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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING
CITY HALL, 400 STEWART AVENUE
CITY MANAGER’S EIGHTH FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM
CITY OF LAS VEGAS INTERNET ADDRESS: http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov
MAY 20, 2008
4:00 P.M.

THE RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE WILL RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT ON EACH ITEM OF
LEGISLATION BEING CONSIDERED. THE RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MAY, THEREAFTER,
CONTINUE THE HEARING TO A FUTURE DATE OR FORMULATE A RECOMMENDATION TO
THE CITY COUNCIL FOR PASSAGE, REJECTION OR AMENDMENT OF THE PROPOSED BILL.
ANY MEMBER OF THE CITY COUNCIL MAY SUBSTITUTE FOR A MEMBER OF THE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE AT ANY TIME.

DUPLICATE AUDIO CDS MAY BE AVAILABLE AT A COST OF $5.00 EACH THROUGH THE CITY
CLERK'’S OFFICE.

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ANNOUNCEMENT RE: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW

3. ABEYANCE ITEM - Bill No. 2008-20 — Establishes additional licensing requirements and regulations
applicable to wedding chapels. Sponsored by: Councilman Gary Reese

4. Bill No. 2008-26 — Annexation No. ANX-23103 — Property location: Within the area bounded by Witch
Mountain Road on the west, Moccasin Road on the north, Shaumber Road on the east, and Iron Mountain
Road on the south; Petitioned by Southwest Desert Equuties, LLC, et al.; Acreage: Approximately 605
acres; Zoned: R-U and P-F (County zoning), R-E, U (PCD) and U (PF) (City equivalents). Sponsored
by: Councilman Steven D. Ross

5. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: Public comment during this portion of the agenda must be limited to *
matters within the jurisdiction of the committee. No subject may be acted upon by the committee unless
that subject is on the agenda and is scheduled for action. If you wish to be heard, come to the podium and
give your name for the record. The amount of discussion on any single subject, as well as the amount of
time any single speaker is allowed, may be limited

6. ADJOURNMENT

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS ARE INVITED TO ATTEND: Copies of the above Bills may be obtained
through the Office of the City Clerk, Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.

Facilities are provided throughout City Hall for the convenience of disabled persons. Reasonable efforts will
be made to assist and accommodate physically handicapped persons. If you need an accommodation to
attend and participate 1n this meeting, please call the City Clerk’s office at 229-6311 and advise of your need
at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.
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THIS MEETING HAS BEEN PROPERLY NOTICED AND POSTED AT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS
City Clerk’s Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza, 2™ Floor Skybndge
Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza, (next door to Metro Records)
Las Vegas Library, 833 Las Vegas Boulevard North
Clark County Government Center, 500 S Grand Central Parkway
Grant Sawyer Building, 555 E Washington Avenue
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AFFIDAVIT OF ELECTRONIC MAILING (email)
(Mailing required under the provisions of NRS Chapter 241)

STATE OF NEVADA)
) ss
COUNTY OF CLARK)

Paula Clark, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada being first duly sworn, deposes and
says that on the 13th day of May, 2008, a copy of a NOTICE, the attached of which is a true and
correct copy of the Public Hearing - re: Recommending Committee Meeting, to be held on the
20th day of May, 2008, at 1:00 P.M., Las Vegas, Nevada, was electronically mailed (emailed) to each
person and/or organization whose name appears on the list maintained in the Office of the City

Clerk.

P@c«/&, O Jarte

SIGNATURE

City Clerk
DEPARTMENT

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

CARMEL M. VIA
Notary Public State of Nevada

No. 06-107821-1 K

My appt. exp. July-18, 2010

\3 dayor Vloun . 2008

(i 2V Urad )

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said County and State




AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING
(Mailing required under the provisions of NRS Chapter 241)

STATE OF NEVADA)
) ss
COUNTY OF CLARK)

Paula Clark, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada being first duly sworn, deposes and
says that on the 13th day of May, 2008, a copy of a NOTICE, the attached of which is a true and
correct copy of the Public Hearing - re: Recommending Committee Meeting, to be held on the
20th day of May, 2008, at 4:00 P.M., Las Vegas, Nevada; was deposited in the United States Mail,
Postage prepaid, First Class Mail, to each person and/or organization whose name appears on the
list maintained 1n the Office of the City Clerk. 4
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SIGNATURE

City Clerk
DEPARTMENT

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

CARMEL M. VIADO

\ Notary Public State of Nevada
v No. 06-107821-1

"/ My oppt exp. July 18, 2010

VS qayof Mo ,2008

(ol U b

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said County and State




AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING
(Posting required under the provisions of NRS Chapter 241)

STATE OF NEVADA)

COUNTY OF CLARK)) ”

Dawn Henderson, an employee of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada being first duly sworn, deposes and says
that on the 13th day of May, 2008 at the hour of 4:00 P.M. there were posted copies of a NOTICE, the
attached of which 1s a true and correct copy of a Recommending Committee Meeting to be held on the
20th day of May, 2008, at 4:00 P.M., Las Vegas, Nevada; to be posted on Public Bulletin Boards at the

following locations:

1. City Clerk’s Bulletin Board, 400 Stewart Avenue, 2™ Floor Skybridge (in the
walkway area next to the entrance of the Human Resources Department)

2. Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza, 400 Stewart Avenue (next door to Metro
Records)

3. Las Vegas Library, 833 Las Vegas Blvd.
4. Clark County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Parkway

5. Grant Sawyer Building, 555 E. Washington Avenue

([l

SIGNATURE

City Clerk
DEPARTMENT

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

B day of \7}(/1,/4 ,2008
Louls O Mok

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said County and State

>~ :
PAULA CLARK
vargwy T rblic smz ;; i‘_limdﬂ
60678~
No 00-6 2 9




0(17 0,6 LM V(,gm Agenda ltem No 1.

AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

DEPARTMENT: CITY CLERK
DIRECTOR: BEVERLY K. BRIDGES

SUBJECT:
CALL TO ORDER

Minutes:
COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN called the meeting to order at 4:03 p.m.

PRESENT: COUNCILMEMBERS TARKANIAN and BARLOW

Also Present: CHIEF DEPUTY CITY/ATTQRNE V-V w~S{]:3,ED and DEPUTY CITY CLERK
GABRIELA PORTILLO- BRENNERf % (S
a0y

/{w&‘%:
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

DEPARTMENT: CITY CLERK
DIRECTOR: BEVERLY K. BRIDGES

SUBJECT:
ANNOUNCEMENT RE* COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW

Minutes:
ANNOUNCEMENT MADE - Meeting noticed and posted at the following locations: City
Clerk's Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza, 2nd Floor Skybridge Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza
(next door to Metro Records), Las Vegas Library, 833 Las Vegas Boulevard North, Clark
County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Parkway, Grant Sawyer Building, 555 E.
Washington Avenue SR

-
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

DEPARTMENT: CITY ATTORNEY
DIRECTOR: BRADFORD R. JERBIC [ ]Consent [X] Discussion

SUBJECT:

ABEYANCE ITEM - Bill No. 2008-20 — Establishes additional licensing requirements and
regulations applicable to wedding chapels. Sponsored by: Councilman Gary Reese

Fiscal Impact

[X ] No Impact [_] Augmentation Required
[[] ] Budget Funds Available

Amount: s

Funding Source: f’”/‘mmz:%\; N

Dept./Division: e fj % P o= o Yy ”\\\?\\\

‘4 > i}/w ) :‘z?”;'w:m‘“\ ~ :1\/ ‘-\::

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND: o N NERY
This bill will establish, add1t10na.1 1censmg,requﬁ'ements and regula’uons apphcable to wedding

,,..::.ax....w«

chapels, including certam res’mo 16ns on sohcltaﬁo;n !?ot1v1f1es and the cla551ﬁcat10n of the

wedding chapel hcens?gcategory as apr1v1le ed 11 erqlls!q ’ /// 7% \\ < \g
‘%é‘ NI~ i

RECOMMENDATION: ’3‘ . § Nt i{]} i \% il

ABEYANCE to 5/20/2008 Recomrﬁe’ndlng Comnumeeémeetlng by; the 4/15/2008

Recommending Coniim;ttee for rev1ew %heanngwand recommendatlon to the Clty Council for final
action. . \S’\\z el

¥ g;ﬂ»,,;, . ?»f’ {
a\s‘i% % ~(‘¥,‘5ﬁ~} ‘ ;?a éﬁ;ﬁz :i:% ?//’ / ;5 ?}
BACKUP DOCUMENTATION: v \\; 4 %’ ; / S
L Bill No 200820 ‘o %@ el 2 74
e, DAL W Vs
2. Business Impact Statementa\ s e 0 2 /‘ v

/A7 fray N
3. Submutted at meeting - Marrlage Com&sswn Radljg\/[ap“by staff

Motion made by RICKI Y. BARLOW :LB\IT" 1d 117 Abeyanc‘gg; 6/17/2008 with direction to City
Attorney Jerbic to hold a meeting in the interrm

Passed For: 2; Agamst: 0, Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0
LOIS TARKANIAN, RICKI Y. BARLOW; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); (Did Not Vote-
None); (Excused-None)

Minutes:
COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN declared the Public Hearing open.

CITY ATTORNEY BRAD JERBIC stated that he met with members of the industry on this
matter, as requested at a previous Recommending Commuttee meeting. He also recerved e-mails
from people that could not attend the meeting. At the meeting he held about two weeks ago, it
became clear that the industry had no problem with the new regulations, but there was discussion
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

about the 100-foot distance separation being the best alternative. Representatives of the
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) suggested the creation of zones for different people 1n
the industry. He opined that adoption of this bill would be a sound start. Changes could be made
later if necessary. This bill will make it mandatory for future chapel operators to obtain a
privileged license. Existing operators coming up for renewal will be left to the discretion of the
Business Services Manager as to whether a privileged license will be necessary.

CITY ATTORNEY JERBIC indicated that he received the approval of COUNCILMAN REESE
to request that this bill be held for adoption by the Council at its June 18, 2008, meeting instead
of at its meeting of June 4, 2008, which he would not be able to attend. Doing this would allow
another opportunity to meet with the industry and people that were not able to attend the first
meeting and to bring the bill back before the Recommending Committee on June 17, 2008.

COUNCILMAN BARLOW apologlzedto“thosa that scnt«hl%e -mails and called him about not
being aware of the mterim meetmg/w‘ﬁh CITY ATTOR%\IEY“‘JERBIC The contact information
for that meeting was obtained fﬁne bers of the md?ﬁs}ry that attended the April 15, 2008,
Recommending meeting; the ﬁrst tlme‘thls blll@?‘ﬁ s heard wThere‘gvvas ne%er the intent to leave
anyone out. N /; Es R ’ : 1 - \o 4 e ,%; )

. 3 w0 Y %
JOAN BOJORQUEZ, Vegas Adve fure’ Weddmg Q“WT,;co;nmented that' it WOuld be unfair to
require her to obtain a pr Vlleged flcense when she:ls a esponsﬂ;le busmess owner, or to be at the
discretion of the Counc;lgrwhen she s ah;eady mvesitedria 16t of money on licen nsing. She does
not believe that requlnhg a pnv1leged l1oefnse o&ldkeep the pr%blem

.x,e ,fi %ﬁ o
$5 v i

She asked whether this by 11 would g%ﬂlfect every chaggl i Wﬁeﬁngt Eust new chaépel operators, to

causers out of business.

E—

which CITY ATTORNE JERBTC rephed that any emstmg chapel 9i>vner p};a is causing
problems could be requlred to obtam apmglleg‘?a %ense . /}{; ,f
y \ ”w\

MS. BOJORQUEZ then ve?z}ﬁgd with CH‘Y@A@GRNEY J ERBIC and f @ F DEPUTY CITY
ATTORNEY STEED that a Envﬂeged hcense~%0uldnot~have to be gb@aned for "handbillers,"
because a separate license is requu'ed by ﬁeiELaSs Yegas élpaLCoﬂe However, if the
"handbillers" create problems, mg{%usmess owner mléhtﬂhéwewt” obtain a privileged license.

WWW

CITY ATTORNEY JERBIC advised that thwtlty gets mvolved in matters of unbecoming
conduct to protect the interest of the public. If "handbillers” with any chapel display conduct
stmular to that of the "handbillers” with A Las Vegas Garden of Love chapel, then a privileged
license would definitely be required. The new privileged license requirement comes at the

direction of the Council in order to provide more scrutiny, not to generate revenue, as some
people might think.

MS. BOJORQUE-Z rerterated that the biggest offender is out of business, so, in her opinion,
requiring a privileged license 1s unnecessary, and she adamantly opposed it due to the associated
expense that could put a business out. However, she concurred with the 100-foot distance
separation, even though she believes that unscrupulous people will do whatever they want to and
not follow the law. Any issues that arise should be handled in the same way A Las Vegas Garden
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

of Love was handled. CITY ATTORNEY JERBIC noted that 1t 1s much easier to revoke a
privileged license than a right, and requiring a privilege license would serve as a warning.

COUNCILMAN BARLOW asked if renewing licensed chapel owners would be required to
obtain a privileged license, to which CITY ATTORNEY JERBIC replied that 1t could be
required 1f Business Services finds that there are chronic problems. COUNCILWOMAN
TARKANIAN commented that Business Services would investigate complaints, as usual, to
determine the validity.

COUNCILMAN BARLOW expressed full support of this bill, as 1ts adoption will strengthen the
Code and provide more leverage to address problems expeditiously, unlike 1t was done with A
Garden of Love, which tarnished the City. Chapel owners and their employees who are adhering
to the law do not have to worry about ever being required to obtain a privileged license. He
appreciated the concern about the expense but felt that;ch&Couneﬂ has a responsibility to protect
the City and 1ts tourists. kT f f:«/ , N .

o »*g L p w \
JIM DiFIORE, Manager of Busmess Ser‘:flces ﬂexplamed the: neW‘ pf\o\cess\All new chapel
owners will have to apply f(f ffé’{ pnv;leged {icense! §/};ll comglalnts will be evaluated. If the
complants are valid, they V}qll be forwarded to the§ Lias Vegas Metropohtan Police Department
(Metro) for a thorough u}vestlgatlon to be suEﬁmt%e& toy t e Clty ‘Council to determine the
worthiness of a pnvﬂeged hcense If the pnvﬂeged{ ‘hce se V(Ie;ethen denied, the license would
be revoked. J’ f ..'1 - B 7 ¥

;: %
b P

H
He stated that the downf 11 of Angas Vegas Ggajgden of §Love is. that it }gnred 1nd1 nduals to commit
crimes. He expressed support ofxrequmng a pmgjeged hcensewtogautchapel hcensees on notice
that they will be held respon51blesfo;’ thefr Eemployees 8 f{

CLIFF EVARTS, Vegas @V edding Chapiel and REVEREND % EPHEN SMITH fully supported
the distance requirement. Ml%\EVARTS concurred w1th the, comments made by
COUNCILMAN BARLOW and requested’ that_ the dlstance be measured from the door on the
outside of the marriage bureau} n not theanSIde:é 2, % Lo e 7

., e £ e o i
SHIRLEY PARRAGUIRRE, Clark County Clerk,supporte”ﬂ thé pnv1leged license and even a
greater distance requirement, perhaps 150 feet: She-commended the City for its efforts putting A
Las Vegas Garden of Love out of business. MR. DiFIORE concurred with MS
PARRAGUIRRE’S suggestion, stating that increasing the distance would help create a buffer
zone for couples seeking a marriage license; they could safely get from the bureau to their
cars/tax1 without getting accosted. Perhaps 200 feet would be even better.

At hearing the 200-foot distance suggestion, COUNCILMAN BARLOW took a count of hands
to find out what those 1 attendance would prefer. Seven people were for 150 feet, six people for
200 feet, two people for 100 feet, and five people for keeping 1t the way 1t is, without a distance
requirement.
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN announced that the comments and opinions of those in
attendance would be relayed to COUNCILMAN REESE, who sponsored this bill. She also
directed the City Clerk's Office to provide a copy of the proceedings of this matter at this
meeting to COUNCILMAN REESE.

KHALID ALEXANDER, Lily of the Valley Wedding Chapel, asked 1f all the chapels would be
notified of the interim meeting with the City Attorney’s Office, to which CITY ATTORNEY
JERBIC rephied that all those interested in attending should accompany him to his office after
this meeting to provide him with the necessary contact information, noting that all the 1ssues
could be better aired at that meeting. Moreover, he pointed out that a Business Impact Statement
was done for this bill, which required notification to people m the industry and publication 1n the
newspaper. MS. BOJORQUEZ rejomned that JONI MOSS, Vice President, Nevada Wedding
Association, was very helpful in notifying people in the 1ndustry

ory w JR M \N
MIKE CARTER, Heavenly Bliss Weddmg Chapel Ob_] ected to-the generalization that all
“handbillers” are the same. He W“as prev1ously employedwﬁh A Las ‘egas Garden of Love,
whose owners encouraged aggress1ve behav1g;r””The Heavenly Bliss chapel owner is a
responsible employer who pohces his employees and stresses to them fthaf any aggressive
behavior on their part would onlystarnish the mdustry He concurred with th@prevmus comment
that the distance separatlon 10 matter how f; far, wouldg not stop aggressﬁ’ve “hagldblllers ” MS.
BOJORQUEZ added tha “handblllers” prov1de a ecessary ser%ce because not all couples that
come to Las Vegas to get marnef;d %néake pre- ments "/j ;5» P i 3/
CHARLOTTE RICHP%@S Little Wlntc W ’gciz 1ng Chapel yvas concegrned that the 100-foot
distance separation measures to th‘e gdge\of the“s1d&w§alk wher%the l1mous1nes ‘park. Therefore,
she supported the 1ncreased dlstance suggestion. Shegemphas1z§’@d that her cllents still complain
about aggressive “handb1llers * Mt MOSS mterj ected that she»too contlnues to receive calls
about the ongoing issues vygth "handb1\lers S %21 % §§é 3 s 4
&;gig" ™ fd wl)fi/ It
WILMA HERRERA, owner 0 f*Allure Weddmg Chapelwsa1d she has béen in business for two
years, and she monitors her “handblller% o/avoid any problems. lut the real problem lies with
the “handbillers,” and they are the ones- that“should be"fzreqmred fo undergo background checks.
MR ALEXANDER argued that hardening laws Wouldwnot deter "handbillers" who already break
the law. COUNCILMAN BARLOW conceded that there would be those that would persist in
commutting wrongful actions. However, the mtent of this bill 1s to invert the situation by holding
licensees responsible

A

JUPITER DESPHY, Heavenly Bliss Wedding Chapel, agreed with COUNCILMAN BARLOW
that chapel owners should bear the responsibility to properly screen, momitor and tram their
employees, which 1s exactly what he has done. Not all “handbillers” should be punished for the
actions of a few. He said that increasing the proposed 100-foot distance separation would surely
put him out of business, because he relies on “handbullers” to advertise. There are still some
1ssues, but the problems have substantially decreased since the City revoked the license of A Las
Vegas Garden of Love. In fact, two former employees of A Las Vegas Garden of Love now
work for him and they are very good employees, mainly because he does not condone aggressive
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behavior. He stressed that he would not want to be put out of business because of so much
bureaucracy. There should be a better way to police

MS. PARRAGUIRRE countered that for many years she tried to address the problems by calling
1n customers’ complaints to Metro, which would respond and make arrests occasionally, but the
problem persisted until the City Council became involved. She insisted that increasing the
distance to at least 150 feet would help couples obtain a marriage license without being
approached by “handbillers.” She mentioned that A Las Vegas Garden of Love tarnished the
business so much, that her office still recerves calls from out-of-town couples wondering if their
wedding was legal

REVEREND GARY KIRSCHBAUM, owner of Joyful Hearts Wedding Chapel, opposed any
distance requirements over 100 feet, noting that his business depends on "handbillers" to get
flyers to couples. Too much distance would makewlf diffi cultfor chapel owners to make a living
The scrutiny of “handbillers” should” be left to the chapel owners @
g N

MS. RICHARDS said that perhaps thé a%swer»to allsthesewpré’g};lemzxw?)uld be to limit the number
of “handbillers” a chapel could have in tli’e ﬁeld noﬁng that “handbﬂlers”\have driven down her
business, because she onLy advertlses 7 { A

T “v*

. oAl T “‘\xx
EMILY ROSE GARCI éowner of Heavenly Bhss Weddmg/ (/}hapel sald that, as a single parent
of four, she learned the‘f chapel busmess on herg own,fo sustaln ﬁer ;famlly She noted that not all
chapel owners can afford to advertlse Skérelies on “handblllers””to generate business for her.
But she feels she is he]zlgfng thengl t00 Becauséefmany of the "handblllegs" that work for her have
been homeless. She assured the Comm1ttee members thatw«she serutlmzes the applicants to protect
her business, because she%eannot affdrd to lose it.” W Z g
\\%Wg%fég.ﬁ ; ,fé ,,“?g
COUNCILWOMAN TA IAN\submltted@a diap’{‘c}eplctmg,the suggested distances of 100,
150 and 200 feet, and she I\STed that the. 15@-f0®t distance 1s;réa§%nable Afcopy of the map is
mcluded in the minutes. > . . A M - e
a\\\ A e
: R Py
COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN Heclared thef%g it Hearing Glosed.

“E g o
«-%\«,M\ MMM
R e
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BILL NO. 2008-20
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH ADDITIONAL LICENSING REQUIREMENTS AND

REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO WEDDING CHAPELS, AND TO PROVIDE FOR OTHER

RELATED MATTERS.

Sponsored by: Councilman Gary Reese Summary: Establishes additional licensing
requirements and regulations applicable to
wedding chapels.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY ORDAIN

ASFOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: Title 6, Chapter 84, Section 10, of the Municipal Code of the City of

Las Vegas, Nevada, 1983 Edition, is hereby amended to read as follows:

6.84.010: (A)  No person shall engage 1n the business of operating a wedding chapel without

first obtaining and thereafter maintaining a valid unexpired license pursuant to this Code. The City

ouncil finds and determines that the operation of a wedding chapel should require a privileged

license, and is therefore subject to ihe provisions of Chapter 6.06.
(B) In addition to any requirement of Chapter 6.06 otherwise applicable, each
employee or agent of a wedding chapel business, including an independent contractor, who will

engage in the solicitation of business or the distribution of advertising materials for the wedding

chapel must comply with applicable provisions of Chapters 6.42 and 6.62.
SECTION 2: Title 6, Chapter 84, of the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas,

Nevada, 1983 Edition, is hereby amended by adding thereto a new Section 60, reading as follows:
6.84.060: Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and midnight, no officer, employee or agent of a
wedding chapel, including an independent contractor, may solicit business for the chapel at a location
within one hundred feet of the primary public entrance to the Marriage Bureau (or any successor
location within the City wherein marriage licenses are applied for and received).

SECTION 3: The provisions of this Ordinance shall apply to wedding chapels

licensed before or subsequent to the adoption of this Ordinance, except that existing licensees need

not apply for a new privileged license unless otherwise required by the Director of Finance and

Business Services.
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SECTION 4: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or invalid or
ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of the remaining portions of this ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the
City of Las Vegas hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections,
subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional,
invalid or ineffective.

SECTION 5: Whenever in this ordinance any act is prohibited or is made or declared
to be unlawful or an offense or a misdemeanor, or whenever in this ordinance the doing of any act is
required or the failure to do any act is made or declared to be unlawful or an offense or a
misdemeanor, the doing of such prohibited act or the failure to do any such required act shall
constitute a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof, shall be punished by a fine of not more than
$1,000.00 or by imprisonment for a term of not more than six months, or by any combination of such
fine and imprisonment. Any day of any violation of this ordinance shall constitute a separate offense.

SECTION 6: All ordinances or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections, phrases,
sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada,
1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this day of , 2008.

APPROVED:

By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor

ATTEST:
RLY K. BRIDGES,
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
/ df&zﬁ 5-16 -0y
- Date




L 0 N N kAW N

N R N N N N N N N = e e e e e e e b
0 1 N L AW = o 0 NN R W N~

The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council on the

____day of , 2008, and referred to the following committee composed of
and for recommendation;

thereafter the said committee reported favorably on said ordinance on the __  day of
, 2008, which was a meeting of said Council; that at said

meeting, the proposed ordinance was read by title to the City Council

as first introduced and adopted by the following vote:
VOTING “AYE”

VOTING “NAY™:

ABSENT:

APPROVED:
By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:

B : GES,
City Clerk

F *CMORGAN CTV 1L agenda uems* 2008 4-2-08'Bill No 2008-20 wpd '3 =




BUSINESS IMPACT STATEMENT
BILL NO. 2008-20
(Establishes additional licensing requirements and regulations
applicable to wedding chapels)

This business impact statement was prepared pursuant to NRS 237.090 to address the impact of a

proposed ordinance, Bill No. 2008-20, that would establish additional licensing requirements and
regulations applicable to wedding chapels.

1. The following constitutes a description of the number of the manner in which comment was
solicited from affected businesses, a summary of their responses and an explanation of the
manner in which other interested persons may obtain a copy of the summary.

Comments were solicited through a local wedding chapel association, as well as from 10-15
representatives of existing operators. Several responses were received, none of which objected to
the impact on business operations, and several of which suggested additional limitations that

potentially would have an even greater business impact. Copies of the responses may be obtained
from the Business License Division of the Department of Finance and Business Services.

2. The estimated economic effect of the proposed rule on businesses, including, without
limitation, both adverse and beneficial effects, and both direct and indirect effects:

Adverse effects:

—Additional licensing requirements and processes, principally applicable to new operators
~Potentially negative impact from the limitation on business solicitations near the local Marriage
Bureau

Beneficial effects:

By allowing for greater scrutiny of licensees and limiting solicitation activities near the Marriage
Bureau, the proposed rule will help restore credibility and image to the industry and to the City

Direct effects:
As indicated above
Indirect effects:

As indicated above



3. The following constitutes a description of the methods the local government considered to
reduce the impact of the proposed rule on businesses and a statement regarding whether any,
and if so which, of these methods were used:

None considered in response to the input referred to above

4. The governing body estimates the annual cost to the local government for enforcement of
the proposed rule is:

No appreciable additional cost

S. If the proposed rule provides for a new fee or increases an existing fee, the total annual
amount expected to be collected is:

Not applicable

6. If the proposed rule provides for a new fee or increases an existing fee, the money generated
by the new fee or increase in existing fee will be used by the local government to:

Not applicable

7. If the proposed rule includes provisions that duplicate or are more stringent that federal,
state or local standards regulating the same activity, the following explains when such
duplicative or more stringent provisions are necessary:

Not applicable

Date: March 19, 2008
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

DEPARTMENT: CITY ATTORNEY
DIRECTOR: BRADFORD R. JERBIC [ ]Consent [X] Discussion

SUBJECT:

Bill No. 2008-26 — Annexation No ANX-23103 — Property location: Within the area bounded by
Witch Mountain Road on the west, Moccasin Road on the north, Shaumber Road on the east, and
Iron Mountain Road on the south; Petitioned by Southwest Desert Equities, LLC, et al.; Acreage:
Approximately 605 acres; Zoned: R-U and P-F (County zoning), R-E, U (PCD) and U (PF) (City
equivalents). Sponsored by: Councilman Steven D. Ross

Fiscal Impact Fenead
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The proposed ordinance annexes certain real pr?c perhi}g gene.‘rally located wi h1n the area bounded
by Witch Mountain Road on fheeWest Moécgasg ifg éd onﬂthe‘north 2Shaum er Road on the east,
and Iron Mountain Road on the southa "Ilh énne a 101:1 is at thé request of the majority of

property owners Wlthl%l the aréa Ewﬁh a§ s}atement of non-ob]ectlon ﬁavmg been filed by the
Bureau of Land Manaéement ds'to pari’cels it owns. The dnnexation process  has now been
completed in accordance Wl'[h the NRS and the ﬁnal{date oﬁaénexatlon (June 13, 2008) 1s set by
this ordinance. e N ( ié : y f
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RECOMMENDATION . g
This bill should be submitted to a\RecbminendmggCé‘gun&t‘ee for rev1ew hearing and
recommendation to the City Counéil- for ﬁnal actlon .

m..»»'w“”“’“"

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:
Bill No. 2008-26 and Location Map

Motion made by RICKI Y. BARLOW to Approve as Do Pass

Passed For: 2; Against: 0; Abstain: 0; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0
LOIS TARKANIAN, RICKI Y. BARLOW; (Against-None); (Abstain-None); (Did Not Vote-
None); (Excused-None)

Minutes:
COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN declared the Public Hearing open
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RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED paraphrased the Purpose/Background section,
noting that a public hearing was held. The blank on Page 4 of this bill should be zero because no
protests were recerved. Should that change, the blank would be filled in accordingly. He
recommended approval.

CHRIS DINGLE, 3455 Cliff Shadows Parkway, questioned the future general plan designations
for parcels zoned R-E. CHIEF DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY STEED said he was not certain.
The ordinance requires that the zoning classifications be called out to equate the closest City
classification to that in the County. He offered to obtain the information from the Planning and
Development Department and provide 1t to MR. DINGLE the following day.

COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN d(_aclared the Public Hearing closed.
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BILL NO. 2008-26
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO EXTEND THE BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY, TO
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBE THE LAND TO BE ANNEXED, TO MAKE ITS
INHABITANTS SUBJECT TO THE LAWS, OBLIGATIONS AND BENEFITS OF THE
CITY, AND TO PROVIDE FOR OTHER RELATED MATTERS. (ANX-23103)

Sponsored by: Councilman StevenD.Ross Summary: Annexes ﬂoperty described
enerally as located within the area bounded
y Witch Mountain Road on the west,
Moccasin Road on the north, Shaumber
Road on the east, and Iron Mountain Road
on the south.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS DOES HEREBY
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: The corporate limits of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada, are
hereby extended to annex, include, and make a part of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada, the
following described real property:

Those portions of the West Half (W 1/2) of Section 1 and those portions of
Section 2, Township 19 South, Range 59 East, M.D.M., in County of Clark,
State of Nevada, including the dedicated right-of-way and portions of KYLE
CANYON ROAD (100 feet wide as measured from centerline thereof) as
shown on the 2nd Amended Record of Survey in File 169, Page 61 of Clark
County, Nevada Records, described as follows:

BEGINNING at the southeast quarter corner of said Section 2; thence along
the south line of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of said Section 2, North
89°00'36" West 2656.56 feet to the south quarter corner of said Section 2;
thence along the south line of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of said Section
2, North 89°02'53" West 1327.27 feet; thence departing said south line, North
00°49'35" East 2744.31 feet; thence North 89°44'33" West 667.00 feet,
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thence South 00°4223" West 683.92 feet; thence North 89°34'51" West
333.07 feet; thence South 00°43'17" West 341.49 feet; thence South
89°30'00" East 332.86 feet; thence South 00°45'23" West 342.05 feet; thence
North 89°24'40" West 332.65 feet; thence South 00°43'17" West 1366.18 feet
to the south line of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of said Section 2; thence
along said south line North 89°02'53" West 331.82 feet to the southwest

uarter corner of said Section 2; thence along the west line of said Southwest

uarter (SW 1/4), North 00°41'11" East 2728.16 feet to the west quarter
corner of said Section 2; thence along the west line of the Northwest Quarter
(NW 1/4) of said Section 2, Nort% 00°43'27" East 681.86 feet; thence
departing the west line of said Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4), South 89°57'14"
East 333.80 feet; thence North 00°44'55" East 683.09 feet; thence North
89°50'05" East 334.12 feet; thence North 00°46'59" East 1363.99 feet to the
north line of the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of said Section 2; thence along
said north line, North 89°38'1 7" East 2009.04 feet to the north quarter corner
of said Section 2; thence along the north line of the Northeast Quarter
(NE 1/4) of said Section 2, North 89°53'01" East 2673.20 feet to the northeast
guan:er corner of said Section 2; thence along the east line of said Section 2,

outh 01°08'23" West 2771.13 feet to the east quarter corner of said Section
2; thence continuing along said east line, South 01°05'49" West 698.85 feet;
thence departing said east line, North 88°47'59" East 1344.23 feet; thence
South 01°03'45™ West 341.17 feet to the centerline of said KYLE CANYON
ROAD; thence along said centerline, South 86°17'56" West 1348.08 feet to
the east line of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of said Section 2; thence along
said east line, South 01°05'49" West 1696.51 feet to the POINT OF
BEGINNING.,

BASIS OF BEARINGS: North 01°05'49" East being the west line of the
Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 1, Township 19 South, Range 59
East, M.D.M., as shown on Record of Survey in File 146, Page 59 of Clark
County, Nevada Records.
Prepared by:
Brian Yu, PLS
Public Works, City of Las Vegas,
731 S. Fourth Street,
Las Vegas, NV 89101
byu@lasvegasnevada.gov
SECTION2: The City Council hereby determines that the described territory
meets the requirements provided by law for annexation to the City for the following reasons:
(A)  Theareato be annexed was contiguous to the City's boundaries at the
time the annexation proceedings were instituted;
(B)  Morethan one-eighth (1/8) of the aggregate external boundaries of the
area are contiguous to the City;
(C)  The territory proposed to be annexed is not included within the

boundaries of another incorporated city or within the boundartes of any unincorporated town

-
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as those boundaries existed as of July 1, 1983;
(D)  Theterritory in question is eligible to be annexed to the City because:

(1)  Withrespect to territory not owned by a governmental entity,
the owners of record of not less than 75 percent of the individual lots or parcels of land
within the territory have petitioned the City to annex the territory.

(2)  Withrespect to territory owned by a governmental entity, the
City has received a written statement from the governmental entity indicating that it owns
the territory and does not object to the City's annexation of the territory.

(E)  Incompliance with the procedural requirements of NRS Chapter 268,
the City is authorized to annex the territory in question because:
A (D) In accordance with NRS 268.584, the City Council, on March
5, 2008, adopted a resolution of intent to annex, along with the form of a notice of public
hearing to be provided to property owners within the annexation area, and set a public
hearing for April 16, 2008.

(2) In accordance with NRS 268.578 and 268.588, the City
Council, on March 19, 2008, approved an annexation report and made it available for
inspection and copying thereafter.

(3)  Inaccordance with NRS 268.586, the City mailed by certified
mail, return receipt requested, a copy of the notice of public hearing to the owners of the
property within the annexation area, as determined with reference to the records of the Clark
County Assessor.

4 In accordance with NRS 268 586, the City had the notice of
public hearing published in a newspaper of general circulation within the territory to be
annexed, on three separate occasions in compliance with the requirements of NRS 268.586.

(5)  In accordance with NRS 268.590, the City Council held a
public hearing on April 16, 2008, at which time persons who wished to be heard concerning
the matter were given that opportunity. During the public hearing, and within the 15-day

period following the public hearing, the number of property owners who protested the

_3-
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annexation, namely ____, was less than a "majority of the property owners" as defined by
NRS 268.574(3).

(6)  Inaccordance withNRS 268.592, because less than a majority
of the property owners protested the annexation, the territory may be annexed by the City.

SECTION 3: The City will provide police protection through the Las Vegas
Metropolitan Police Department, fire protection, street maintenance, and library services
immediately upon annexation Garbage collection by the company franchised by the City
will also be provided immediately. The City sanitary sewer system will serve the proposed
annexation area. Any connection to or extension of this sewer line to serve the annexation
area shall be at the expense of the landowners. Other services, such as participation in the
City's recreational programs, special education classes and programs, public works planning,
building inspections, and other City services will also be available immediately. Utilities
such as gas, electricity, telephone, and water are provided by private utility companies and
other services to the area will not be affected by annexation. Street paving, curbs and gutters,
sidewalks and street lights which are not in place at the time of annexation will be installed
in the presently developed areas upon the request of the property owners and at their expense
by means of special assessment districts. Such improvements will be extended into the
undeveloped areas as development takes place and the need therefor arises, and will be
located according to the needs of the area at that time. Such installations will also be made
at the expense of the property owners, either by means of special assessment districts or as
prerequisites to the approval of subdivision plats, building permits or other land use or
development applications.

SECTION 4: The annexation of the described territory shall become
effective on the 13th of June, 2008, and on that date the City will have the funds appropriated
in sufficient amount to finance the extension into the described territory of police protection,
fire protection, street maintenance, street sweeping, and street lighting maintenance.

SECTION 5: The described territory, together with the inhabitants and
property thereof, shall, from and after the 13th day of June, 2008, be subject to all debts,

4-
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laws, ordinances and regulations in force in the City and shall be entitled to the same
privileges and benefits as other parts of the City, and shall be subject to municipal taxes
levied by the City.

SECTION 6: The City Engineer is hereby instructed to cause to be prepared
an accurate map or plat of the described territory and to record the map or plat, together with
a certified copy of this ordinance, in the office of the County Recorder of Clark County,
Nevada, which recording shall be done prior to the 13th day of June, 2008.

SECTION 7: The described territory, which previously has been zoned in
accordance with the County of Clark classifications described below, is hereby classified

with the City of Las Vegas classifications that are set forth below, which are deemed to be
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the equivalents of the County classifications:

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION (BY APN)

COUNTY CLASSIFICATION

CITY CLASSIFICATION

126-02-101-005
126-02-402-005
126-02-801-003
126-02-801-006
126-02-801-017

P-F

U (PF)

126-02-101-003
126-02-101-004
126-02-101-006
126-02-101-007
126-02-101-011
126-02-101-012
126-02-101-013
126-02-201-002
126-02-201-004
126-02-201-005
126-02-201-007
126-02-201-009
126-02-201-013
126-02-201-019
126-02-301-003
126-02-301-004
126-02-301-012
126-02-402-001
126-02-402-006
126-02-601-016
126-02-701-011
126-02-701-014
126-02-701-015

All other parcels

U (PCD)
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SECTION 8: If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence,
clause or phrase in this ordinance or any part thereof is for any reason held to be
unconstitutional or invalid or ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such
decision shall not affect the validity or effectiveness of the remaining portions of this
ordinance or any part thereof. The City Council of the City of Las Vegas hereby declares that
it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or
phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections,
subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional, invalid
or ineffective.

SECTION 9: All ordinances or parts of ordinances or sections, subsections,
phrases, sentences, clauses or paragraphs contained in the Municipal Code of the City of Las
Vegas, Nevada, 1983 Edition, in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.

PASSED,ADOPTED and APPROVED this  dayof ,

2008.
APPROVED:
By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:

BEVERLY K. BRIDGES, CMC
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Y2408

) Date
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The above and foregoing ordinance was first proposed and read by title to the City Council

on the day of , 2008, and referred to the following committee

composed of and for

recommendation; thereafter the said committee reported favorably on said ordinance on the

day of , 2008, which was a meeting of

said Council; that at said meeting, the proposed ordinance was

read by title to the City Council as first introduced and adopted by the following vote:
VOTING "AYE":

VOTING "NAY":
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
By
OSCAR B. GOODMAN, Mayor
ATTEST:

BEVERLY K. BRIDGES, CMC
City Clerk
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

DEPARTMENT: CITY CLERK
DIRECTOR: BEVERLY K. BRIDGES

SUBJECT:

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: Public comment durmg this portion of the agenda must be
limited to matters within the jurisdiction of the committee No subject may be acted upon by the
committee unless that subject 1s on the agenda and 1s scheduled for action. If you wish to be
heard, come to the podium and give your name for the record. The amount of discussion on any
single subject, as well as the amount of time any single speaker 1s allowed, may be limited

Minutes:
None.
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AGENDA SUMMARY PAGE
RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING OF: MAY 20, 2008

DEPARTMENT: CITY CLERK

DIRECTOR:

[ ]Consent [X] Discussion

BEVERLY K. BRIDGES

SUBJECT:
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Gabriela Portillo-Brenner, Deputy City Clerk I

The meeting was adjourned at 5:21 p.m.
May 29, 2008

ADJOURNMENT
Respectfully submu

Minutes:
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