknwleﬂging he is aware of your record.

Sincerely,

CAROL ANN HAHLEY
City Clerk

ce: City Attorney
Metropolitan Police Department

CLV-6218 400 E. STEWART AVENUEZ ¢ LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 « (702) 386-6011

V.A.
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C"Jj‘;{ bes lfegoss, V _ -
/-\C—:NDA DOCUMENTATI

TO: PRQM:
. co s ohn Edward Roethel
The Board of City Commissioners 1 Fg\%ap“y City Attorney

Interlocal Agreemaent With Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department
Re: Detention Services Commencing January 1, 1982

PURPOS E/BACRGROUND

Pursuant to Chapter 347 of the 1981 Nevada Statutes, the City of
Las Vegas is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
Las Vegas City Hall Jail Annex. The proposed Interlocal Agreement
. will authorize the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department to
- operate and maintain the jail annex an behalf of the City.
Because of the Consent Decree and Order entered by the U. S. District
Court in West et al. v. McCarthy, et al., Case No. CIV LV=-77-118, RDF,
the jail annex may only be used as a booking and tempeorary (up to
48 hours) holding facility and Metro would continue to operate
the jail annex in this manner.

This agreement (City-Metro) is designed to operate in conjunction
with another Interlocal Agreement (County-Metro) whereby Metro
will operate and maintain the Clark County Jail for the County. -
Both of these agreements merely formalize the existing status quo.

The Clark County Sheriff is authorized to confine both City and
County priscners in either facility subject to the capacity

limits imposed in the Consent Decres. Metro will maintain separate
budgets and financial reports for both the Clark County Jail and
the Las Vegas City Hall Jail Annex. The costs for operating and
maintaining each facility will be allocated between the City and
the County bagsed on the actual number of inmates impacting each
facility on a monthly basis. Both agreements run through June 30,
1983, and contain 90-day cancellation clauses.

The Fiscal Affairs Committee approved both the City=Metro
agreement and the County-Metro agreement at its meeting of
December 30, 198l1. The Clark County Commission is scheduled to
congider the County-Metro agreement at its regular meeting of
January 5, 1982.

FISCAL IMPACT

It is not possible to determine the costs because the imposition

of the population caps under the Consent Decree will affect the
number of City prisoners being detained: regardless, the funds -
are available in the Detention Budget. )

RECOMMENDATIONS

approval of this City-Metro Interlocal Agreement by the Board of
Commissioners is recommended.

DISPCSITION
~ hAoorovea. O

Disapproved O
Yeld o

Status Due: Agenda Iten

V-8
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT REGARDING

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE

LAS VEGAS CITY HALL JAIL ANNEX

THIS AGEEEMEST is made and entered into this & day of

January, 1982, by and between the CITY OF LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, a
municipal corporation. (City) and the LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN
POLICE DEPARTMENT, a metropolitan police department created pur-
suant to NRS Chaptsr 280 (Metro).

RECITALS:

WHEREBAS, the City owns the Las Vegas City Hall Jail
Annex (Jail Annex): and

WHEREAS, Section 36 of Chapter 347 of the 1981 Statutes
of Nevada transfaers the responsidbilicy for operating and maine-
taining the Jail Annex from Metro to the City: and

WHEREAS, Matro and the County of Clark (County) are par-
ties to an Interlocal Agreement (County-Metro Agreement) under
which Metro operates and maintains the detention facilities owned
by the County for any prisoners falling within Metro's jurisdic-
tion, including City prisoners: and

WHEREAS, City is willing to authorize Metro to book and
hold County prisoners in the Jail Annex.
’ NOW, THEREPORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants
and conditions hereinafter set forth, the parties agree as
follows:

o J. City hereby authorizes Metro and Metro agrees %o
provide all employees and all equipment, supplies and services,
necessary to operate and maintain the Jail Annex for the booking .
and temporary holding of City priscners and, so long as the _
csuntcy eomplies with the conditions set forth in Paragraph 2, for
the book:’.qg and temporary holding of County prisoners, subject to
the decisions and ordars of the Clark County Sheriff. »

2. City hereby authorizes Metro %0 bocok and

temporarily hold County priscnrers in the Jail Annex subject to

-l=
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the following conditions:

(a) Timely payment by the County of that portion of
the costs incurred by Metro in operating and maintaining the
Clark County Jail and the Jail Annex beginning on January 1,
1982, which is attributable to County p_risuno:s: and

(b) Compliance with all of the tarms and conditions
of this Agreemant.

I£ all of the above conditions are not fulfilled, the
permission granted to Metro to book and temporarily hold County
priscners shall be deemed withdrawn, revoked and rendered null
and void. ‘County shall not bs considered in default of its obli-
gations under the County-Metro Agraement until 10 days aftar
recaipt in the County Manager’'s Office of written notice of nom-
payrent or other non-compliance f£rom Metro.

3. A "Cicy p::isoaer’ means a perscn confined om
account of a charge for a violation of a City ordinance or on
account of 2 hold imposed by the City. A "County priscner*® means
a person who the Clark County Sheriff is legally cbligated to
receivo.and who is confined on account of any falony or gross
misdemeanor charge or confined on account of a2 hold imposed by
any governmental agency other than the City or confined solaly on
account of a charge for a vioclation of a State misdemeanor sta-
tute or a County crdinance. If a person is simultaneously bsing
held solaly for both the vioclation of a City crdi:;uxcs or on
account of a hold imposed by the City and for the viclation of a
State misdemeanor statute or a County crdinance, regardless of
the numbar of each, then such a person shall be cou;xted as half a
City priscner and half a County priscner. A City priscmer shall
be deemed to be in the custody of the City at all times, whether
confined in the Clark County Jail or in the Jail Annex. A County
prisoner shall ba deemed to be in the custody of the Clark County
Sheriff at all times, whethar confined in the Clark County Jail

-2
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or in the Jail Annex.

4. Metro will provide confinement at the Clark Counmty
Jail for City prisoners subject to the Sheriff's datermination of
availability of space.

5. Matro will provide a separats budget for all dsten-
tion services attributable to the Jail Annex, which will include
separate elements of costs attributable to the booking function
and the temporary holding function. This budget will be provided
to the City for its approval prior toc the beginning of Mstro's
tisul. year for which such budget applies.

6. Metro will provide the City with a monthly report
showing (a) the number of bookings done in the Jail Annex broken
down by City priscners and County prisoners: (b) the number of
inmate days that priscners have been held in the Jail Annex bro-
ken down by County prisoners and City priscners (a prisoner must
be held at least S hours in any cne calendar day to bes considered
an “"inmate day®” for the purposes of this paragraph and
paragraph 7 hereof): and (c) the total costs incurred by Metzro in
performing booking and temporary holding services in the Jail
Annex. The report will be provided by Mstro to the City nmo tacer
than the 15th day of the month following the month for which the
zeport is made.

7. In accordance with Paragraph ll, City will pay
Metro:

(a) That percentage of Metro's booking costs that
is the same as the percentage of the total bookings that are
attributable o City prisoners: and

(b) That percentags of Metro's tempcorary holding
costs that is the same as the parcentage of the total inmate days
in .the Jail Annex that are attributable to City priscners.

8. (a) Metro will provide the City with a budget

showing the total estimated costs of cperating and maintaining

-3=
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the Clark County Jail.

(b) Metro will maintain recards which show the
actual monthly costs of operating and maintaining the Clark
County Jail and the number of inmate days which are attributable
to County priscners and to City prisoners, respectively. Aan
“immats day” for purposes of this paragraph is datermined by
counting each prisoner who is confined at midnight of a calendar
day-.

(c) Metro will provide to City a monthly report
which shows the actual monthly costs of cperating and maintaining
the Clark County Jail and the number of inmate days which are
attributable to County prisoners and ta City prisoners, respec-
tively. The report will be provided %o the City no later than
the 15th day of the month following the month for which the
repor: is made.

(d) In accordance -with Paragraph 11, the City will
pay to Metro that percentage of the operation and maintenance
costs that is the same as the percentage of total inmate days
that are attributable to City prisconers.

9. (a) Metro will provide a separate budget for court
services for approval by the City prior to the beginning of
Metro's fiscal year for which such budget applies.

(b} Metro will maintain records which show the
actual monthly costs of providing court services to Districet
Court, Justice Cour: and City's Municipal Cour: and the number of
hours per month that court services are provided ta District
Court, Justice Court and City's Municipal Court, respectively.

(e} Metro will provide to the City a monthly
report showing the actual monthly costs of providing cour: ser-
vices to Diatrict Court, Justice Court and City's Municipal Cours
and the number of court services hours provided t¢o District

Courz, Justice Court and City'’'s Municipal Court, respectively.

g
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(d) In accordance with Paragraph 11, City will pay
to Metro that percesantage of Metro's court sservices costs that is
the same as the percantage of tha total court services hours that
is attributable to City's Municipal Coure.

10. Metro will make a good faith effort to cperats and
maintain the Jail Annex in compliance with the Consent Decrse
entered in the case of West, et al v. McCarthy, et al, Case
Number CIV LV-77-118, RDP, pending in the United States District
Court for the District of Nevada, and all further orders or
judgments which may be entered in that cage, the statutas of the
State of Nevada and all applicable ardinances, resclutions or
actions which have been or may be passed, adopted or taken by the
Board of Commissioners of the City of Las Vegas.

11. Metro will provide to the City a statement of the
astimated hookin;, temporary holding, operating and maintenance
and court services costs for each month by the 15th day of the
preceding menth. The City will pay to Metro that estimated
amount ocn or befare the last working day of the month. Adjust-
ments to reflect the actual expenses of any cne month as the
rasult of the repcrts required by Paragraphs 6, 8(c¢) and 9(c)
will be raflected on the next advance billing statement.

12. The City has the right to inspect all of Metro's
accounting records and other documents pertaining to Metro's
activities in operating and maintaining aany jail in which any
City prisoner has been booked, held, detained or otherwise pro-
cessed. . ‘

13. All personal property owned now or later acquired
py the City for use in the detention services being provided in
the Clark County Jail or in the Jail Annex shall remain the pro-
perty of the City but may be utilized by Metro during the dura-
tion of this Agreement. .

14. Administrative contac:z as to detention operations

-5
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is ¢o be the Office of misiant Sheriff, Staff Operations. The
contact for all fiscal related issues is to be Metro's Businass
Office.

_18. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon
January 1, 1982, and continue through June 30, 1983, inclusive,
unless earlier terminated pursua:;t to Paragraph 16 of this
Agreement.

16. This Agreement may be terminated by either party
with or without cause upon 90 days' prior written notice to the
other party. The effective date of any such termination shall be
the last day of a pay period for Metro's detention personnel.
Metro will immediately give City written notice of the giving of
a notice of default or tarmination by either party under the
County-Metro Agreement for cperaticn and maintenance of the Clark
County Jail.

17. Any notice given pursuant to the terms of this
Agreement shall ba deemed to have been given when received by the
_party to whom it is diracted by personal service, hand delivery
or mailing, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

TO METRO: . Sheriff of Clark County

400 East Stewart Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
TO CITY: City Manager

' 400 Bast Stewart Avenue, l0th PFleoor

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

18. Metro and City acknowledge that this Interlocal
Agreement is for personal and specialized gservices and shall not
be assigned by either party in any manner. Aany at:gmpeed assign-
ment shall be wvoid.

19. This Interlocal Agraement embodies all of the
agreements of the parties hereto with respect to any mastter
covered or mentioned in this Interlocal Agreement. MNo prier
agreements or understandings perta;ning to such mattars, whether

written or oral, shall be effective for any purpose. No provi-

-G
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sion of this Interlocal Agreement shall be modified or added to
except by an agreement in writing signed by the parties hereto.
Por the purposes of interpretation, this Interlocal Agreement has
been prepared by all the parties hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREQP, the parties hereto have caused this
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT REGARDING CPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE
LAS VEGAS CITY HALL JAIL ANNEX to be executed as of the day and
year first above written by their duly authorized reprasen-

tatives.

CITY QF LAS

LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN
POLICE DEPARTMENT

- ,” : . -~ . /
By_ ..l )1)/?/@ y
JO D. McCARTHY,

Sheriff /

’

:‘ropolitan Police Department

I N
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pate: December 31, 1981

- el 2{ - -
?’ohn Edward RoePhel
Oeputy City Attorney

TO:
The Board of City Commissioners

Intgerlceal Agreement With Clark County Re: Detention Services
From July 1, 1981, through Decesmber 31, 1981

PURPOS E/BA CRGROUND

Pursuant to Chapter 347 of the 1981 Nevada Statutes, the respon-
3ibility for the construction, operation and maintenance of the
Clark County Jail and the Las Vegas City Hall Jail Annex has been
returned to Clark County and the City of Las Vegas, respectively,
effective as of July 1, 1981. During the time periocd from July 1,
1981, through December 31, 1981, the Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department has been cperating and maintaining both the
County Jail and the City Hall Jail Annex with the total funding
for such operation and maintenance of both facilities having been
provided solely by Clark County.

Since City priscners have been detained in both the County Jail
and the City Hall Jail Annex during this six-month period, the
City is obligated to pay its fair share of the operatien and
maintenance costs of both of these facilities during that time.
Metro has maintained records of both its expenses and the number
of City and County prisomers destained in each facility.

The proposed Interlocal Agreement provides for the payment by the
City of its share of the operation and maintenance costs of the
County Jail and the City Hall Jail Annex for each month from
July 1, 1981, through December 31, 1981. Each month's expenses
are allocated between the City and the County based on the per-
centage of inmate days attributable to City priscners and County
priscners in each faecilty.

Based on fiqures available at present for the months of July
through November, 1981, the City's percentage has varied between
15% and 20%. The proposed agreemant provides for an initial City
payment of $690,000.00. The final payment will be calculated
when the final December, 1981 priscner figures are computed
during January, 1982. !

.

FISCAL IMPACT

Initial payment of $690,000.00 by January 22, 1982; final payment
to be made after auditing the figures for December, 1981. Final
payment may be as much as $100,000.00. Funds are available in
the Detention Budget. .

RECOMMENDATT OMS

. - y n T

Approval of this Interlocal Agraement with Clark County by the
Board of Commissioners is recommended.

DISPOSITION
Aoprovea [
Disapproved O
Beld im]
Status Due: ) Agenda Item

v-C
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CITY ORIGINAL

. THIS. AGREEMENT is ude between the CITY OF LAS VEGAS

‘}(City) and the ccum OF CLARK, NEVADA (COunzy). _

wmns c.ity has been s:ane July 1, 1981, responasible

£cr all eosf.s of opetatiaq and mintaining the city Hall Jail
R Aune: (Jail Annex) by virtue of Section 36 of Qmpf.or 347 of ‘.:he
f 1981 Statutes of Nevada: and

waanm. the Las vggu m:opolim Police Departnent

‘(mro) has opcrated and maintained and has provided detention
services for c.i.ty priacno:a at the Clark County Jail and the Jail |
‘;mex from July 1, 1981, through December 31, 1981, under
}Intgrlokcal' Agzemnt with' County:; and

wnzms. County has paid the costs of operating, main-

. u:l.ning and providing detenticn services to City prisomers at the
--Cl_-a:k -cQunty J_a.u and the Jail Annex from July 1., 1981, through
December. 31, 1981 unﬂe: the Interlocal Ag:'eemen{ with Metro with

the expectation xnown to City ;liét Citf ‘'would pay its share of

..those cests- and’

' WHEREAS, City and Metro propose to enter into an

"»i’nt,e:lvc‘cal Agreement under vhj.ch Metro will operate and maintain
‘t‘he'ud’a.i.l A:inex Seginuing January 1, 1982, ‘and City will- aﬁf.herize_ '
‘Metroe to book and hold County priscners in the Jail Annex (the

. ci:y—uetr.e Ag:eement) :

WHEREAS , - County and Metrc prepose to enter inte an

Interlccal Agreemnt under Which Metrc w:.].l. operate and maintain-

"tbg_cl_a:k» County: Jail beg:.nning January-l, 1982, and County will
authcrize Metro to @fine City' p‘x‘riso‘n‘ers‘ in the Clark County

Ja.i.l ~§xibjéc§'vto timely payment'by ci,ty”ef its share of the costs
‘:anurred in operating ‘and minuining the Clark County Jail and

Ja.il Annex from’ July 3.. 1981. thrauqh Decembe: 31. 1981, and

't_mely,payu;ent by the City of its share of the costs to be
incurred in operating and maintaining the Clark County Jail and

s1- .
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Jail Annex beginning January 1, 1982.
' NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. City acknowledges that County has provided deten~
tion services for City priscners at the Clark County Jail and at
the Jail Annex from July 1, 1981, through December 31, 1981,
under Interlocal Agreement with Metro with the expectation known
to City that City would pay its share of those costs.

2. City acknowledges that it is required by law to pay
that portion of the operation and maintenance costs incurred by
Metro in operating and maintaining the Clark County Jail and the
Jail Annex during the period from July 1, 1981, through December
31, 1981, which is attributable to City prisoners.

3. “Operation and maintenance costs"” include the costs
of the personnel, equipment, supplies and services listed in the
attached Exhibit "A" and the costs of court services. A “"City
prisoner” means a person confined on account of a charge for a
violation of a City ordinance or on account of a hold imposed by
the City. A "County priscner” means a person who the Clark
County Sheriff was legally obligated to receive and who was con-
fined on account of any felony or gross misdemeanor charge or
confined on account of a hold imposed by any governmental agency
ctiier than the City or confined solely an account of a charge for
a violation of a State misdemeanor statute or a County ordinance.
If a person was simultanecusly held sclely for both the violation
of a City ordinance or on account of a hold imposed by the City
and for the viclation of a State misdemeanor statute or a County
ordinance, regardless of the number of each, then such a person
shall be counted as half a City prisoner and half a County pri-
soner.

4. The portion of the cperation and maintenance costs
of the Clark County Jail and Jail Annex attributable to City pri-

soners shall be that percentage of the coperation and maintenance

-2
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'eosts which :I.s the same as the percentage of total inmate days
:hat are att:ibuuble to city ptiscners as datezminsd by Metro.

5. 'me portion of coure servicea costs which :Ls attri-

. butable to City priscners shall be that percentage of the total

court serviees costs’ wh.i.ch is the same as the percentage of total

_court servicea hours attributable te City priscners.

6. The ope:atien and maintepance costs incurred by

lfne::vc in operating and maintaining the Clark County Jail and the
‘Jail Annex during the period frem July 1, 1981, through

- December 31, 1981, and the portion of those operaticn and main-

. tenance cogts. attributable to city p:isone:a shall be calculated
‘bY Ma?.ro and presented to the C:Lty and the County on or before
/FPebruary 1, 1982. Both the City and the County shall have the
:right to mviaw and audit the calculaticns and all suppcrtinq v
.;'data Any ‘dispute regud!.ng the a.ccuncy of the calculations or
_"any suppc:txng data shall be tesclved by the Fiscal Affairs

Ccm:l.:tee ef mt:o no latez than uarch 1, 1982, whose decision

"shall be binding on both the City and the County..

7. city agrees to pay . to Hetro, to be deposited in the
appropriate fund, the sum of 5690 000.00 on ar before January 22,

. 1982, to be aodited to the County as »initial payment of the por-
‘t:.on of the cpera:ion md maintenance costs incurred by Metro in
'operat.ing and mintain:l.ng the c1ark County Jail and the Jail
‘Annex- du::_Lng the pericd from July 1, _1981, throv._tgh December 31,
.1981. ‘City agrees to pay to &étre, o be deposited to the
,appropriate fund, the diffe:ence between the portion of the
foperat:.on and mintenance costs incurred by Metro m cperating
‘and mintaining ‘the CIArk county Ja:.l a.nd the Jail Annex during
the period £rom July 1,.1981, through Decemher»al. 1981, attribu-

table to City ptisongrs and the above-mentioned §690,000.00 ini- .

.tial payment within 30 days afgér the calculations and supporting

data are accepted by the City and the County or after any dispute

-3-
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thereto is resolved by the Piscal Affairs Committee, dais sum to -
be credited to the County. City shall not bs considered in
default of its cbligations to pay under this Paragraph 7 until 10
days after receipt in the City Manager’s Office of written notice
of non-payment from the County Manager.

8. City understands that if it defaults on its cbliga-
tions to pay any amount due under this Agreement as set forth in
Paragraph 7 hereof, the authority to be granted by Qaunty. to
Metro to confiqe City prisoners in the Clark County Jail will
expire.

9. City will not terminate or modify the City-Metro
agreement in such a manner as to revoks, withdraw or otherwise
affect the authority of Metro to book and hold County priscners
in the Jail Annex unless written notice of the termination or
modification is received in the County Manager's Office at lesast
90 days bafore the ‘effective date of the termination or modifica-
tien. '

10. This Agreement is in complete and full satisfaction
of any and all claima or demands between the City and the County
based upon or arising out of the costs of operation and main-

o o o
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tenance of the Clark County Jail and the Jail Annex during the
period from July 1, 1981, through December 31, 1981.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this

AGREEMENT to be executed an the a_ day of ﬂ&ﬂ.&.ﬁ.ﬂ_

1982, by their duly authorized representatives.

City Clerk County Clerk
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'rhe pezsennel. aquipneut. supplies and se:vices mppued by Metro

l.

5.

in opetating and uintaining the curk county Jail and Jail Annex
.‘_du:ing the period from July 1, .1.981. through Docanibez 31, 1981,
_;Yinelude but are not linited to tha tollcwing:

: Persounel - 272 authorized positions £illed by
.appgop:iata qaployges as available.

Metro dverhekd‘se;}vices - five percent of sarvices
and supp.u.as.. ’ ’

Supply Se:vices - cperational supplies, forms, uni.-
forms. unitm alterations and ammunition.

'r:ansportatiou sgrviees - priscner transporutian.

~and County autmtive oam

Miscellaneous cht:act Servic_gs - equipment rental

va_n'd leases, County. dgu processing, food, medical,

laundry, libra:y ana cthér sarvices necessary to -

meet- consent  decree- requirements.

EXHIBIT “A"

000164
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Jan. 5, 1982

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION |*™

y H
! The Board of City Commissioners

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF THE EXTENSION OF THE AGREEMENT WI BENCH
ADVERTISING COMPANY

- PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

Since 1960, J.C.S. Bench Advertising Company has had an
agreement with the City of Las Vegas to maintain, for the display
of advertising, benches on public property at designated bus
stops. This agreement has been extended twice, and the most
+ . recent extension expired on May 1, 1981.

During the twenty plus year duration of this agresment,
the fee structure has had only one 10% increase in the fee
structure (from $1.00 per bench per month, or 5% of the
gross revenue per bench per month, to $1.10 per bench per
month, or 5.5% of the gross revenue per bench per month, which-
ever is greater).

It is staff's belief that this service should be let ocut
s . to bid so that a fee structure may be determined that more
. accurately reflects the current fees of the indusgtry.

In order to do so, however, and in order to afford the
Regional Trangportation Commigsion the opportunity to study
and recommend the type of accommodations which should be avail-
able at bus stops, it will be necessary to extend the present
agreement on a month-to-month basis in order to allow for
sufficient time to solicit bids. The attached Amendment to
5 Agreement is designed to provide such extension.

EISCAL IMPACT

The City currently collects approximately §1,976.00
annually.

BECOMMENDATIQONS

It is recommended that the Agreement with JCS Bench be
extended on a month-to-month basis until cancelled by either
party with 30 days notice. This will allow staff an opportunity
to develop a comprehensive bid package to be presented to you
at a later date.

Approved a
Disapproved O
Held a

Staras Due:
o310 V=D
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016

% January 6, 1982

Commission Action

Page 22

Department Action

VI. REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES

A. BILL NO. 81-120 - ANNEXATION NO. A-14-81(A),
PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF
CHARLESTON BOULEVARD, APPROXIMATELY
685 FEET WEST OF THE RAINBOW BOULEVARD,
PETITIONED BY THOMAS P. PERRY, ACREAGE:
APPROXIMATELY 2.549 ACRES, ZONED R-E
(ROI TO CP) (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) N-U
(ROI TO P-R) (CITY EQUIVALENT).

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen
1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

B. BILL NO. 81-121 - ANNEXATION NO. A-6-81,
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2480 MAVERICK STREET,
PETITIONED BY THURMAN WHITE, ASSOCIATE
SUPERINTENDENT, ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY
18.82 ACRES, ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFI-
CATION) N-U (CITY EQUIVALENT).

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen
1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

APPROVED AGENDA ITEA

---------ﬁ

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bi11 ADOPTED.
Unanimous

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bi11 ADOPTED.
Unanimous

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.
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lmr OF LAS VEGAS Date 0167

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM December 21, 1981

ir):
FILE

FROM: (;é(/

CAROL ANN HAWLEY

CITY CLERK
SUBJECT: COPIES TO:
A11 Agenda Books for 1/6/82 Commission Mtg.
I MEETING OF RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES Business Activity Department
PROPOSED NEW BILLS Community Planning & Development Department
DECEMBER 21, 1981 Building & Safety Department

Public Services Department
City Attorney

.

MEET

i

ING HELD: 4:55 P.M., December 21, 1981, City Manager's Conference Room,
10th Floor, City Hall. Meeting adjourned at 5:10 P.M.

Commissioner Levy

Commissioner Christensen

Jan Stewart, Chief Civil Deputy City Attorney
Don Saylor, Deputy City Manager

Carol Ann Hawley, City Clerk

Sandra Davis, Deputy City Clerk

James Kastelic, Review-dJournal

BILL NO. 81-120 - ANNEXATION NO. A-14-81(A), PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF
CHARLESTON BOULEVARD, APPROXIMATELY 685 FEET WEST OF THE RAINBOW BOULEVARD, PETITIONED
BY THOMAS P. PERRY, ACREAGE APPROXIMATELY 2.549 ACRES, ZONED R-E (ROI to CP) (COUNTY
CLASSIFICATION) N-U (ROI to P-R) (CITY EQUIVALENT).

Committee: Levy and Christensen
No one spoke in opposition. The Committee recommended adoption at the 1/6/82 meeting.
BILL NO. 81-121 - ANNEXATION NO. A-6-81, PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2480 MAVERICK STREET,

PETITIONED BY THURMAN WHITE, ASSOCIATE SUPT., ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 18.82 ACRES,
ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) N-U (CITY EQUIVALENT).

Committee: Levy and Christensen -
No one spoke in opposition. The Committee recommended adoption at the 1/6/82 meeting.
BILL NO. 81-122 - ANNEXATION NO. A-5-81, PROPERTY LOCATED AT 6665 WEST DEL REY AVENUE,

PETITIONED BY THURMAN WHITE, ASSOCIATE SUPT., ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY 40 ACRES, ZONED:
R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION) N-U (CITY EQUIVALENT).

D.

Committee: Levy and Christensen
No one spoke in opposition. The Committee recommended adoption at the 1/6/82 meeting.

BILL NO. 81-123 - CLARIFIES THE LEGAL HOLIDAYS ON WHICH PARKING METERS ARE NOT IN
OPERATION.

CLv-6217

Committee: Levy and Christensen

No one spoke in opposition. The Committee recommended adoption at the 1/6/82 meeting.
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CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

RECOMMENDING . COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES o DR Oins
DECEMBER 21; 1981 - |
PAGE 2 .

E.- BILL NO. 81- 124 - ESTABLISHES ‘A BEVERAGE BROKER CLASSIFICATION . EXCEPTS CERTAIN :
" ESTABLISHMENTS FROM THE 1500-FOOT SEPARATION REQUIREMENT: REPEALS VARIOUS PROVISIONS
. NOW_COVERED ELSEWHERE AND MAKES CERTAIN TECHNICAL CHANGES. o

L Committee Commissioners Levy -and Chr1stensen S

No~one spoke in oppos1t1on - The Comm1ttee recommended adoption at the 1/6/82 meeting.

EF, BILL NO. 81-127 - RELOCATES PROVISION DEALING WITH ‘NUDE NRESTLING AND SADOMASQOCHISTIC

- ESTABLISHMENTS AND REPEALS NUDE PHOTOGRAPH PROVISIONS AS IT IS REGULATED BY SEXUALLY-
. ORIENTED BUSINESS ORDINANCE..
~ Committee:. Comm:ss1oners Levy and Chr1stensen

. No-one. spoke in opposit1on ThejCommittee fecommended‘adoption as per First Amendment -
at ‘the 1/6/82 meet1ng

'G;[VBILL NO. 81 128 - AMENDS THE CHAPTER REGULATING THE LOCATION OF SEXUALLY ORIENTED

- ACTIVITY PRIOR 70 STARTING SUCH: BUSINESS. o
: Comm1ttee Comm1ss1oners Levy and Christensen

- No. one spoke 1n oppos1t1on The Comm1ttee recommended adoptvon at the 1/6/82 meet1ng

S H..,BILL NO 81-129 - REVISES THE CHAPTER REGULATING MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENTS AS A PART

. OF RECODIFICATION: =
Committee: Commxss1oners Levy and Chr1stensen

No on ‘spoke 1n~oppos1t1on=--The Comm1ttee'recommended‘adoption at the 1/6/82 meeting.

;NI.[‘BILL‘NO. 81-130 - REVISES CHAPTER REGULATING ESCORT BUSINESS AS A PART OF RECODIFICATION. -

COmmittee Commissioners Levy: and Christensen

No one spoke in oppos1t1on The Comm1ttee recommended adopt1on at the 1/6/82 meet1ng

‘JI..PROPOSAL CONCERNING SALE OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 815 BALZAR ACQUIRED '

THROUGH THE CITY'S REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM..
: ReaI Estate Committee Comm1ss1oners Levy and- woofter :

- ;ﬂComm1ttee”d1rected,C1ty_Managef to proceed..
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*CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

Gy of lasVegar
AGENDA DOCUVMENTATION

TO: FROM:
The Board of _C' ty Commissioners City Attorney

SugJecT: Bill No. 81-120

Annexation No. A-14-81(A)

oo
o’
r.'l.
o

Date: December 7, 1981

PURPOSE/BACKGROQUND

The proposed ordinance annexes certain real property located
on the south side of Charleston Boulevard, approximately 685
feet west of Rainbow Boulevard. The annexation process has
now been completed in accordance with the NRS and the final
date of annexation (Jamuary 15, 1982) is set by this ordinance.

The following is pertinent information:
Annexation No.: A=-14-8l(A)

Property Located: South side of Charleston
Boulevard, approximately
685 feet west of Rainbow
Baulevard ’

Petitioned By: Thomas P. Berry
2400 West Charleston
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

Acreage: Approximately 2.549 a.cées
Zoned: R=E (ROI to CP) (County
: classification)
N-U (ROI to P-R)(City
equivalent) .

FISCAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDATIONS

This Bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for
review, hearing and recommendation to the Beoard of City
Commissioners for final action.

1TION
Agproves O
Disapproved O
Held o

Statas Due: -
S —————————— vI - A
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'CITY COMMISSION' MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

Cty of LuaViegas

NTATION | fecemmazi—i58t

AGENDA DOCUME

.The Board of gitv Commissianers

FROM:

City Attorney

SUBJECT: Bill No. 81-121

Annexation No. A~6-81l

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

The proposed ordinance annexes certain real property located
at 2480 Maverick Street. The annexation process has now been
completed in accordance with the NRS and the final date of

annexation (January 15, 1982) is set by this ordinance.

The following is pertinent information:

Annexation No.:
Property Located:
Petitioned By:

Acreage:
Zoned:

FISCAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDATIQNS

This Bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for
review, hearing and recommendation to the Board of City

Commissioners for final action.

! 1TION
Approves 0
Cisapproved O

Held

a

Statas Oue: .

79-3-10

e —————————

A-6-81

2480 !gaverick Street

Thurman White, Associate Superintendent
School Facilities Division -
Clark County School District
2832 East Flamingo Road
Las Vegas, Nevada 89121

Approximately 18.82 acres

R=-E (County classification)

N-U (City equivalent) -

item

| v

Agenda
T -

B
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BOARD OF CITY COMMI{SSIONERS Page 23
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
PHONE 386-6011
ITEM Commission Action Department Action
VI. REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES

(Continued)

BILL NO. 81-122 - ANNEXATION NO. A-5-81,

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 6665 WEST DEL REY AVENUE

PETITIONED BY THURMAN WHITE, ASSOCIATE
SUPERINTENDENT, ACREAGE: APPROXIMATELY

40 ACRES, ZONED: R-E (COUNTY CLASSIFICATION)

N-U_(CITY EQUIVALENT].

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen

1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

BILL NO. 81-123 - CLARIFIES THE LEGAL
HOLIDAYS ON WHICH PARKING METERS ARE NOT
IN OPERATION.

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen

1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

APPROVED AGENDA ITES

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bi11l ADOPTED.
Unanimous

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bill ADOPTED.
Unanimous

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.
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Cy o Laslegas
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION ™

To: FROM:
The 8oard of Catv Commissioners City Attorney

December 7, 1981

SUBJECT: pi11 No. 81-122
Annexation No. A-5-81

FURPOSE/BACKGROUND

The propogsed ordinance annexes certain real property located at
6665 West Del Rey Avenue. The annexation process has now been
completed in accordance with the NRS and the final date of annexa-
tion (January 15, 1982) is set by this ordinance.

The following is pertinent information:
Annexation No.: A~5-81

Property Located: 6665 West Del Rey Avenue
Petitioned By: Thurman White, Associate Supexintendent:

School Pacilities Division
Clark County School District
2832 East Plamingo Road

Las Vegas, Nevada 89121

Acreage: Approximately 40 acres

Zoned: R-E (County classification)
N-U (City equivalent)

FISCAL IMPACT

R MMENDATIQN

This bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for
review, hearing and recommendation to the Board of City
Commissioners for final action.

ITION
Apgroved QO
Qisapproved QO
Held fu]

Statas Due: -

79310 —— viI - C
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| Gy ol Vg
ACENDA DOCUMENTAT‘ON Date: December 7.

e ,_~_ -
ohn
ty City Attcrney

Clarifies the legal holidays an which parking meters

TO:
The Board of City Commissioners

are not in operation Bi11 No. 81-123
PURPOS E/BA CRGROUND

At the present time confusion exists as to which days the City's
parking meters are in operation. For example, earlier this year
Nevada Day, October 3lst, fell on a Saturday. Pursuant to

NRS 236.015, the official legal holiday was celebrated on PFriday,
October 30th. All state and city offices were closed. However,
under the currently existing parking meter ordinance, 10-3~6(A),
Priday, October 30th was not a parking meter holiday.

This bill resolves this confusiocn by providing that whenever a
legal holiday that falls on a Saturday or Sunday is actually
observed on the preceding Friday or following Monday, respectively,
then both such days are legal holidays of the type where the
parking meters are not in operation. Only five days are poten-
tially affected by this change: January lst, July 4th,

October 31lst, November llth and December 25th. For example, in
calendar 1982, additicnal parking meters holidays will occur on
July 5th, November lst and December 24th.

FISCAL IMPACT

Some revenue will be lost since parking meters will not be fed
and parking tickets will not be written on these days. However,
this loss of revenue will be diminished since parking enforcement
officers will not be working on these days and therefore will not
be the holiday pay differential.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This Bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee for
review, hearing and recommendation to the Board of City
Commissioners for final action.

DISPOSITION
a

1]
Disapproved O
Held a

Status Due: Agenda Item
vi- D




0174
January 6, 1982

GE" Dﬁ CIW§%MI&E%JV%982

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

Page24

PHONE 386-6011

ITEM Commission Action Department Action

VI.

REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES
(Continued)

BILL NO. 81-124 - ESTABLISHES A BEVERAGE
BROKER CLASSIFICATION: EXCEPTS CERTAIN

ESTABLISHMENTS FROM THE 1500 FOOT SEPARATION

REQUIREMENT: REPEALS VARIOUS PROVISIONS
NOW COVERED ELSEWHERE AND MAKES CERTAIN
TECHNICAL CHANGES.

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen
1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

BILLS EFFECTING TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS IN
CONNECTION WITH THE CODIFICATION PROCESS:

F.

BILL NO. 81-127 - RELOCATES PROVISIONS
DEALING WITH NUDE WRESTLING AND SADOMASO-
CHISTIC ESTABLISHMENTS AND REPEALS NUDE
PHOTOGRAPH PROVISIONS AS IT IS REGULATED
BY SEXUALLY-ORIENTED BUSINESS ORDINANCE.

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen
1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Commi ttee Recommendation:

Adoption, as per First Amendment, at the
1/6/82 City Commission meeting.

Ty Pl
AG::‘.{UA iu‘ Laed

APPROVED
Y DA

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bill ADOPTED.
Unanimous

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bill ADOPTED as per
second amendment.
Motion carried with
Woofter voting "no.’

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.

Made a part of the

ecord was a memo

dated 12/30/81 from [Janson F. Stewart,

Chief Civil Deputy

ity Attorney, to

all members of the Board re subject

bill.
The second amendmen

introduced at

this meeting amendedq page 2, line 31
and provided for exdlusion hotel and

motel rooms having

as.
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AGENDA DOCUMENTATION =
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Dae: Dec. 15, 1981

TQ: FROM: /G,,,yf
The Board of City Commissioners CITY ATZORNEY =

A
| SUBJECT: BIIL No. 81-124 y

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

This ordinance is submitted asa part of recodification.

Since the sale of alcoholic beverages is a privileged business
the application procedures are now governed by Las Vegas Code
Title V, Chapter 4. This enables us to remove many sections
from the old alcoholic beverages ordinance.

In addition to the changes required by modification there
is added to our liquor provisions a classification known as
“beverage broker®. We have. had inquiries in the past by persons
who want to engage in this kind of business but were unable to do
80 because we had no classification which would allow the brokering
of beverages. A beverage broker does not take possession of the
goods he sells but merely acts as an intermediary between importers
and a local wholesale or retail dealer. A beverage broker does
not sell to the public. An original license for a beverage
broker costs $1,000, a semi-annual license fee is $300.

The present ordinance requires 1,500 feet between on-sale
liquor licensees. This proposal would except from these provisions
establishments where nonrestricted gaming is permitted in connection
with a hotel which has 100 or more guest rooms. It was felt that
this kind of a business generates its own customers by the hotel
rooms and that this kind of establishment which has gaming should
also have a liquor license.

Finally, the old provisions required the issuance of a
“certificate” of two persons who were found suitable. This cer-
) tificate is deemed to be cumbersome and unnecesgsary by the
H License Department. Therefore we are suggesting its removal.
There are also some minor changes and rearrangement of sections
y in that portion of the liquor provisions which restrict nude
// acts in places where alcoholic beverages are to be sold.

EISCALIMPACT

BECOMMENDATIONS

This Bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee
for review, hearing and recommendation to the Board of City
Commissioners for final action.

Approved a
Disapproved O
Held a

StawesOue: (o

T30 Vvi--E
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Gty o Lasbieges 116

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | -fee—t—s

“The Board of City Commissionsrs

FROM: CITY Amm?/'» W

SUBJECT:

Bill Nos 81-127, 81-128, 81-129 and 81-130 V

" PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

Bill No. 81-127 merely relocateg provisions against nude
wrestling, sadcmasochism and supplying wrestling partners of
the opposite sex from Title V (Business Regulations) and re-
locates them to Title VI (Police Regulations). This is done
ag part of recodification. Also by this cordinance the pro-
hibition against nude photography studios has been removed as
that activity is governed by Las Vegas Code Title V, Chapter 5,

. which requlates the location of sexually oriented businesses.

Bill No. 81-128 is also submitted as a part of recodification.
A new provision in the ordinance requires that prior to engaging
in many of the activities defined as "sexually oriented®" the
business must first file with the Department of Business Activity
a statement giving the name of the business and describing the
activity to be engaged in. There is presently no requirement
of registration which makes it very difficult for the Department
of Business Activity to enforce these provisions.

Bill No. 81-129 revises the chapter regulating massage .
establishments as a part of recodification. Since this business
is ‘a privileged business many sections have been removed from
this chapter because the subject of the sections is now governed
by Title V, Chapter 4.

Bill No. 81-130 revises the chapter regulating escort bureaus.
This is submitted as a part of recodification. Material that is
now governed by Title V, Chapter 4 is eliminated from the chapter
regulating escort bureaus. There is also a slight change in the
definition of eacort bureaus and escorts in an attempt to comply
with a recent Nevada Supreme Court case.

BECOMMENDATIONS

These Bills should be submitted to a Recommending Committee
for review, hearing and recommendation to the Board of City
Commissioners for final action.

DISPOSITION
Approved a
Disapproved O

Statas Due:

79310

Heid

a

'lvz-:-'cot
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Commission Action

017

January 6, 1982

Page 25

Department Action

VI.

REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES
(Continued)

BILL NO. 81-128 - AMENDS THE CHAPTER
REGULATING THE LOCATION OF SEXUALLY-ORIENTED
BUSINESSES TO REQUIRE A REGISTRATION OR
FILING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS
ACTIVITY PRIOR TQ STARTING SUCH BUSINESS.

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen
1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

BILL NO. 81-129 - REVISES THE CHAPTER
REGULATING MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENTS AS A
PART OF RECODIFICATION.

Committee: Commissioners Levy and
Christensen
1st Publication: SUN, 12/23/81

Committee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

Levy -

Second Reading

and Bi11 ADOPTED.
Motion carried with
Woofter voting "no."

Levy -

Second Reading and
Bi11 ADOPTED.
Motion carried with
Woofter voting "no.'

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.

Clerk to proceed
with second
publication.
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COMMISSION CHAMBERS 300 EAST STEWART AVENUE

GENDﬁ

January 6, ]982

Co : _ PHONE 386-6011 - . ' . .
ITEM . - L - . Commission Action.  Department Action

~ VI.. REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES

(Contfnued)
| 1. BILL NO. 81-130 - REVISES CHAPTER REGULAT- | Levy - - Clerk to proceed:
| ING ESCORT BUREAUS AS A PART OF RECODIFI- | Second Reading and | with second -
CCATION. . - _ | Bi11 :ADOPTED. publication.
Committee: Commissioners Levy and ‘Motion carried with|
' Christensen - | Woofter voting "no."

. Ist Publication: SUN, 12/23/81
~ Comnittee ~Recoimne'ndat1‘ dn :

. Adoptwn at ‘the 1/6/82 City Comnnsswn
‘ ) Imeetmg.

| REAL ESTATE COMMITTEE:

J.  PROPOSAL CONCERNING SALE OF RESIDENTIAL Levy - City Manager to

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 815 BALZAR ACQUIRED . Commi ttee Recommendd- proceed.
jTHROUGH THE CITY'S REHABILITATION LOAN: o 'tigmjAppRovED by P
PROGRAM.. .| Board -and:City

“Real Estate.COmm_ttee.; Cormmss‘l.on_ers Levy. | Manager to proceed -

and. Woofter | with sale.
‘ - | Unanimous

 Committee Recommendation:

*City'M"a'nager" t0 proceed.

APPRO‘JED ACE..EA TER
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, CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

Gty of Lusliege

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | el

¢ TO

“The Board of City Commissioners

SUBJECT:

FROM: qu . "OORN
CITY MANAGER

DISCUSSIQON AND POSSIBLE ACTION CONCERNING SALE OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 815 BALZAR ACQUIRED THROUGH THE CITY'S REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM.

PURPOSE/BACKXGROUND

The City acquired title to a single family home Tocated at 815 Balzar
through the Rehabilitation Loan Program. The City has no use for the
property since rehabilitation, therefore, we are requesting permission

to put it on the market. Staff does not feel that the sale of the pro-
perty should be handled in accord with the policy heretofore established
which applies primarily to vacant land. We believe it would be preferable
to put it on the market through a realtor and pay a real estate commission.

The City has approximately $21,000 in the property including both acquisit-
ion and rehabilitation costs. There is still $19,000 owed on the property.
Appraised value is $43,000. The project was funded with Block Grant monies
and any profit received will go back into the Block Grant Program.

Although there will be no profit factor involved in the tramsaction, the
objectives of the program will have been achieved by the acquisition of

a s:g:tanda:d dwelling wivich will be put back on the market as a completely
standard unit.

None.

RECOMMENDATIONS.,

k2 1)

The City Manager recommends that this be referred to the Real Estate
Committee for consideration. It is recommended that permission be given
to seil the property by putting it on the market through a realtor.

Approved a
Disapproved O

Held

a

12/11/81
Statas Due: ‘ l__AMn‘#:nJ—.



AGENDA

ALIKE" DRUGS ILLEGAL.

Committee: Commissioners Lurie and Levy
1st Publication: SUN, 12/29/81

Commi ttee Recommendation:

Adoption at the 1/6/82 City Commission
meeting.

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM

Oﬂgﬂcﬁd\i&ﬁé‘

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 19B2

ity of Lua Vegan

Second Reading and
Bill ADOPTED.
Unanimous

0130

January 6, 1982

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 27
COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
' PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM , Commission Action Department Action
l VI. REPORTS FROM RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES
(Continued)
K. BILL NO. 81-125 - MAKES SO-CALLED "LOOK- Lurie - Clerk to proceed

with second
publication.



.CITY OF LAS VEGAS CITY COMMISSIONV MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1 %

Uiol

l INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM December 23, 1981

TO: FE-OM: ~ >, ) s

FILE CAROL ANN HAWLEY O
City Clerk
SUBJECT: | COPIES TO:
A11 Agenda Books for 1/6/82 Commission Meetin

l MEETING OF RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE Metropolitan Police Department
I DECEMBER 23, 1981
l MEETING HELD: 4:00 P.M., December 23, 1982, City Manager's Conference Room,

10th Floor, City Hall. Meeting adjourned at 4:15 P.M.

PRESENT: Commissioner Lurie
Russ Dorn, City Manager
Don Saylor, Deputy City Manager
Jan Stewart, Deputy City Attorney
Lois Solomon, Administrative Assistant to City Manager
George Tucker, Nevada State Board of Pharmacy
Commander Tom Park, Metro, Narcotics/Vice Bureau
Paul M. Nutter, Better Business Bureau
Jerry Ralya, Sun
James Kastelic, Review-Journal
Linda Owens, Deputy City Clerk
Sandra Davis, Deputy City Clerk

EXCUSED: Commissioner Levy

A. BILL NO. 81-125 - MAKES SO-CALLED "LOOK-ALIKE" DRUGS ILLEGAL.
Committee: Commissioners Lurie and Levy

Bill prohibits the manufacture, sale, distribution and advertisement of "look-alike"
drugs. Jan Stewart, Deputy City Attorney, said the Bill is based on language

prepared by the U. S. Drug Enforcement Administration. Commissioner Lurie said he

has asked other entities in Nevada to adopt a similar ordinance and Jan Stewart will
introduce a similar law at the next session of the Nevada Legislature in 1983. George
Tucker, Executive Secretary of the Nevada State Board of Pharmacy, said the problem

is growing throughout the country and congratulated the City of Las Vegas for taking
steps to curb these drugs. Paul Nutter, Executive Director of the Better Business
Bureau of Southern Nevada,said imitation drugs have invaded Las Vegas. Tom Park,
Commander of Narcotics/Vice Bureau for Metro, said his office has not had an abundance
of calls, but he can see a problem in the future. Committee recommended Bill be
adopted at the 1/6/82 City Commission meeting.

s

CLV-6217



(Posting required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241)

CITY CRMMESSION MENUESS HANUARY 6, 1982

STATE OF NEVADA )

COUNTY OF CLARK ; ss
CITY OF LAS VEGAS ; o

7, : v
11y Urign o7 /'Q/ JAs r{ /74:

G a/ employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada
[ day of

be1ng f)rstwduly sworn, deposes and says, that on the

, G, at the hour of ¢'d< 5 . there were posted copies of

ﬁOTIEE The attached of which 1s a true and correct copy, of an INFORMATION
dnET‘hG before various RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES relative to proposed ordinances,

t? be held at the hour of 4:00 PM
931 in the City Manager's Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall,

on Wednesday, December 23
400 East

St exért Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada; to be posted on Pub11c Bulletin Board at the
following locations:

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

In the United States Post Office (Downtown), 301 Stawart Avenue;
In the Federal Building, 300 Las Vegas Boulevard South;
In the Clark County Courthouse, 200 East Carson Avenue;

On the Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall,
400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Court Clerk's

office); and

On the Special Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City
Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue (near t france 59 the City
Commission Chambers). = L /fr/ . ’;jj:;77

Tl s Pl

()18%

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

B R It

4 P Notary Public - State of Nevada

LINDA M. OWENS @

wmmwm




CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING

(Mailing required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241)

i'srATE OF NEVADA. - )
COUNTY OF CLARK ) ss

}\,C L. ﬁ—tb A L\\(L/G Q .an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada -
befng first duly sworn, deposes and says that on the /7 :Z1=£C é day of -
K _Ef ﬁ)UCk[ 1981, a copy of a NOTICE OF INFORMATION. MEETING before various - -
RECOMMEND&NG MMITTEES relative to proposed ordinances, to be held at the hour -

on Wed., December 23 , 1981, in the C1ty Manager's Conference

Room, 10th l'oor, C1ty Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, of whu:h,‘

| “‘the attached is a true and correct copy, was deposited in the United States Mail,

Postage. prepa1d First Class Mail, to each.person and/or organization whose name

. appears in the Agenda Register mamtamed ‘in the 0ffice of the City Clerk as
- having requested

Hn- wr1t1ng, a copy of said AGENDA (NOTICE).

SToNA -URE (an emp]oyee in the Gf‘ﬁce?-'
of/the CITY CLERK)

_Subscr1bed and sworn to. before me this

_______/777” day of wﬁ&

N ' AT Y_PUBI:.”IC,in;afn'd"fdfr said County -
“and State. v:Myv_iCommiss;ion expires:

LINDA OWENS .
\ fitary Publc - State of Nevata

ummmnm




+CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY ”6, 1982

&z}a(lul/cg« 0181

AGENDA DOCUMENTATION | —tseta i

._1 TO: FROM ' gﬁ.-of
The Board of City Commissioners
B 8 ity mi p— Ma
SUBJECT: V
Bill No. 81-125 -~ Look Alike Drugs

" PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

Bill No. 81-125 prohibits the dealing in "imitation con-
trolled substances”. There has been a recent concern Of the
proliferation of drugs that are sold as imitation controlled
substances. The actual content of these drugs consists of
concentrated caffine or ephedrine which are not defined as
controlled substances. The ordinance proposed follows a
model imitation controlled substances act which has been

. drafted by the Drug EnforcCement Administration of the United
States Department of Justice. It is their recommendation
that their model act be adopted by local governments.

Attached hereto is a Prefatory Note submitted by that agency
which discusses the problem of lock alike drugs.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This Bill should be submitted to a Recommending Committee
for review, hearing and recommendation to the Board of City
Commigsioners for final action.

Approved jm|
Disapproved O

Heid

Statas Due:

79310

a
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ITEM

VII.

City of Las

CITY COMMISSION MINUTES J

UARY 6, 1982

Cghe

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

---------f

SOUTHERN NEVADA COMMITTEE ON THE
EMPLOYMENT OF THE HANDICAPPED (2 year terms)

The following members and alternates all
have terms expiring January 1, 1982:

Edith Williamson - Member

Nancy Lee Crosby - Member

Joan Adams - Member

Antoinette C. E1lis - Member

Paul Gamble - Alternate Member

Rusk Dennis - Alternate Member

Mary J. Powell, Alternate Member
James Tirey Wilson - Alternate Member

O~NONPHLWN —

APPRGVED AGENDA ITEM

Commission Action

Lurie -

Motion carried
unanimously to
appoint the
following members
to a new 2 year te
Edith Williamson, M
Nancy Lee Crosby,
Joan Adams, Member
Charles P. William
James Tirey Wilson,
Hera L. Evans, Alte

Jiso
January 6, 1982
Page 28

Department Action

Clerk to notify

ber
ber

Member
1ternate Member
ate Member

NOTE :

Alternate member
appointments to
replace Paul

Gamble and Rusk
ennis (Items-5

and 6) will be ,
ade at the 1/20/82

Commission meeting.
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I INTER OFFICE MEMORANDUM December 29, 1981

l):. ‘Mayor William H. Briare = FROW: N 7

- Commissioner Ron Lurie

Commissidner Paul.J. Christensen ~ Carol Ann H'awl'ey
II ~ - Commissioner Roy Woofter City Clerk
~ Commissioner Al Levy o L : .

Iﬁmm . |coriEesTo:

Vacancies =

Southern- Nevadé Comm ttee on the_ 1/6/82 Agenda Books - City Commission Meetin

I o Emp'loyment of the Handu:apped

Ny R have rece1ved commun1cat1ons by letter and telephone from Gwen Rahner Weeks, Chairperson

I - for the above Committee. By virtue of Joint Resolution entered into by the Cities of
I Las Vegas, Boulder City, North Las Vegas and Clark County, the City of Las Vegas has four
- -..member slots and 4 alternate ‘member slots on the Committee. A1l terms expire January 1,
-~ 1982.. . The f011ow1ng 15 the recommendat1on for f1111ng these vacant terms of office by

‘- _'Ms Weeks

l . CURRENT MEMBER ~ RECOMMENDATION

' EDITH WILLIAMSON - Member Reappointment

I NANC-Y..‘LEE'CRQSBY:_-; Member - ‘ _ ' Reabpoint;r’nent

I JOAN ADAMS - Member ~ - | | Reappointment

W ANTOINETTE C. ELLIS - Member = * Replace with the appointment of

l . R ' o CHARLES P. WILLIAMS

© . Ppaul Gamble - Alternate Member " No Recommendation for appointment

I T o o Mr. Gamble is-no longer active on board.

e e 3Ru$leénnis fLA1ternate3Member_‘ . No RecbmmEndation for appointment

I o o ‘ A Mr. Dennis is no longer active on board. -

 }~!? ,'}Mary,d;“Powe]]‘- A]tehnate Member - Replace. with the appointment of

ST - S Hera L. Evans

.IIE;':_:James Tirey Wilson - Alternate Member “ Reappo1ntment

by o | Vi
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018
RESUME

" Charles P. Williams

3920 Costa Mesa

‘Las Vegas NV 89110
: Phone._ 452 4752

* WORK EXPERIENCE

‘October'1980'-'PRESEﬂT: Personne] Technician, Clark County Juvenile Court

“Services.  Participates in oral examinations in a
- .variety of occupational areas (semi-=skilled, skilled,
. para-professional ‘and professfona] classes). Comp11e
" and maintain EEQ Statistics and Affirmative Action
- Reports. Research and prepares personnel records
~ and reports inciuding recommendations. Qualify
_applicants for appropriate classes; prepares oral
board examination items. Responsibie for positive
and/or out-reach recruitment at appropriate levels;
answers correspondence on delegated matters and
issues. Act as superv1sor in the absence of the
V’Personnel Officer

0 1960 - 1980  United States Air Force (Retired). Various

positions:as Administrative/Personne] Supervisor
-aand worker. .

EDUCATION -

L Lﬂ e S Northwestern H1gh School Detroit Michigan

-nGoiden Gate University,’ Ne11is AFB NV
ADDITIONAL TRAINING:

Management :

Career Counselling

0JT Supervisor Course

Documentation Management
~ .Basic Clerical

j:iﬁeferEnces;nijl beffurnished npon'requeste
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ioutl\ern Nevada Committee on Employment of the Handicapped )188 .\

* 200 East Carson * Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

!epresenting

o 43? - SHEY
2 _ Reply to: 3962 E. Maryland Avenue
To:__éwe /(AW ‘ Las Vegas, Nevada 89121
bate: Woa//e, Va4

LY

Dearj?Zj}tz

The Southern Nevada Committee on Employment of the Handicapped has re-

mained strong and effective since its inception through the dedicated efforts
of its members. We feel that our achievements have been tremendous, es-
pecially in light of the fact that we have never received any fundnng

In addition to assisting the disabled in many ways, our efforts have helped
participating entities to meet their obligations to handicapped as required
by federal and state laws.

One of the reasons that we have been effective is that we have periodically
dropped members and alternates who have not attended our monthly meetings
and actively participated in our programs. Therefore, with your approval,
we would like to drop the following inactive members and alternates, and
replace them with the new people listed below who have indicated the de-
sire and willingness to devote the necessary time and energy to our efforts.

' To be dropped j ~ Yo be added
. N
/ﬂ(&é%_% JZZ% é‘@’%/%w
_ Z /~_/2 Ad ress : M/Jé - Address

L <

ity & le i i
/«4/7-.447() /| ] / = 722/ &« [/ /
“Phone ¥ Member Alternate Phone # Member Alternate
*************************************

el
Fr020. Cpalien A2z
Zz 2/ é/%/z Add‘;s/’i’m/z‘(/ff /2 j
City & Zip
Ffﬁy?’zg /Member /AltJegate/' ‘Pého%é/jj/ /Heﬁ\ber Al ternate/

These changes will strengthen our Committee and we will appreciate your
cooperation in implementing them.

Sincerely,

Gwen Weekes Rahner
Chairperson
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CITY COMMISSION INUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
GENDA 0150

BOARD OF CITY coumssaou:ns ' Page 29
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
January 6, 1982

" PHONE 386-6011 _
ITEM Commission Action Department Action

VIII.NEW BILLS TO BE REFERRED TO A STUDY
COMMITTEE OR RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE

A. Bill No. 82-1 -- S.I.D. No. 403 First Reading and |1/11/82 Agenda
Referred - Recommending
Step No.: 11-B Ordinance Creating Christensen & Luri¢ Committee
District
Location: Both sides of Bonanza Road
from Eastern Avenue to Pecos
Drive.

Improvements: Installation of parking lanes,
curbs and gutter and street
lighting and sidewalks.

Sponsored by: Required by Step Procedure

B. Bill No. 82-2 -- S.I1.D. No. 436 First Reading and 1/11/82 Agenda
Referred - Recommending
Step No.: 11-B Ordinance Creating Christensen & Luriq Committee
District
Location: Westerly side of Jones Blvd.

from O'Bannon Drive to Charles-
ton Blvd. and on the easterly
side of Jones Blvd. from Del
Rey Avenue to Charleston Blvd.

Improvements: The improvements include the
' installation of street lights,
~concrete curbs and gutters,
with commercial or residential
driveway openings and an 11'
parking lane.

Sponsored by: Required by Step Procedure

C. Bill No. 82-3 -- Prohibits changes in First Reading and 1/11/82 Agenda
development plans after action by Planning eferred - Recommending
Commission & Board of Zoning Adjustment and Lurie & Christenseni Committee

before presentation to the City Commission.

Sponsored by: Commissioner Ron Lurie




' CITY COMMISSION INUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
AGENDA 0157
2 [ %

aonno oF CITY coumssnou:as ' Page 30
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 KAST STEWART AVENUE  January 6, 1982

PHONE 386-6011 )
ITEM : Commission Action Department Action

VIIT. NEW BILLS TO BE REFERRED TO A STUDY
COMMITTEE OR RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE (cont.)

' D. Bill No. 82-4 -- Provides definition for First Reading and 1/11/82 Agenda
“detention facility" and designates the zoning |paferred - Recommending
districts in which such facilities may be Christensen & Luriq Committee

' permitted as a conditional use.

Sponsored by: Commissioner Paul Christensen

BILLS EFFECTING TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS IN
CONNECTION WITH THE CODIFICATION PROCESS:

Sponsored by: Commissioner Paul Christensen

E. Bill No. 82-5 -- Includes within the Chapter |First Reading and 1/11/82 Agenda
which pertains to miscellaneous privileged Referred - _| Recommending
businesses the licensing category of locksmiths| Christensen & Lurig Committee




CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 0192

(Posting required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241)

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK } ss
CITY OF LAS VEGAS

<;kknc,un4, @;Lpazu,, ,» an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada

be1ng first duly swdrn, deposes and says that on the (& day of
» 49~ , at the hour of 3 45 P~ there were posted copies of
a NOTICE, the attacﬁéd of which is a true and correct copy, of an INFORMATION
MEETING befOre various RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES relative toJFroposed ordinances,
to be held at the hour of 4:00 P.M. on Monday, nuary 1]
1982, in the City Manager's Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 400 ta st
Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada; to be posted on Publfc Bulletin Board at the
following locations:

1. In the United States Post Office (Downtown), 301 Stewart Avenue;

2. In the Federal Building, 300 Las Vegas Boulevard South;

3. 1In the Clark County Courthouse, 200 East Carson Avenue;

4. On the Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City Hall,
400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the Court Clerk s
office); and

5. On the Special Public Bulletin Board at the Plaza Level of City
Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue (near the entrance to the City

Commission Chambers).
C %E% ﬁ . 2522 y
DEP%%TMENT OQ §¥VISIEN

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

day ofgav\%l‘“\r. \ag \

and’ State. My Commission expires:
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CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982
January 6, 1982 {} Lg-)

NOTICE

The following Bills, proposed for adoption by the Board of City Commissioners of the
City of Las Vegas, Nevada, will be the subject of PUBLIC COMMENT before the respective
Recommending Committees, at the hour of 4:00 P.M. Monday, January 11, 1982, in the
City Manager's Conference Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue,

Las Vegas, Nevada:

A. BILL NO. 82-1 - SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 403, STEP NO. 11-B, LOCATION:
BOTH SIDES OF BONANZA ROAD FROM EASTERN AVENUE TO PECOS DRIVE, IMPROVEMENTS:
INSTALLATION OF PARKING LANES, CURBS AND GUTTER AND STREET LIGHTING AND SIDEWALKS.

Committee: Commissioners Christensen and Lurie

B. BILL NO. 82-2 - SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 436, STEP NO. 11-B, LOCATION:
WESTERLY SIDE OF JONES BLVD. FROM O‘BANNON DRIVE TO CHARLESTON BLVD. AND ON THE
EASTERLY SIDE OF JONES BLVD. FROM DEL REY AVENUE TO CHARLESTON BLVD., IMPROVEMENTS:
INCLUDE THE INSTALLATION OF STREET LIGHTS, CONCRETE CURBS AND GUTTERS, WITH COMMERCIAL
OR RESIDENTIAL DRIVEWAY OPENINGS AND AN 11' PARKING LANE.

- Committee: Commiysioners Christensen and Lurie

C. BILL NO. 82-3 - PROHIBITS CHANGES IN DEVELOPMENT PLANS AFTER ACTION BY PLANNING
COMMISSION & BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT AND BEFORE PRESENTATION TO THE CITY COMMISSION.
Committee: Commissioners Lurie aad Christensen

D. BILL NO. 82-4 - PROVIDES DEFINITION FOR “DENTENTION FACILITY" AND DESIGNATES THE
ZONING DISTRICTS IN WHICH SUCH FACILITIES MAY BE PERMITTED AS A CONDITIONAL USE.

Committee: Commissioners Christensen and Lurie

E. BILL NO. 82-5 - AS PART OF THE CODIFICATION PROCESS, INCLUDES WITHIN THE CHAPTER
WHICH PERTAINS TO MISCELLANEOUS PRIVILEGED BUSINESSES THE LICENSING CATEGORY OF

LOCKSMITHS.
Committee Commissioners Christensen and Lurie

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS ARE INVITED TO ATTEND

(Attendance will be noted and a tape recording of the proceedings will be kept on file
in the office of the City Clerk until final disposition of any proposed Bill.)

(Copies of the above Bills can be obtained through the office of the City Clerk,
Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.)
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 0194

(Mailing required under the provisions of NRS CHAPTER 241)

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK ; ss - ; ..

Sandra R. Davis | , an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada
being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on the 6th ' day of
January , 1982, a copy of a NOTICE OF INFORMATION MEETING before various

RECOMMENDING COMMITTEES relative to proposed ordinances, to be held at the hour
of 4:00 P.M. on Monday January 11 = 1982, in the City Manager's Conference

Room, 10th Floor, City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada, of which
the attached is a true and correct copy, was deposited in the United States Mail,
Postage prepaid, First Class Mail, to each person and/or organization whose name
appears in the Agenda Register maintained in the Office of the City Clerk as

having requested, in writing, a copy of said AGENDA (NOTICE).

"ElﬁTémE (an anpl:;yee in the 1ce’

of the CITY CLERK)

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

L7 day of %—ﬁ:‘#-ﬂ’-’
W@‘J a) ML
PUBLIC in and for said County

and State. My Commission expires: @~/2-F¢¥

i LINDA . WS v
S S0 mmm:-mhdm




HGENDA

CITY COMMISSI ,’HETES JA RY 6, 1982

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 300 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

ITEM
IX. 2:00 P.M. - PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. PUBLIC HEARING on the improvement of

certain streets and parts thereof and
proposed assessments within the proposed
Las Vegas, Nevada, SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICT NO. 439.

Location:

Improvements:

On each side of Hammer Lane
from the easterly line of
Rainbow Boulevard to Rebecca
Street; on Rebecca Street
from Hammer Lane to Ann Road
on Tina Lane from the
easterly line of Rebecca
Street.

The improvements include the
installation of pavement and
gravel shoulder.

PUBLIC HEARING on the improvement of
certain streets and parts thereof and
proposed assessments within the proposed
Las Vegas, Nevada, SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICT NO. 440.

Location:

Improvements:

On Rigel Avenue between
Meade Avenue and Sirius
Avenue.

The improvements include
pavement and "L" type curb
and gutters with commercial
driveway openings and street
lights.

APPROVED AGENDA ITEX

Commission Action

Christensen -
Public Hearing
Recessed until
3/3/82 Commission
Meeting in order
that participants
in the SID might
know actual cost
as a result of the
bid opening.
Unanimous

STRICKEN FROM
AGENDA AT REQUEST
OF CITY CLERK.

Ui9o

January 6, 1982

Page 31

Department Action

Clerk to renotify

James Gist,
Public Services
reported on SID.

Bil1l Shawing
5533 Rebecca and
Jerry Johnston
5423 Rebecca
appeared.

Clerk to

renotify and
readvertise.
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.CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982 .

NOTICE OF HEARING ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF CERTAIN STREETS AND PARTS
THEREOF AND PROPOSED ASSESSMENTS WITHIN THE PROPOSED LAS VEGAS,
NEVADA, SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NQ. 439.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the property owners within
the proposed Las Vegas, Navada, Special Improvement District
No. 439, and to all interested persons that:

The Board of Commissioners of the City of Las Vegas,
Nevada, has provisiocnally ordered that street isprovements shall
be installed within egat cartain area of the City hereinafter
described, all as more particularly set forth:

The improvements include the installation of pavement,
24 feet in width, consisting of 2 inches of A.C. pavement with
fog seal and prime coat over 4 inches of Type II aggregate base
and 6 inches of Type I aggregate base with a 2 foot Type II gravel
shoulder on each side of Hammer Lane from the easterly line of
RainbowABoulevazd to Rebecca Street; on Rebecca Street from
Hammer Lane to Ann Road: on Tina Lane from the easterly line of
Rebecca Street easterly 335 feet (more or less) to the point of
termination, to include the necessary installation, removal and
relocation of any and all utilities and appurtenances that are
deemed necessary to complete same now on file in the Office of
the City Clerk.

All of the plats, diagrams and plans on file in the
Office of the City Clerk are deemed by the City Engineer and the
City to be essential to the construction of said improvements.

It is estimated that said estimated total cost shall
be apportioned as follows:

Estimated Amount of
Assessment Unit No. Total Cost Special Assessments

I $187,024.00 $187,024.00
TOTAL $187,024.00 $137.024.00

(!
o~
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The amounts to be assessed shall be made upon all lots
and parcels of property benefitted, proportionately to the bene-
fits received and shall be assessed@ against the property abutting
said improvements on an area basis, i.e., on the basis that each
lot or parcel of property tec be assessed in each such assessment
unit shall be assessed a portion of the aggregate dollar amount
being levied against that particular entire assessment in the pro-
portion that the area of said lot or parcel bears to the area of
all the assessable property in such assessment unit, provided
that the depth of a lot or parcel in excess of 100 feet from the
frontage facing the improvements shall not be considered in com=-
puting the area of such lot or parcel, provided that in each
aggessment unit an eguitable adjustment will be made for assess-
ments levied against any irreqular lots or parcels, so that the
assessments according to benefits are equal and uniform. The
portion of the costs to be assessed against, and the maximum
amount of benefits estimated to be conferred upon each lot or par-
cel of property shall be as stated in the aforesaid assessment
plat.

Regardless of the basis used by apportiocning assessmentsg,
in case of wedge or "V" or other irregularly shaped tracts, an
amount apportioned thereto shall bhe in proportion to the special
benefits to be derived.

The areas to be assessed within the assessment units
which the Board proposes to so have improved are as. follows:

All those parcels of land in the City of Las Vegas,
County of Clark, State of Nevada, described as follows:

Parcel 1 -

Those parcels of land adjoining Hammer Lane (60 feet
wide) on the North and South from the East line of Rainbow Boule=-
vard (100 feet wide) to the West line of Rebecca Street (60 feet
wide).

-2-
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Parcel 2 -

Those parcels of land adjoining Rebecca Street (60 feet
wide) on the Bagt and West from the North line of Hammer Lane
(60 feet wide) to the South line of Ann Road (100 feet wide).
Parcel 3 -

Those parcels of land adjoining Tina Lane (60 feet wide)
on the North and South from the East line of Rebecca Street (60
feet wide) to a point 335 feet, more or less, Easterly from the
East line of said Rebecca Street. :

The proposed improvements will result in no substantial
change in the existincg street elevations or grades.

All persons interested are hereby advised that the planﬁ,
plats, typical sections, préliminary estimates of the total cost,
and the description of the property to be assessed, the portion
of the cost to be assessed thereagainst and the maximum amount
of benefits estimated to be conferred on each piece of property
are on file in the Office of the City Clerk and may be inspected
by any property owner, or other interested persons, during regulazl
office hours.

On Wédnasday,'the 6th day of January, 1982 at 2:00 P.M.,
in the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue,
in the City of Las Vegas, or at any time prior to said date and
time, at the office of the City Clerk at City Hall, in said City,
the owners of the property to be assessed, or any other persons
interested therein, may file written protests or objections, and
may appear before the Board of Commissioners at said time and
place and be heard as to the propriety and advisability of making
such improvements, as to the costs thereof, as to the manner of
the payment therefor, and as to the amount thereof to be assessed
against the property to be so improved.

The Board of Commissioners requested that any property

owner or other interested person wishing to make protest or ob-
jection, make such protest or objection in writing at the Office

of the City Clerk at least three days before the time set for
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hearing as aforesaid. Those persons shall have the right within
thirty (30) days after the Board of Commissioners has finally
passed on such protest or cbjection to commence an action or suit
in any Court of competent jurisdiction to correct or set aside
such determination, but thereafter all actions or suits attacking
the validity of the proceedings and the amount of benefits shall
be perpetually barred. If the ownars of more than ocne-half of
area to be assessed for the improvements shall file written ob-
jectioﬁ thereto, the particular improvements shall not be ordered
installed, unless pursuant to NRS 271.305(7)(b) (1), the munici-
pality shall pay one-half or more of the total cost of the entire
project with funds derived from other than the levy of assessments)
in which event the Board of City Commissioners may order the im-
provements installed in spite of more than 50% orotest.
Afte:-such hearing, said Board of Commissioners shall
make a determination as to the advisability of so improving said
streets and parts thereof, shall determine the kind and character
of such improvements so to be made, and shall enter into a contragt
with the responsible bidder submitting the lowest bid for the
doing of such work and the furnishing of all necessary materials,
in response to a duly advertised invitation for construction bids|
After making of guch contract, said Board of Commissiondrs
shall determine what portion of the cost of such work, including
incidentals, shall be paid by the property specially benefitted,
and the assessments shall be levied in accordance with the laws
of the State of Nevada. 1In no event shall the assessments exceeﬁ
the estimated benefits to the property assessed. The Board of
Commisgssioners shall provide that the assessments may be payable
without interest or demand, at the election of the owner, or in

ten substantially equal annual installments of principal. The

Board of Commissioners shall also provide the time and terms of

payments of such assessments, and the rate of interest per annum :
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- collected upon del:.nquent payments.

‘ Las Vegas, Nevada.

* CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

0 01)

upon defezred payments the:eof. which rate shall not e:ceed by - 1
more than 1% t.he 'Bond Buyer's' Index of ‘20 micipal Bonds which '1
was most recently pnb.ushad before the date on which the o:dimcq" .
levy:.ng the assessments is a.dopted, and shall fix pena.lties to he

By order ‘'0of the Board of c:nm:l.ssioners of ehe city of

DATED this 2nd dsy of December, 1981.

-5-
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213 Falcon Lane
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107

December 26, 1981

City of Las Vegas
Office of the City Clerk
Las Vegas, Nevada

Gentlemen:

Re: Street Improvements Hammer Lane,Rebecca Street
and Tina Lane

It is requested that this protest to the above street
improvement be given to the Board of Commissioners prior to making
a decision on this project.

The property involved in this protest is as follows:

Sid No. 439 Parcel # 01B 170-005 Pt NW4 NW4 Sec 35 19 60

The lack of development in this area the past year or so
and the anticipated development over the next few years do to high
financing costs do not make this a wise investment at this time.

The high cost of holding this property for future sales
or development is impeded by the slowdown in realestate and adding
further debt to property owners at this time is not practical.

It is requested that this project be rejected at this
time.

Sincerely,

I3

s,

ack 'l;
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' December 18, 1981 -

- Mr. Donald E. Donovan, P. E.
‘Director of Public Services
 City of Las Vegas Offices 1
400 Bo Stewart AVE. A
Las Vegas 89101

"Reé Proposed pavzng of Roadway at Assessor Parcel #01B-170-069

- >Dear Mr. Donovan-

'This is to advise your office and the. Board of Commissioners, City
of Las Vegas, that I specifically reject the necessity of the
proposed paving of Hammer Lane as stated in a notice to me dated
Dec. 2, 1981, under provision of "Special Imrovement District #439"

" ‘The 1nd1cated assessment to me of $9,399. 02 for the work to be
'done as. stated in said notice is cost prohibitive and- inappropriate
-_to any possible value enhancement of my. property.‘ :

'Further, the subject property owned by me is fully accessible by
currently placed and malntained roadway.

Yours 31ncere1y,

s Ugnec

Morton. N. Algase '
P.O. Box 42327
Las Vegas 89116
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NOTICE OF HEARING ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF CERTAIN STREETS AND PARTS
THEREOF AND PROPOSED ASSESSMENTS WITHIN THE PROPOSED LAS VEGAS,
NEVADA, SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 440.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the property owners within
the proposed Las Vegas, Nevada, Special Improvement District
No. 440, and to all interested persons that:

The Board of Commissioners of the City of Las Vegas,
Nevada, has provisionally ordered that street improvements shall
be installed within that certain area of the City hereinafter
described, all as more particularly set forth:

The improvements include the installation of pavement,
46 feet in width, consisting of 3 inches of A.C. pavement with
fog seal and bituminous prime coat over 4 inches of Type II ag-
gregate base and 9 inches of Type I agaregate base; with a 24

inch "L” type concrete curb and gqutter on each side with commercidl

driveway openings; street lights consisting of 100 watt high
pressure sodium luminaires, steel standards on concrete bases
with underground wiring, on Rigel Avenue between Meade Avenue
and Sirius Avenue, to include the necessary installation, removal
and relocation of any and all utilities and appurtenances that
are deemed necessary to complete same.

All of the plats, diagrams and plans on file in the
Office of the City Clerk are deemed by the City Engineer and the
City to be essential to the constructi&n of said improvements.

It is estimated that said estimated total cost shall
be apportioned as follows:

Bstimﬁtad Amount of

Assegsment Unit No. Total Cost Special Assessments
I $107,320.50 $107,320.50
TOTAL $107,320.50 $107,320.50

The amounts to be assessed shall be made upon all lots

and parcels of property benefitted, proportionately to the benefits

i
|
i
|
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received and shall be assessed against the property abutting said
improvements on an area baéis. i.e., on the basis that each lot
or parcel of property to be assessed in each such assessment unit
shall be assessed a portion of the aggregate dollar amount being
levied against that particular entire assessment in the proportior
that the area of said lot or parcel bears to the area of all the
assessable property in such assessment unit, prbvided that the
depth of a lot or parcel in excess of 100 feet from the frontage
facing the improvements shall not be considered in computing the
area of such lot or parcel, provided that in each assessment unit
an equitable adjustment will be made for assessments levied
against any irregular lots or parcels, so that the assessments
according to benefits are equal and uniform. The portion of the
costs to be assessed against, and the maximum amount of benefits
astimated to be conferred upon each lot or parcel of pfope:ty
shall be as stated in the aforesaid assessment plag.

Regardless of the basis used by apportioning assesamenti.
in case of wedge or "V" or other irreqularly shapea tracts, an -
amount apportioned thereto shall be in proportion ;o the special
benefits to be derived.

The areas to be assessed within the assessment units
which the Board proposes to so have improved are as follows:

All those parcels of land in the City of Las Vegas,
County of Clark, State of Nevada, described as:

Those parcels of land adjoining Rigel Avenue on the East
and West from the centerline of Sirius Avenue (60 feet wide),
northerly to the centerline of Meade Avenue (60 feet wide).

The proposed improvements will result in no substantial
change ‘in the existing street elevations or grades.

All persons interaested are hereby advised that the plang,

plats, typical sections, preliminary estimates of the total cost,

the description of the property to be assessed, the portion of the

. |
costs to be assessed thereagainst and the maximum amount of benefits

-2- I
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estimated to be conferred on each piece of property are on file

in the 0ffice of the City Clerk and may be inspected by any pro-
perty owner, or other interested persons, during regular office

hours.

On Wednesday, the 6th day of January, 1982 at 2:00 P.M.[
in the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 400 East Stewart Avenue,
in the City of Las Vegas, or at any time prior to said date and
time, at the office of the City Clerk at City Eall, in said City,
the owners of the property to be assessed. or any other persons
interested therein, may file written protests or objections, and
may appear before the Board of Commissioners at said time and plage
and be heard as to the propriety and advisability of making such
improvements, as to the costs thereof, as to the manner of the
payment therefor, and as to the amount thereocf to be assessed
against the property to be so improved.

The Board of Commissioners requests that any property
owner or other interested person wishing to make protest or ob-
jection, make such protest or objectiorn in writing at the Office
of the City Clerk at least three days before the time set for
hearing as aforesaid. Those persons shall have the right within
thirty (30) days after the Board of Commissioners has finally
passed on such protest or objection to commence an action or suit
in any Court of competent jurisdiction to correct or set aside
such determination, but thereafter all actions or suits attacking
the validity of the proceedings and the amount of benefits shall
be perpetually barred. If the owners of parcels constituting a
majority of the area of the parcels to be assessed for the im-
provements shall file written objection thereto, the particular
improvements shall not be ordered installed: oprovided, however,
that, pursuant to N.R.S. 271.305(7) (b) (2), with respect to any

project authorized hereunder constituting not more than 1,320 feeg

remaining unimproved in any street between existing imp:ovements,g
i
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the Board of City Commissioners may order the improvements installed

in gpite of a more than 50% protest if at least 50% of the parcel
to be assessed for the improvements shall contain a permanent T
structure or building.

After such hearing, said Board of Commissioners shall
make a determination as to the advisability of so improving said
streets and parts thereof, shall determine the kind and character

of such improvements so to be made, and shall enter into a contragt

with the responsible bidder submitting the lowest bid for the
doing of such work and the furnishing of all necessary materials,
in response to a duly advertised invitation for construction bids|

After the making of such contract, said Board of Com-
missioners shall determine what portion of the cost of such
work, including incidentals, shall be paid by the property
specially benefitted, and the assessments shall be levied in ac-
cordance with the laws of the State of Nevada. In no event shall
the assessments exceed the estimated benefits of the property
assessed. The Board of Commissioners shall provide that the asses
ments may be payable without interest or demand, at the election g
the owner, or in ten'substantially equal. annual installments of
principal. The Board of Commissioners shali also provide the timg
and terms of payment of such assessments, and the rate of interesy
per annum upon deferred payments thereof, which rate shall not
exceed by more than 1% the 'Bond Buyer's' Index of 20 Municipal
Bonds which was most recently published before the date on which
the ordinance leving the assessments is adopted, and shall fix -
penalties to be collected on delinquent payments.

By order of the Board of Commissioners of the City of
Las Vegas, Nevada.

DATED this 2nd day of December, 1981.

i~

£.
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Department Action

IX.

2:00 P.M. - PUBLIC HEARINGS (Continued)

SPECIAL ACTIVITY CENTER PLAN - CITY OF
LAS VEGAS

Request of the CITY OF LAS VEGAS for con-
sideration of the Jackson Avenue Special
Activity Plan for the area bounded by "H"
Street, Van Buren Avenue, "B" Street and
Madison Avenue; and also to allow a one
foot (1') encroachment agreement on both
sides of Jackson Avenue between "D" Street
and "F" Street.

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL

Protests: 21

Fedsda) i Y b
Avf \ﬁ‘d .‘:‘U «‘1\05-5\-204 ol..--A

Woofter -

ABEYANCE until
2/17/82 Meeting.
Motion carried with
Levy voting "No."

2/17/82 Agenda

Appearing in
favor of Plan:
Bob Bailey

Appearing in
opposition:

Verse Franklin
307 Madison Ave.

Rev. David Joy
301 W. Van Buren

Floyd Perry
221 Van Buren
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‘Date: _ December 16, 195"1‘

Trrom:  oon 4. sm.on. AlCP

m"""“c’”"""""‘“‘""’ - S © . DEPUTY CITY MANAGER-

JANUARY 5. 1382 CITY COHHISSIﬂN AGENDA

PURPOSEIBACKGROUND

Itém C.- Special Activity Center Plan and Eiicrpachmen‘t,on Jackson Avenue (see backup materfal) . -

2

- EISCALIMPACT ~ No Funding Required .
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To:
Re:

G.

0209

The Board of City Commissioners
Public Hearing Agenda Item
January 6, 1982 City Commission Agenda

SPECIAL ACTIVITY CENTER PLAN ARND ENCROACHMENT ON JACKSON AVENUE

The City's General Plan provides for special activity center plans

for areas which serve as focal points in the community. The Jackson
Avenue area is in the process of being revitalized for a commercial
center in the West Las Vegas community. This street and adjoining

area is proposed to be expanded for hotel/casino use with retail and
service shops. The Jackson Avenue Merchants Association (JAMA) is
promoting the revitilization with the assistance of the Nevada

Economic Development Company (NEDCQ). JAMA and NEDCO have requested
planning assistance from the City for this area and it was felt the
adoption of a Special Activity Center Plan for the Jackson Avenue

area would provide direction for the area as it develops. The Plan
provides for commercial along Jackson Avenue with office and parking
area along Van Buren and Monroe Avenue. To the west pubiic use is
proposed where the existing Fitzgerald Neighborhood Park is located

and there is medium density residential proposed to the southwest and
high density residential to the east and southeast. The land use

plan essentially follows the existing zoning pattern in this study
area. You will remember the Commission adopted a Special Activity
Center Plan for the area around Valley Hospital, the Health District,
NIC facility, etc., because a plan was needed for the orderly transition
of the residential properties around the public and private medical
facilities. At the Planning Commission meeting on the Jackson Avenue
Plan, there were a number of people for and against the proposal, with
some being there just to have their questions answered. The persons in
opposition were primarily concerned about losing their property through
condemnation or other means as this Plan is implemented. They were
agsured by staff there is no intention of condemning any property and if
a merchant wishes to acquire additional property for development, he will
have to negotiate with the property owner and pay whatever price is agreed
upon.

The one foot (1') encroachment on Jackson Avenue is to facilitate the
facade project on the existing commercial structures along this street.
The Merchants Association is working with the property owners in the blocks
between “0" and "F" Streets to aesthetically enchance the appearance of
these businesses. Many of the structures are located to the property line
and the 1' encroachment would Be sufficient for this renovation work.
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:- APPROVAL

PROTESTS: 21

SEE ATTACHED LOCATION MAP

Item IX.
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| AGENDA  (ipof Las Vegas  svmen
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 33
' COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
PHONE 386-8011 .
ITEM Commission Action _ Department Action

' X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT | |
HAR

OLD P. FOSTER, DIRECTOR

R ——

The items 1isted below, where appropriate,
have been reviewed by the various City depart-
ments including sanitary sewer, storm drainage,
Traffic Engineering, Public Services, Fire
and Building, and their comments and/or
recomnendations and requirements incorporated
into the action. .

A1l zoning items shall conform to the .
following general conditions:

%1) Conformance to the plot plan;

2) Landscaping and a permanent underground
sprinkler system shall be provided as required
by the Planning Commission and shall be
permanently maintained in a satisfactory
manner. Failure to properly maintain
required landscaping and underground sprinklen
systems shall be cause for revocation of
a business license; (3] Submittal of a
landscaping plan prior to or at the same time
application is made for a building permit,
license, or prior to occupancy; (4) All
mechanical equipment, air conditioners and
trash areas shall be screened from view
from the abutting streets. %Excluding
single family development); (5) Satisfaction
of City Code requirements and design standards
of all City departments.

A1l subdivision items shall conform to the
following general conditions: (A] Tentative
Maps - (1) Approval of the tentative map
shall be for no more than twelve (12) months.
If a final map is not recorded on all or a
portion of the area embraced by the tentative
map within twelve (12) months of the approval
of the tentative map, or an extaension of time
up to one year, is not granted for the
tentative map, a new tentative map must be
filed. If a final map is recorded within
twelve (12) months of the original approval
of the tentative map, or within the extension
of time of the tentative map for only a
portion of the area embraced by the tentative
map, the Planning Commission may require that
a2 new tentative map Be filed and approved
prior to any further final maps being approved}
(2) Straet names to be provided in accord

.APPROVED AGENDA ITEM

| <
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AGENDA DOCUMEN‘TA-HON Oate: _December 15, 1981

J

U212

) FROM: DON J. SAYLOR, AICP
The 8card of City Commissionasrs DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
SUBJECT: COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT AGENDA ITEMS
: JANUARY &, 1982 CITY COMMISSION AGENDA
FURPOSE/BACKGROUND,
Items A & B - Tentative Maps (see backup material)
Item C - Refnstatement and Extension of Time - Z-89-79 - Metropolitan Development
Corporation (see backup material)
Item D - Tentative Map - Parkwood Unit 11 and 12 (see backup material)
Item E - New Rezoning Application - Z-79-81 - Metropolitan Development Corporation
(see backup material)
Item F - Tentative Map - Park Vista #2 (see backup material)
Item G - Aesthetic Review - AR-10-81 - Clark County Christian Schools, Inc.
(see backup material)
Item H - Plot Plan Review - Z-53-80 - Cheyenne Partnership (see backup material)
Item I - New Rezoning Application - Z-80-81 - Kenneth S. Huff (see backup material)
EISCALIMPACT  No Funding Required
BECOMMENODATIONS See Attached
Approved
Dissopreved =
Held =
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i |
LAGENDA i of Lo Vegs o2

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS : Page 34
l COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
: PHONE 336-6011 )
ITEM Commission Action Department Action
X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

(CONTINUED)

with the City's Street Name Policy. (3) Sub-
Ject to all conditions of City departments
and State Subdivision Statutes. (B) Final
Maps - Conformance with the tentative map.

A1l Vacations shall conform to the following
general conditions: (1) Satisfaction of the
requirements of the varfous utility companies.
(2) Conformance to code requirements and
design standards of all City departments.

(3) Vacation shall not be recorded until all
of the above conditions have been met.

A1l Variances and/or Use Permits shall conform
to the following general conditions: (1)
Conformance to the plot plan; (2) Satisfaction
of City Code requirements and design standards
of all City departments.

A. TENTATIVE MAP - FOX HILLS Levy - Clerk to notify
APPROVED subject and Planning to
Property generally located on the north to conditions. proceed.
side of Vegas Drive, west of Parkchester Unanimous
Drive, R-E Zone (under Resolution of Intent
to R-CL).

Owner: Bradford Investment Co.
Subdivider: Dasco, Inc.
No. of Acres: 7.4 No. of Lots: 55

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditiong:

1. Conformance to the conditions of approval
for Z-62-81.

2. Provide a sewer and drainage easement,
with necessary improvements, to Denia
Drive satisfactory to the Department of
Public Services.

3. Conformance to the Flood Hazard
Reduction Ordinance.

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL
Appktiwsa AGENDA 17
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To:

A.

The Board of City Commissioners
Community Planning and Development Agenda Items
January 6, 1982 City Commission Agenda

TENTATIVE MAP - FOX HILLS

This map is in accordance with the approved plot plan
under the zoning action and conforms to the subdivision
regulations.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

TENTATIVE MAP - RANCHO BONITO UNIT NO. 4

This is another map in the Rancho Bonito development. The
map conforms to the subdivision regulations.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

Item X.
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) . " BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS - Page 35
l : ' | - COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE - '
' L . . PHONE 386-8011 o . o
ITEM B ,Cqmmussnon Act‘non . Department Action

»X. ‘ COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

(CONTINUED)

|B. _TENTATIVE MAP - RANCHO BONITO UNIT NO. 4 Levy - | Clerk to notify
i - - | APPRQOVED subJect and Planning to
'Property generally located south of Oakey . to conditions. proceed.

Boulevard and west of Rancho Drive, R-1 Zone. | Unanimous
Owner/Subdivider:: Villa Bonita QOeste '
No. of Acres: 7.7 No. of Lots: 23

.Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL _

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL

o] : B . Y B v |

 APPROVED AGENDA ITEM
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AGENDA gy of Las Vegas oo, 2

BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS Page 36
. COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
PHONE 386-8011 . .
ITEM Commission Action Department Action
' X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
(CONTINUED)
C. REINSTATEMENT AND EXTENSION OF TIME - Z-89-79 4 Lurie - ) Clerk to qotify
METROPOLITAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION APPROVED subject to| and Planning
conditions. to proceed.
Request for a Reinstatement and Extension of Unanimous

Time on property generally located on the
south side of Bonanza Road, east of Marion
Dri\)(e, R-E Zone (under Resolution of Intent to
R-1 .

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1. Resolution of Intent shall expire
January 6, 1983.

2. Conformance to ordinance amendments
enacted subsequent to the original
approval.

Staff Recommendation: APPRQVAL

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM
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The Board of City Commissioners
Community Planning and Development Agenda Items
January 6, 1982 City Commission Agenda
REINSTATEMENT AND EXTENSION OF TIME - 2-89-79 - METROPOLITAN
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
This is the first request for an extension of time and it
also includes a reinstatement of the zoning. The developers
are ready to proceed on the construction of the single family
homes in this project.
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Subject to the
extension expiring January 6, 1983.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL
TENTATIVE MAP - PARKWOOD UNIT 11 AND 12
This is the tentative map for Item C which involves the
reinstatement and extension of time on the zoning to R-1 on
this property. The map is all in order and if the zoning is
extended, this map can then be approved.
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Subject to the
approval of the reinstatement and extension of time on Z-89-79.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL
Item X.
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

ITEM

X.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
(CONTINUED)

TENTATIVE MAP - PARKWOOD UNIT 11 AND 12

Property generally located on the south side
of Bonanza Road, east of Marion Drive, R-E
Zone (under Resolution of Intent to R-1).
Owner/Subdivider: Metropolitan Development
- Corporation
No. of Acres: 23 No. of Lots: 103

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1. Subject to the conditions of reinstatement
and extension of time for Z-89-79.

2. No vehicular access to Bonanza Road,
Cedar Avenue Drain and the Las Vegas Flood
Control Channel from the abutting lots.

3. Provide a retaining wall on the rear of
the Tots abutting the Cedar Avenue Drain
and the Las Vegas Flood Control Channel
as determined by the Department of Public
Services.

4. If a wall is constructed on an exterior
boundary street, the CC&R's shall contain
wording to the effect that each property
owner of a lot backing up to said wall
shall be responsibie for the continued
maintenance of the exterior side of the
wall and the ground area at the exterior
base of the wall.

5. A temporary means of access, on the
Diamond Head Drive alignment, shall be
provided to Marion Drive at the time of
development and improved as required by
the Department of Public Services.

6. Compliance with the Flood Hazard Reduction
Ordinance.

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL

SPRPVED AGEMDA ITEM

Commission Action

Levy -

APPROVED subject
to conditions.
Unanimous

a@ 0‘ LM V% January 6, (I)QEZLS

Page 37

Department Action

Clerk to notify
and Planning
to proceed.
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-8011

ITEM

x.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
(CONTINUED)

ZONE CHANGE - Z-79-81 - METROPOLITAN
DEVELOPMENT CORPQRATION

Reclassification of property generally located
on the east side of Lorenzi Boulevard between
Vegas Drive and Lake Mead Boulevard.
From: N-U (Non-Urban)
To: R-CL (Residential Compact Lot)
Proposed Use: Medium Density Detached
Single Family Residences

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted
to a twelve (12) month time limit.

2. Vacation of 10' of Lorenzi Boulevard
right-of-way.

3. Installation of street improvements on
Lorenzi Boulevard as required by the
Department of Public Services.

4. Conformance to thé requirements of the
Flood Hazard Reduction Ordinance.

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL
PROTESTS: 0O

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM

3

Commission Action

Lurie -

APPRQVED as recom-
mended by staff
and Planning
Conmission.
Unanimous

0219
Page 38

Department Action

Clerk to notify
and Planning
to proceed.
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The Board of City Commissioners
Community Planning and Development Agenda Item
January 6, 1982 City Commission Agenda

ZONE CHANGE - Z-79-81 - METROPOLITAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

This involves a continuation of development in this area
which was annexed to the City recently. To the north and east
the developer has an approved small lot development for single

family homes.

This request is a continuation of that project.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Compatible with
the zoning pattern in the area.

STAFF RECOMMENOATION: APPROVAL

PROTESTS: O

T
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Item X.
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS » 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-8011

(CONTINUED)

TENTATIVE MAP - PARK VISTA #2

Property generally located on the east side
of Lorenzi Boulevard, north of Vegas Drive,
N-U Zone (proposed R-CL).

Owner/Subdivider:
Corporation

No. of Acres: 10 No. of Lots: 76

Planning Commission unanimously recommends

APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1.
2.

Staff Recommendation:

Approval of zoning request Z-79-81.

Subject to the conditions of approval for
Z-79-81.

No vehicular access to Lorenzi Boulevard
from the abutting lots.

If a wall is constructed on an exterior
boundary street, the CC&R's shall contain
wording to the effect that each property
owner of a lot backing up to said wall
shall be responsible for the continued
maintenance of the exterior side of the
wall and the ground area at the exterior
base of the wall.

APPROVAL

APFROVED AGENDA ITEM

Metropolitan Development

Commission Action

Levy -

APPROVED subject
to conditions
recommended by
Planning Commission
and subject to
added condition
that crash gates
be installed at
the west end of
Fredonia.
Unanimous

022"
1982
Page 39

Department Action

Clerk to notify
and Planning to
proceed.

G. C. Wallace
appeared on
behalf of
application
and agreed to
the added
condition
(crash gates).



CITY COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

To: The Board of City Commissioners -
Re: Commnity Planning and Development Agenda [tem
January 6, 1982 City Commission Agenda

F. TENTATIVE MAP - PARK VISTA #2

This is the tentative map for the item requested for
rezoning under Item E. The map 1s in order and can be
" approved if the zoning is approved.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL - Subject to
the approval of the 20oning application Z-79-81.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

Item X.
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

ITEM

x'

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
(CONTINUED)

AESTHETIC REVIEW - AR-10-81 ~ CLARK COUNTY
CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS, INC.

Request for an Aesthetic Review to construct
a gymnasium and classroom building on
property located at ‘3005 Cedar Avenue, C-V
Zone.

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1. Conformance to the elevations.

2. Conformance to the requirements of the
Department of Fire Services.

3. Approval of the parking and driveway
plans by the Traffic Engineer.

4. Repair damage to the existing street
improvements as required by the
Department of Public Services.

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL

PLOT PLAN REVIEW - Z-53-80 - CHEYENNE
PARTNERSHIP

Request for a Plot Plan Review on property
generally located at the northwest corner of
Cheyenne Avenue and Jones Boulevard, C-1 Zone.

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1. Conformance to the plot plan and elevations]

2. Submission of revised development plans for]
the balance of the shopping center for
approval by the Planning Commission.

Approval of the parking and driveway plan
by the Traffic Engineer.

Recommendation: APPRQVAL

Commission Action

Levy -

APPROVED subject
to conditions.
Unanimous

Levy -

APPROVED as recom-
mended by staff
and Planning
Commission.
Unanimous
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Department Action

Clerk to notify
and Planning to
proceed.

Fred Perazzo,
Architect,
appeared on
behalf of
application.

Clerk to notify
and Planning to
proceed.

John Roepel
appeared on
behalf of
application.
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AESTHETIC REVIEW - AR-10-81 - CLARK COUNTY CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS, INC.

The request involves a relatively large structure that will
serve as the gymnasium and classroom in connection with the
Calvary Foursquare Church. The site {s where the former
animal control shelter was located. The factiity will be
compatible with the other uses in the area. To the north is
the Halfway House facility for the Juvenile Home and to the
east is Nature Park.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

PLOT PLAN REVIEW - Z-53-80 - CHEYENNE PARTNERSHIP

The request invalves the change in the plot plan to allow

the construction of a new First Interstate Bank. The new

plot plan alters the approved plot plan and one of the
conditions was that a revised plot plan for the remainder of
the shopping center site be submitted before future development
commences.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

Item X.
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BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 3868-8011
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(CONTINUED)

ZONE CHANGE - Z-80-81 - KENNETH S. HUFF

Reclassification of property generally located
on the north side of Bonanza Road between
Sandhill Road and Lamb Boulevard.

From: R-E (Residence Estates)

To: C-2 (General Commercial)

Proposed Use: Commercial Storage Facilities

Planning Commission unanimously recommends
APPROVAL, subject to the following conditions:

1. Resolution of Intent shall be restricted
to a twelve (12) month time limit.

2. Conformance to the plot plan as amended to
provide all access to Building "A" from
the interior and moving Building "F" five
feet (5') to the east as required by the
Department of Community Planning and
Development.

3. Conformance to the elevations as amended
to provide aesthetic treatment to the
Bonanza Road exposure of Building "A" and
the westerly street exposure of Building
"F" as required by the Department of
Community Planning and Development.

4. Construction of a 6' block wall an the
north property line and the west property
line north of Building "F" (except where
the buildings are located) with the
westerly wall set back five feet (5')
for landscaping.

5. Provide fire hydrants and water flow as
required by the Department of Fire Services

6. Dedication of the radius corner at
Bonanza Road and the westerly street as
required by the Department of Public
Services.

7. Redesign the parking and driveway layout
as required by the Traffic Engineer.

Commission Action

REFERRED BACK TO
PLANNING COMMISSION
AT REQUEST OF
APPLICANT IN ORDER
TO PRESENT

CHANGES IN
APPLICATION.

p
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Department Action

X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Kenneth Huff
appeared.
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COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE
PHONE 386-6011

l ITEM Commission Action Department Action
X. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

(CONTINUED)

I. ZONE CHANGE - Z-80-81 - KENNETH S. HUFF SEE PAGE 41 SEE PAGE 41
CONTINUED

l BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

8. Instéﬂ street improvements on Bonanza
Road and Sandhill Road as required by
the Department of Public Services.

9. Approval of a variance to allow the
caretaker's facility.

Staff Recommendation: APPROVAL
PROTESTS: O

J. SET DATE FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON ANY ITEM VAC-16-81 1/20/82 Agenda
REQUIRING A PUBLIC HEARING THAT WAS ACTED
UPON BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AT ITS
DECEMBER 22, 1981 MEETING.

K. SET DATE ON ANY APPEALS FILED OR REQUIRED V-85-81 2/3/82 Agenda
PUBLIC HEARINGS FROM THE BOARD OF ZONING
ADJUSTMENT MEETING HELD DECEMBER 21, 1981.

APPRQVED AGENDA ITEM

<
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COMMISSION MINUTES JANUARY 6, 1982

The Board of City Commissioners

Community Planning and Development Agenda Item

January 6, 1982 City Commission Agenda

ZONE CHAN

zoning to the west.

= Z-80-81 - KENNETH S. HUFF

The applicant is proposing a complex of commerical storage
units in the area where various union halls are located.
This property is across from the Carpenters Unfon apprenticeship
training facility. There is a commercial pattern evolving on
this segment of Bonanza Road. Mobile home park zoning has been
approved on the parcel to the north and there is existing commercial
A1l of the doors to the storage units will
be oriented to the interior and the development will have adequate
landscaping and screening walls.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

APPROVAL - Compatible with
the zoning pattern in the area.

'\

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL
PROTESTS:
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BOARD OF CiITY COMMISSIONERS Page 43
COMMISSION CHAMBERS ¢ 400 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011 .
ITEM ' Commission Action Department Action

——-__-_——_T_—

XI. ADDENDUM ITEMS

NONE

APPROVED AGENDA ITEM
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l BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS ) Page “
COMMISSION CHAMBERS * 300 EAST STEWART AVENUE

PHONE 386-6011

. ITEM Commission Action Department Action

XII. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Items raised under this portion of the NONE
Agenda cannot be acted upon by the City
Commission until the Notice provisions
of the Open Meeting Law have been
complied with. Therefore, action on
such items will have to be considered
at a later meeting.

MAYOR BRIARE REQUEST]S CITY MANAGER

AT 1/20/82 MEETING MAKE BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR [PROPOSED
CONTRIBUTION OF $10,J000 TO THE SECRET
WITNESS CRIME PROG ON BEHALF OF
THE CITIZENS OF LAS |VEGAS FOR THE
PURPOSE OF FINDING AND DISCOVERING
AND ASSISTING IN THH POSSIBLE ARREST
AND CONVICTION OF PERSON OR
PERSONS APPREHENDED [FOR ACTS OF ARSON
COMMITTED ON BUILDINGS OF PUBLIC USE.

MEETING ADJOURNED A} 3:40 P.M.
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