
RESOLUTION NO. R-30-2009 

A RESOLUTION AND PUBLIC HEARING MAKING CERTAIN 

WRITTEN FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS PURSUANT TO 

NRS 271A.080(2), (3) AND (6) AND NRS 360.855(3) RELATING TO A 

PROPOSED TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT IN THE CITY 

OF LAS VEGAS AND OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY RELATING 

THERETO. 

WHEREAS, the City Council (the "City Council") of the City of Las Vegas, Nevada 

(the "City"), in the State of Nevada (the "State") desires to consider adopting an ordinance 

pursuant to NRS 271A.070 creating a Tourism Improvement District (the "TID" or "District") as 

further described herein; and 

WHEREAS, under Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 271A (the "Tourism Act"), the 

City has the power if certain conditions are satisfied to create a tourism improvement district (the 

"District") for the development of property within the jurisdiction of the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to proceed with the steps necessary for the creation 

of the district (the "District") described in the resolution adopted by the Council on February 4, 

2009 calling a hearing on the District to be held on May 6, 2009 to consider making certain 

findings and determinations; and 

WHEREAS, there has been filed with the City Clerk: 

A report entitled "Proposed Tourism Improvement District, An Analysis of 

Selected Regulatory Requirements" prepared by Applied Analysis, dated 

November 30, 2008, as amended on February 27, 2009 (the "Report") 

which is a report of an independent consultant addressing the fiscal effect 

of the project proposed for the District and the financing thereof under 

Chapter 271A of NRS on the provision of local governmental (the "Fiscal 

Effect") as required in Subsection 3 of NRS 271A.080; 

(i) 



(ii) A letter from CIM/LL Manager, LLC (the "Developer") dated January 16, 

2009 relating to the Developer's ability and desire to proceed with certain 

projects, including retail projects in the District; 

(iii) A memorandum from Keyser Marston Associates dated January 27, 2009 

concerning the Developer's financial ability to proceed with the projects 

described in (ii) above; 

(iv) A memorandum from the City's Office of Business Development, dated 

January 22, 2009 concerning certain real estate matters relating to the 

District and a Disposition and Development Agreement between the City 

and the Developer dated July 2, 2008; and 

(v) A presentation made to the Council at its February 4, 2009 meeting about 

the District; 

(the "Filed Information"); and 

WHEREAS, the Council desires to construct a project (the "Project") to be located in the 

District as further described in the Report; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Tourism Act, the City desires to finance a portion of the 

Project through the issuance of bonds or an agreement or both pursuant to the Tourism Act 

which shall be repaid through the pledge of a portion of the sales and use taxes collected in the 

District pursuant to the Tourism Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Tourism Act requires, among other things, that before the District may 

be created, the City Council shall make a written finding at a public hearing, based upon reports 

from independent consultants, as to whether the Project and the financing thereof will have a 

positive fiscal effect on the provision of local governmental services (the "Fiscal Effect 

Finding"), after considering the factors described in MRS 271A.080(3); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Tourism Act, at least 45 days before making the Fiscal 

Effect Finding, the Council must have provided and has provided, to the Board of Trustees of the 

Clark County School District (the "School Board") and the Board of County Commissioners of 

Clark County (the "County BCC"), written notice of the time and place of the meeting at which 

the Council will consider making the Fiscal Effect Finding and the Filed Information which 
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consists of each analysis prepared by or for or presented to the Council regarding the fiscal effect 

of the Project and the use of any money proposed to be pledged pursuant to the Tourism Act on 

the provision of local governmental services, including education; and 

WHEREAS, the Filed Information, among other things, addresses the fiscal effect on the 

provision of local governmental services and the estimated amount and source of sales and use 

taxes generated in the District; and 

WHEREAS, the City desires: 

(i) to approve and authorize and 

(ii) to seek approval of 

the use of money received pursuant to subsection 1 of NRS 360.855 that is not needed to make 

payments due during a fiscal year of the principal of, interest on, and other payments or security-

related costs with respect to, any bonds or notes issued pursuant to NRS 271A.120 and payments 

due during that fiscal year under any agreements made pursuant to NRS 271A.120 for the 

purpose of prepaying, defeasing or otherwise retiring all or a portion of any bonds or notes 

issued pursuant to NRS 271A.120 or of prepaying amounts due under any agreements entered 

into pursuant to NRS 271A.120, or any combination thereof, with respect to the T1D; and 

WHEREAS, the City has provided at least 15 days' notice of a public hearing held on 

the date hereof by publication pursuant to the Tourism Act. 



NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. 	Written Findings Pursuant to NRS 271A.080(2) and (3). 

The Council has provided the materials and notices required by NRS 271A.080(4) and 

(5) to the School Board and the County BCC. The School Board and the County Board 

conducted public hearings and the School Board and the County BCC have provided comments 

to the Council. The Council has considered the comments provided by the School Board and the 

County BCC in making the written Fiscal Effect Finding set forth below. Pursuant to NRS 

271A.080(2) and (3) as part of the process of establishing the proposed District, the Council 

must make a written finding at a public hearing, based upon the Filed Information as to whether 

the proposed Project and the financing thereof pursuant to the Tourism Act will have a positive 

fiscal effect on the provision of local governmental services and that the Project will benefit the 

proposed District. For purposes of NRS 271A.080(2) and (3), at a public hearing on the date 

hereof, the Council hereby finds and determines that based upon the Filed Information and after 

considering the factors listed in NRS 271A.080(3)(a) through (d), inclusive, and all written and 

oral information presented at the public hearing held on this date: (i) The Project will have a 

positive fiscal effect on the provision of local governmental services and (ii) The Project will 

benefit the District. 

Section 2. 	Written Finding Pursuant to NRS 271A.080(6). 

For purposes of MRS 271A.080(6), at a public hearing on the date hereof, based 

upon the Filed Information, and all written and oral information presented at the public hearing 

held on this date the Council hereby finds and determines that: (a) As a result of the Project (1) 

retailers will locate their businesses as such in the District; and (2) there will be a substantial 

increase in the proceeds from sales and use taxes remitted by retailers with regard to tangible 

personal property sold at retail, or stored, used or otherwise consumed in the District; and (b) A 

preponderance of that increase in the proceeds from the sales and use taxes will be attributable to 

transactions with tourists who are not residents of the State of Nevada. 



Section 3. 	Approval of Use of Monies Under NRS 360.855(3). 

Pursuant to NRS 360.855(3) the City Council hereby approves and authorizes the 

use of money received pursuant to subsection 1 of NRS 360.855 that is not needed to make 

payments due during a fiscal year of the principal of, interest on, and other payments or security-

related costs with respect to, any bonds or notes issued pursuant to NRS 271A.120 and payments 

due during that fiscal year under any agreements made pursuant to NRS 271A.120 for the 

purpose of prepaying, defeasing or otherwise retiring all or a portion of any bonds or notes 

issued pursuant to NRS 271A.120 or of prepaying amounts due under any agreements entered 

into pursuant to NRS 271A.120, or any combination thereof, with respect to the TlD. 

Section 4. 	Providing Notice and Materials to the Commission on Tourism and 

the Governor of Nevada. City staff is hereby authorized and directed to provide notice and 

materials required by NRS 271A.080(7) and (8) and NRS 360.855(3) to the Commission on 

Tourism and the Governor of Nevada necessary to effectuate the provisions of this resolution. 

Section 5. 	Conclusive Determinations. 	Pursuant to NRS 271A.090, the 

determinations and written findings made by the Council in this Resolution are conclusive in the 

absence of fraud or gross abuse of discretion. 

Section 6. 	Effective Date. This resolution shall be effective upon passage. 



gkaxi ki/-2.q/D  

Date 

Section 7. 	Repealer and General Provisions. Any resolution which conflicts with 

this resolution is hereby repealed. The officers of the City are hereby authorized and directed to 

take all action necessary to effectuate the provisions of this resolution. The provisions of this 

resolution shall be liberally construed to effectively carry out its purposes. In the event that any 

provision in this resolution is deemed void, invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent 

jurisdiction, then such offending provision shall be severed from this resolution and all the 

remaining provisions (including the repealer provision) shall remain in full force and effect. 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this May 6, 2009. 

(SEAL) 

Attest: 

Oscar B. Goodman, Mayor 

Beverly K. Bridites, CMC, City Clerk 

Approved as to form: 



STATE OF NEVADA 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS 

I, Beverly K. Bridges, CMC, am the duly chosen and qualified City Clerk of Las 

Vegas (the "City"), in the State of Nevada, do hereby certify: 

1. 	The foregoing pages constitute a true, correct, complete and compared 

copy of a resolution adopted by the City Council (the "Council") at a meeting held on May 6, 

2009. 

2. 	The adoption of the resolution was duly moved and seconded and the 

resolution was adopted by an affirmative vote of a majority of the members of Council as 

follows: 

Those Voting Aye: 

Mayor: 	 Oscar Goodman 

Council members: 	 Gary Reese 

Steve Wolfson 

Lois Tarkanian 

Steven D. Ross 

Ricki Y. Barlow 

David W. Steinman 

Those Voting Nay: 	 None 

Those Absent: 	 None 

3. 	The original of the resolution has been approved and authenticated by the 

signatures of the Mayor of the City and myself as City Clerk and has been recorded in the regular 

official record of the Council kept for that purpose in my office, which record has been duly 

signed by the officers and properly sealed. 
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4. 	All members of the Council were given due and proper notice of the 

meeting. Pursuant to Nevada Revised Statues ("NRS") 241.020, written notice of the meeting 

was given not later than 9:00 a.m. on the third working days before the meeting including in the 

notice the time, place, location, and agenda of the meeting: 

(a) 	By posting a copy of the notice at least three working days 

before the meeting on the City's website, at the principal office of the 

Council, or if there is no principal office, at the building in which the 

meeting is to be held, and at least three (3) other separate, prominent 

places within the jurisdiction of the Council, to wit: 

(i) Court Clerk's Office Bulletin Board 

City Hall Plaza 

Las Vegas, Nevada; 

(ii) City Hall Plaza 

Special Outside Posting Bulletin Board 

Las Vegas, Nevada; 

(iii) Las Vegas Library 

833 Las Vegas Boulevard North 

Las Vegas, Nevada; 

(iv) Clark County Government Center 

500 S. Grand Central Parkway 

Las Vegas, Nevada; and 

(v) Grant Sawyer Building 

555 E. Washington Avenue 

Las Vegas, Nevada. 

and 

(b) 	Prior to 9:00 a.m. at least 3 working days before such 

meeting, such notice was mailed to each person, if any, who has requested 
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notices of meetings of the Council in compliance with NRS 241.020(3)(b) 

by United States Mail, or if feasible and agreed to by the requestor, by 

electronic mail. 

5. Upon request, the Council provides at no charge, at least one copy of the 

agenda for its public meetings, any proposed ordinance or regulation which will be discussed at 

the public meeting, and any other supporting materials provided to the Council for an item on the 

agenda, except for certain confidential materials and materials pertaining to closed meetings, as 

provided by law. 

6. A copy of such notice so given of the meeting of the Council on May 6, 

2009 is attached to this certificate as Exhibit A. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand on this May 6, 2009. 

(SEAL) 



EXHIBIT "A" 

(Attach Copy of Notice of Meeting) 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 400 STEWART AVENUE • PHONE 229-6011 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS INTERNET ADDRESS: wwvv.lasvegasnevada.gov   
COUNCIL MEMBERS: OSCAR B. GOODMAN, MAYOR (At-Large) 

COUNCILMAN GARY REESE, MAYOR PRO TEM (Ward 3) 
STEVE WOLFSON (Ward 2), LOIS TARKANIAN (Ward 1), STEVEN D. ROSS (Ward 6) 

RICKI Y. BARLOW (Ward 5), DAVID W. STEINMAN (Ward 4— Interim) 

Facilities are provided throughout City Hall for convenience of persons with disabilities. For meetings held in the 
Council Chambers, sound equipment is available for persons with hearing impairments. if you need an accommodation 
to attend and participate in 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. The City's TDD number is 386-9108. 

May 6, 2009 

Morning Session begins at 9:00 a.m. 
Afternoon Session begins at 1:00 p.m. 

ALL ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA ARE SCHEDULED FOR ACTION UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. 

THESE PROCEEDINGS ARE BEING VIDEO RECORDED AS WELL AS PRESENTED LIVE ON KCLV, CABLE 
CHANNEL 2, AND ARE CLOSED CAPTIONED FOR OUR HEARING IMPAIRED VIEWERS. THE COUNCIL 
MEETING, AS WELL AS ALL OTHER KCLV PROGRAMMING, CAN BE VIEWED ON THE INTERNET AT 
www.kclv.tv .  THE PROCEEDINGS WILL BE REBROADCAST ON KCLV CHANNEL 2 AND THE WEB THE 
WEDNESDAY OF THE MEETING AT 800 PM, AND ALSO ON FRIDAY AT 400 AM, SATURDAY AT 700 PM, 
SUNDAY AT 7:00 AM AND THE FOLLOWING MONDAY AT 1:00 PM. 

DUPLICATE AUDIO CD'S AND DUPLICATE AUDIO/VIDEO DVD'S MAY BE AVAILABLE AT A COST OF $5.00 EACH 
THROUGH THE CITY CLERK'S OFFICE. 

NOTE: CELLULAR PHONES ARE TO BE TURNED OFF DURING THE COUNCIL MEETING. 

CEREMONIAL MATTERS 

I. 	CALL TO ORDER 

2. ANNOUNCEMENT RE: COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW 

3. INVOCATION — CHAPLAIN STEVE SANSON, VETERANS IN POLITICS INTERNATIONAL 

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

5. OATH OF OFFICE ADMINISTERED TO ELECTED OFFICIALS — COUNCILMAN, WARD 2; COUNCILMAN, 
WARD 6; MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 1; MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 4; AND 
MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 6 

6. RECOGNITION OF THE CITIZEN OF THE MONTH 

7. RECOGNITION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION MONTH 

8. RECOGNITION OF ASIAN-PACIFIC AMERICAN HERITAGE MONTH 

City Council May 6, 2009 - Page 1 



BUSINESS ITEMS - MORNING  

9. Any items from the morning session that the Council, staff and/or the applicant wish to be stricken or held in abeyance to a 
future meeting may be brought forward and acted upon at this time 

10. Approval of the Final Minutes by reference of the Special Joint City Council and Planning Commission meeting of March 
23, 2009, the Special Joint City Council and Redevelopment Agency Budget Workshop meeting of March 30, 2009 and 
the regular City Council meeting of April I, 2009 

CONSENT AGENDA 

MATTERS LISTED ON THE CONSENT AGENDA ARE CONSIDERED TO BE ROUTINE AND HAVE BEEN 
RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BY THE SUBMITTING DEPARTMENTS. ALL ITEMS ON THE CONSENT AGENDA 
MAY BE APPROVED IN A SINGLE MOTION. HOWEVER, IF A COUNCIL MEMBER SO REQUESTS, ANY CONSENT 
ITEM MAY BE MOVED TO THE DISCUSSION PORTION OF THE AGENDA AND OTHER ACTION, INCLUDING 
POSTPONEMENT OR DENIAL OF THE ITEM, MAY TAKE PLACE. 

ADMINISTRATIVE - CONSENT  

11. Approval to authorize the president of City Parkway V, Inc., a Nevada non-profit corporation, to execute the Quitclaim 
Deed to Remise, Release and Quitclaim certain real property commonly known as Parcel H/I to the City of Las Vegas, a 
political subdivision of the State of Nevada, located northeast of the intersection of Bonneville Avenue and Grand Central 
Parkway - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

FIELD OPERATIONS - CONSENT 

12. Approval of a Lease Agreement between the City of Las Vegas and Robert Humphreys for use of the residence at Floyd 
Lamb Park at Tule Springs located at 9200 Tule Springs Road (Estimated monthly revenue $925) - Ward 6 (Ross) 

FINANCE & BUSINESS SERVICES - ADMINISTRATION CONSENT  

13. Approval to renew an Interlocal Agreement for Coordination of Franchise-Related Activities with Clark County, 
Henderson, North Las Vegas and Boulder City ($45,000 - General Fund) - All Wards 

14. Approval of Service and Material Checks/Payroll Checks/Wire Transfers/Other Checks and Investments 

FINANCE & BUSINESS SERVICES - BUSINESS SERVICES CONSENT  

15. Approval of a Special Event Beer/Wine License for Boricua Association of Las Vegas, Location: Sammy Davis Jr. Plaza - 
Lorenzi Park, 720 Twin Lakes Drive, Date: May 24, 2009, Type: Special Event Beer/Wine, Event: 11th Annual Memorial 
Day Puerto Rican Festival, Responsible Person in Charge: Hector Pelaez - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

16. Approval of a Special Event Beer/Wine License for Brotherhood and Welfare Fund, Location: IBEW Building, 4322 East 
Bonanza Road, Date: May 9, 2009, Type: Special Event Beer/Wine, Event: Harley and Hot Rods Poker Run, Responsible 
Person in Charge: Anthony C. Napolitano - Ward 3 (Reese) 

17. Approval of a Change of Ownership for a Package License subject to the provisions of the planning and fire codes and 
Health Dept. regulations, From: E & T Produce Company, LLC, William J. Miguel, Mmbr 25%, Constantino Miguel, 
Mmbr, 25%, and Aner J. Iglesias, Mmbr, 50%, To: King Ranch Markets, Inc., dba King Ranch #6, 840 North Decatur 
Boulevard, 1993 Miguel Family Trust, 75%, Constantino Miguel, Pres, Co-Trustee and Alice Miguel, Co-Trustee and 
William P. Miguel, Secy, Treas, 25% - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

18. Approval of a Change of Ownership for a Package License subject to the provisions of the planning and fire codes and 
Health Dept. regulations, From: E& T Produce Company, LLC, William J. Miguel, Mmbr 25%, Constantino Miguel, 
Mmbr, 25%, and Aner J. Iglesias, Mmbr, 50%, To: King Ranch Markets, Inc., dba King Ranch #8, 755 North Nellis 
Boulevard, 1993 Miguel Family Trust, 75%, Constantino Miguel, Pres, Co-Trustee and Alice Miguel, Co-Trustee and 
William P. Miguel, Secy, Treas, 25% - Ward 3 (Reese) 
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19. Approval of a Change of Ownership for a Package License subject to the provisions of the planning and fire codes and 
Health Dept. regulations, From: E & T Produce Company, LLC, William J. Miguel, Mmbr 25%, Constantino Miguel, 
Mmbr, 25%, and Aner J. Iglesias, Mtnbr, 50%, To: King Ranch Markets, Inc., dba King Ranch #9, 1570 North Eastern 
Avenue, 1993 Miguel Family Trust, 75%, Constantino Miguel, Pres, Co-Trustee and Alice Miguel, Co-Trustee and 
William P. Miguel, Secy, Treas, 25% - Ward 3 (Reese) 

20. Approval of a Change of Business Name for a Beer/Wine/Cooler On-sale license subject to Health Dept. regulations, 
Calvin° & Calvino-Remon, dba From: Mamacitas Mexican & Cubana Food, To: Mamitas Mexican and Cuban Food 
Restaurant, 611 Fremont Street, Suite 1, Maria Calvino, 100% jointly with spouse and Josemil Calvino-Remon, 100% 
jointly with spouse - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

21. Approval of a Rescission of the January 7, 2009 City Council action for a Change of Business Name and Entity 
Conversion of a Tavern License, From: Santa Fe Station, Inc., dba Santa Fe Station, To: Santa Fe Station, LLC, dba Santa 
Fe Station Hotel & Casino, 4949 North Rancho Drive, Station Casinos, Inc., 100%, Kevin Kelly, Pres, Dir, Scott Neilson, 
Sr VP, Richard Haskins, Sr VP, Secy, and Thomas Friel, Sr VP, Treas - Ward 6 (Ross) 

22. Approval of a Rescission of the January 7, 2009 City Council action for a new Non-restricted Gaming License subject to 
confirmation of approval by the Nevada Gaming Commission, Santa Fe Station, LLC, dba Santa Fe Station Hotel & 
Casino, 4949 North Rancho Drive, Station Casinos, Inc., 100%, Kevin Kelly, Pres, Dir, Scott Neilson, Sr VP, Richard 
Haskins, Sr VP, Secy, and Thomas Friel, Sr VP, Treas - Ward 6 (Ross) 

23. Approval of a Change of Business Name for a Martial Arts Instruction License, Michael Evans, dba From: Desert Sun Tae 
Kwon Do, To: Master Evans Mixed Martial Arts (MEMMA), 11035 Calder Avenue, Michael Evans, Owner, 100% - 
Ward 2 (Wolfson) 

24. Approval of new Psychic Arts and Science License, Tracy Taylor, dba Tracy Taylor, 6848 West Charleston Boulevard, 
Tracy Taylor, Owner, 100% - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) [NOTE: This license is located in an existing business — Psychic Eye 
Book Shop] 

25. Approval of a Special Event Beer/Wine License for A Time in History, Inc., Location: 713 Stewart Avenue, Dates: May 
14 - 17, 2009, Type: Special Event Beer/Wine, Event: Helldorado Rodeo Event, Responsible Person in Charge: Lori 
Yerger - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

FINANCE & BUSINESS SERVICES - PURCHASING & CONTRACTS CONSENT 

26. Approval of award of Agreement No. 090171-LD, Geotechnical Evaluation and Geophysical Survey Agreement for 
Regional Public Safety Complex located at Deer Springs Way and Alpine Ridge Way - Department of Public Works - 
Award recommended to: NINYO AND MOORE ($67,000 - Multipurpose Special Revenue Fund) - Ward 6 (Ross) 

27. Approval of revision to Purchase Order No. 250783, Legal Representation for Union Park Development Matters located at 
100 South Grand Central Parkway - APN 193-34-110-006 - City Parkway V, Inc. - Award recommended to: THE 
ROSENFELD LAW GROUP ($100,000 - City Parkway V Operating Fund) - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

28. Approval of award of Contract No. 090140-CW, Professional Annual Audit Services for the City of Las Vegas and the 
Redevelopment Agency for Fiscal Years 2009, 2010 and 2011 - Department of Finance and Business Services - Award 
recommended to: KAFOURY, ARMSTRONG & CO. ($552,000 - General Fund and Las Vegas Redevelopment Agency 
General Fund) 

29. Approval of award of Agreement No. 090174-LD, Program Consulting Services Agreement for RMP-CAPP (Risk 
Management Plan-Chemical Accident Prevention Program) 2009 for the Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF) located 
at 6005 Vegas Valley Drive - Department of Public Works - Award recommended to: ANGELO & NEWTON LLC 
($458,865 - Sanitation Enterprise Fund) - County 

30. Approval of First Amendment to Agreement No. 080197-DC, Engineering Design Services for the Large Diameter 
Pipeline Assessment Program: 5 Year Cycle - Department of Public Works - Award recommended to: PROJECT 
ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, LTD. ($988,814.52 - Sanitation Enterprise Fund) - All Wards 

31. Approval of award of Contract No. 080166-TB, Equestrian Concession located at Floyd Lamb Park at Tule Springs, 9200 
Tule Springs Road - Department of Leisure Services - Award recommended to: LAS VEGAS CARRIAGE, LLC 
(minimum revenue of $3,600 annually) - Ward 6 (Ross) 
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PUBLIC WORKS - CONSENT 

32. Approval of an Encroachment Request from CVL Consultants, Incorporated, on behalf of Gilcrease Well Corporation, 
developer (Racel Street and Cimarron Road) - Ward 6 (Ross) 

33. Approval of an Encroachment Request from Larry D. Thomas and Nerissa L. Thomas, owners (northeast corner of 
Duncan Drive and Rancho Drive) - Ward 6 (Ross) 

34. Approval of a Sewer Connection Agreement with WRG Design on behalf of Las Vegas LTC Properties, LLC, owner and 
an Interlocal Contract with Clark County Water Reclamation District for sewer services located at the northwest corner of 
Regena Avenue and Fort Apache Road, APN 125-30-502-010 - County (near Ward 6 - Ross) 

35. Approval of a Sewer Connection Agreement with Samuel Newberry, owner and an Interlocal Contract with Clark County 
Water Reclamation District for sewer services located north of Vegas Drive and east of Valley Drive, APN 139-19-811- 
049 - County (near Ward 5- Barlow) 

36. Approval of a Sewer and Horse Trail Improvements Agreement with D.R. Horton, Inc., developer, for the construction 
and installation of sewer and horse trail improvements within Tule Springs at Floyd Lamb State Park - Ward 6 (Ross) 

37. Approval of Contract No. 461d between the City of Las Vegas, Clark County and the Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) to extend the project completion date to provide fiber optic communication trunk 
lines across major roads within the ITS Communication Infrastructure project - All Wards and County 

38. Approval of Contract No. 500a between the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, Clark County and the 
Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) to extend the project completion date for the 
development, design and deployment of arterial incident and event management systems in the Craig Road and Las Vegas 
Boulevard corridors within the arterial incident and event management system project - Ward 6 (Ross), North Las Vegas 
and County 

39. Approval of Contract 515d between the City of Las Vegas and the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern 
Nevada (RTC) to extend the project completion date for various street improvements associated with the Arterial 
Restoration and Preservation projects, fiscal year 2006 and arterial network pavement evaluation - All Wards 

40. Approval of Contract No. 536a between the City of Las Vegas and the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern 
Nevada (RTC) to extend the project completion date for improvements associated with the Annual Restoration and 
Preservation projects, fiscal year 2007 - Wards 1, 3 and 5 (Tarkanian, Reese and Barlow) 

41. Approval of Interlocal Agreement 113444 between the City of Las Vegas and the Las Vegas Valley Water District for 
water services at the Neon Boneyard Park project located east of Las Vegas Boulevard and north and south of McWilliams 
Avenue ($17,339 - Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act [SNPLMA]) - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

42. Approval of a Rule 9 Non-Refundable Construction Agreement with Nevada Power Company (NV Energy) for the 
extension of existing power facilities to provide power for improvements associated with the Freedom Park Renovation 
project located at 850 N. Mojave Road ($27,333 - Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act [SNPLMA]) - Ward 3 
(Reese) 

43. Approval of Amendment Number 4 to the Interlocal Contract with Clark County for the Department of Social Services to 
assist in evaluating City-designated special improvement district hardship applications ($35 an hour/estimated $1,000 a 
year - Revolving Special Improvement District Fund) - All Wards 

RESOLUTIONS - CONSENT 

44. R-26-2009 - Approval of a Resolution Awarding Bid for Special Improvement District No. 1511 - Farm Road (Virginia 
Dale Street to Tule Springs Road) ($63,517- Capital Projects Fund/Special Assessments) - Ward 6 (Ross) 

45. R-27-2009 - Approval of a Resolution directing the City Treasurer to give notice of the sale of properties subject to the 
lien of a delinquent assessment in Special Improvement District 505 and in certain other districts and providing other 
matters properly relating thereto - All Wards 
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46. R-28-2009 - Approval of a Resolution directing the City Treasurer to give notice of the sale of properties subject to the 
lien of a delinquent assessment in the Summerlin Special Improvement Districts and in certain other districts and 
providing other matters properly relating thereto - All Wards 

47. R-29-2009 - Approval of a Resolution to adopt policy regarding recycled water utilization in Southern Nevada - All Wards 

DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS 

HEARINGS- DISCUSSION 

48. Public Hearing to consider the report of expenses to recover costs for abatement of vacant or abandoned dangerous 
building located at 4830 Kansas Avenue in the amount of $3,956 (General Fund) and assess a maximum of $69,550 in 
daily civil penalties. PROPERTY OWNER: LUIZA PAIRICH - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) 

49. Public Hearing to consider the report of expenses to recover costs for abatement of vacant or abandoned dangerous 
building located at 5913 West Washington Avenue in the amount of $3,314.35 (General Fund) and assess a maximum of 
$51,550 in daily civil penalties. PROPERTY OWNER: ARMAN DAVTYAN - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) 

50. Public Hearing to consider the report of expenses to recover costs for abatement of vacant or abandoned dangerous 
building located at 4701 Alpine Place in the amount of $1,150 (General Fund) and assess a maximum of $62,350 in daily 
civil penalties. PROPERTY OWNER: BANK DEUTSCHE NATIONAL TR CO TRS — C/O REO DEPT - Ward 1 
(Tarkanian) 

51. Public Hearing to consider the report of expenses to recover costs for abatement of vacant or abandoned dangerous 
building located at 2200 West Washington Avenue in the amount of $3,199.35 (General Fund) and assess a maximum of 
$37,050 in daily civil penalties. PROPERTY OWNER: AC AB ENTERPRISES INC — C/O C. BANKSTON - Ward 5 
(Barlow) 

52. Hearing to consider a request for a waiver and/or reduction of civil penalties for the property located at 5041 North 
Cimarron Road in the amount of $70,550. PROPERTY OWNER: BANK WASHINGTON MUTUAL/JP MORGAN 
CHASE - Ward 4 (Steinman) 

ADMINISTRATIVE - DISCUSSION 

53. Discussion and possible action concerning the status of the 2009 legislative issues - All Wards 

54. Discussion and possible action regarding the Second Amended And Restated Agreement To Design, Construct And Lease 
A Performing Arts Center by and among Las Vegas Performing Arts Center Foundation, a Nevada non-profit corporation, 
City Parkway V, Inc., a Nevada not-for-profit corporation, and the City of Las Vegas, Nevada, a political subdivision of 
the State of Nevada, for the site commonly known as Parcel H/I on Union Park, located north of the intersection of 
Bonneville Avenue and Grand Central Parkway - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES - DISCUSSION 

55. Report and possible action by a representative from the Southern Nevada Health District regarding the outbreak of swine 
flu - All Wards 

CITY ATTORNEY - DISCUSSION 

56. Discussion and possible action to ratify retainer of Lewis and Roca and Daniel Polsenberg as outside counsel to represent 
the City in all matters stemming from litigation relating to the Las Vegas Taxpayer Accountability Committee; Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Reform Committee, et al., v. City Council of Las Vegas, et al., and Culinary Workers Union Local 226, et 
al v. City Council of Las Vegas, et al. 

FINANCE & BUSINESS SERVICES - BUSINESS SERVICES DISCUSSION 

57. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a Change of Ownership for a Tavern License subject to 
the provisions of the planning and fire codes and Health Dept. regulations, From: Vallone Becker Enterprises, LLC, John 
P. Vallone, Mgr, William E. Becker, Mgr, Leisure Investments, Inc., Mmbr, 100%, John P. Vallone, Dir, VP, William E. 
Becker, Dir, Pres, Michele M. La Count, Dir, Secy, and Kelly C. Preuss, Dir, Treas, To: Silver Saddle, Inc., dba Bogey's 
Bar & Grill, 7770 West Ann Road, Saeed Shaken, Pres, Secy, Treas, Dir - Ward 6 (Ross) 
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58. 	Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a new Restricted Gaming License subject to 
confirmation of approval by the Nevada Gaming Commission, Silver Saddle, Inc., dba Bogey's Bar & Grill, 7770 West 
Arm Road, Saeed Shaken, Pres, Secy, Treas, Dir, Saeed Shaken i 2008 Gaming Trust, 100%, Saeed Shaken, Trustee, 100% 
Shareholder - Ward 6 (Ross) 

59. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a new Beer/Wine/Cooler On-sale License subject to the 
provisions of the fire codes and Health Dept. regulations, Krazy Sushi, Inc., dba Krazy Sushi, 7160 North Decatur 
Boulevard, Suite 140, Doo Yong Jung, Pres, Dir, 50% and Ji Haeng Hur, Secy, Treas, 50% - Ward 6 (Ross) 

60. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a Change of Ownership for a Package License subject to 
the provisions of the planning and fire codes and Health Dept. regulations, From: Sam Sadek Yousif, Owner, 100%, To: 
Bidi Family Corp, dba Liquor Stop I, 865 North Lamb Boulevard, Suite 2, Kalid Bidi, Pres, Dir, Raid Bidi, Secy, Dir, and 
Salwan Bidi, Treas, Dir - Ward 3 (Reese) 

61. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a new Restricted Gaming License subject to 
confirmation of approval by the Nevada Gaming Commission, Bidi Family Corp, dba Liquor Stop 1, 865 North Lamb 
Boulevard, Suite 2, Kalid Bidi, Pres, Dir, Raid Bidi, Secy, Dir, and Salwan Bidi, Treas, Dir - Ward 3 (Reese) 

62. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a new Beer/Wine/Cooler On-sale License subject to the 
provisions of the fire codes, LL & Q Base, LLC, dba Tokyo Sushi House, 10040 West Cheyenne Avenue, Suite 150, 
Yujun Wang, Mgr, 100% - Ward 4 (Steinman) 

63. Discussion and possible action regarding a Change of Location for an Astrology License and a Psychic Arts and Science 
License subject to the provisions of the planning codes, Annie Phillips, dba Annie Phillips, From: 216 South 7th Street, 
Suite 13, To: 2801 South Valley View Boulevard, Suite 13, Annie Phillips, Owner, 100% - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) [NOTE: 
Item to be heard in the afternoon session in conjunction with Item 132 - SUP-33604] 

64. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a Change of Business Name and Change of Ownership 
for a Locksmith License, From: A B C Locksmiths, Inc., dba A B C Locksmiths, Inc., Rebecka L. Caster, Dir, Pres, Secy, 
Treas, 100%, To: NK Enterprises, Inc., dba A B C Locksmiths, 3981 West Sunset Road, Suite E, Nir Kaufman, Pres, 
Secy, Treas, Dir, 100% - County 

65. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a new Locksmith License subject to the provisions of the 
planning and fire codes, Speedy Locksmith & Key, Inc., dba Able Lock & Key, 1913 East Charleston Boulevard, Sonia I. 
Osbourne, Pres, Secy, Treas, 100% - Ward 3 (Reese) 

66. Discussion and possible action regarding Temporary Approval of a new Class II Secondhand Dealer License subject to the 
provisions of the planning and fire codes, Bargain Hunters, LLC, dba Bargain Hunters, 1200 South Rainbow Boulevard, 
Stacy Luxenberg, Mfg, 100% - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) [NOTE: Item to be heard in the afternoon session in conjunction with 
Item 131 - SUP-33388] 

67. Discussion and possible action for rescission of City Council action taken on March 18, 2009 for a Change of Business 
Name and a Change of Ownership for a Tavern License and a Restricted Gaming License, From: Buffalo Investments, 
Inc., dba Roadrunner Saloon Buffalo, To: Golden RR Buffalo 1, LLC, dba Roadrunner Saloon, 921 North Buffalo Drive, 
Golden Tavern Group, LLC, 100%, Golden Gaming, Inc., 100%, Blake L. Sartini, Pres, CEO, Rod S. Atamian, EVP, 
Treas, Secy, Matthew Flanderrneyer, CFO, VP, The Blake L. Sartini and Delise F. Sartini Family Trust, 100%, Delise F. 
Sartini, Trustee, Beneficiary and Blake L. Sartini, Trustee, Beneficiary - Ward 4 (Steinman) 

68. Discussion and possible action for rescission of City Council action taken on March 18, 2009 for a Change of Business 
Name and a Change of Ownership for a Tavern License and a Restricted Gaming License, From: True West Investments, 
Inc., dba Roadrunner Centennial, To: Golden RR Centennial 4, LLC, dba Roadrunner Saloon, 5990 Centennial Center 
Boulevard, Golden Tavern Group, LLC, 100%, Golden Gaming, Inc., 100%, Blake L. Sartini, Pres, CEO, Rod S. Atamian, 
EVP, Treas, Secy, Matthew Flandermeyer, CFO, VP, The Blake L. Santini and Delise F. Sartini Family Trust, 100%, 
Delise F. Sartini, Trustee, Beneficiary and Blake L. Sartini, Trustee, Beneficiary - Ward 6 (Ross) 

69. Discussion and possible action regarding a Six Month Review of a Psychic Arts and Science License, Psychic Solutions, 
LLC, dba Psychic Solutions, 2925 West Sahara Avenue, Angie Marks, Managing Mmbr, 50% and Stephanie Marks, 
Managing Mmbr, 50% - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) 
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70. Discussion and possible action regarding a Six Month Review of a Psychic Arts and Science License, Helen Adams, dba 
Tarot Card Readings, 4921 Alta Drive, Helen Adams, 100% - Ward 1 (Tarkanian) 

FINANCE & BUSINESS SERVICES - PURCHASING & CONTRACTS DISCUSSION 

71. Discussion and possible action regarding award of Agreement No. 09-25557, Owner-CMAR (Construction Manager At 
Risk) Agreement, The Smith Center for the Performing Arts, located on Discovery Drive in Union Park and the 
construction conflicts and contingency reserve set by Finance and Business Services - Department of Public Works - 
Award recommended to: THE WHITING-TURNER CONTRACTING COMPANY ($245,980,000 - Parks and Leisure 
Activities Capital Projects Fund) - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES - DISCUSSION 

72. Discussion and possible action regarding the City of Las Vegas Substantial Amendment to the 2008 Action Plan for the 
Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-housing Program (HPRP) that secures $2,105,118 as part of the American Recovery 
and Re-Investment Act (ARRA) of 2009 through the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) — All Wards 

PUBLIC WORKS - DISCUSSION 

73. Discussion and possible action on a request to install speed humps on 20th Street between Bonanza Road and Harris 
Avenue ($7,800 - Neighborhood Traffic Management Program) - Ward 3 (Reese) 

RESOLUTIONS - DISCUSSION 

74. R-30-2009 - Public Hearing, discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution making written findings, approving the 
use of monies, providing notice and materials to the Commission on Tourism and Governor of Nevada and making 
conclusive determinations, all relative to a Tourism Improvement District (TID) for parcels at Fourth Street and Stewart 
Avenue (APNs 139-34-501-004, -007 to -008, 139-27-899-042 and 139-34-599-009) - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

75. R-31-2009 - Discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution consenting to certain undertakings of the City of Las 
Vegas Redevelopment Agency (RDA) in connection with the Interlocal Agreement by and between the RDA and City of 
Las Vegas, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada, for the project concerning the development of the Smith Center 
for the Performing Arts, to be located just northeast of the intersection of Bonneville Avenue and Grand Central Parkway - 
Ward 5 (Barlow) [NOTE: This is a related item to RDA Item 4 (RA-7-2009)] 

76. R-32-2009 - Discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution consenting to the City of Las Vegas acceptance of the 
Grant Agreement by and between Donald W. Reynolds Foundation, a Nevada non-profit corporation, and the City of Las 
Vegas, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada, concerning the funding of the construction of a performing arts 
center to be located northeast of the intersection of Bonneville Avenue and Grand Central Parkway in the Union Park 
Master Planned development - Ward 5 (Barlow) 

BOARDS & COMMISSIONS - DISCUSSION  

77. TRAFFIC & PARKING COMMISSION — Vernell McNeal, Term Expiration 5-18-2009 

78. BUILDING AND SAFETY ENTERPRISE FUND ADVISORY COMMITTEE — James Chachas, representing the 
Residential Construction Industry, Term Expiration 5-2-2009 

BILLS ELIGIBLE FOR ADOPTION AT A LATER MEETING  

THERE IS NO PUBLIC COMMENT ON THESE ITEMS AND NO ACTION WILL BE TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL AT THIS 
MEETING, EXCEPT THOSE ITEMS WHICH MAY BE STRICKEN OR TABLED. PUBLIC TESTIMONY TAKES PLACE 
AT THE RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

79. Bill No. 2009-16 - Levies Assessment for Special Improvement District No. 1516— Fremont Street Maintenance District 
(Las Vegas Boulevard to 8th Street) Sponsored by: Step Requirement 

80. Bill No. 2009-17 — Updates Municipal Code standards and requirements for ambulance services provided by means of 
franchise. Proposed by: Candace Falder, Acting Director of Finance and Business Services 
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NEW BILLS - DISCUSSION 

THERE IS NO PUBLIC COMMENT ON THESE ITEMS. NEW BILLS ARE READ INTO THE RECORD AND REFERRED 
TO RECOMMENDING COMMITTEE FOR A SEPARATE HEARING TO RECEIVE PUBLIC TESTIMONY BEFORE 
ACTION BY THE COUNCIL AT A LATER MEETING. EXCEPTION: EMERGENCY BILLS OR THOSE ITEMS TO BE 
STRICKEN OR TABLED. 

81. Bill No. 2009-18 — Updates and corrects various provisions of the City's zoning regulations relative to certain land use 
categories and development standards. Sponsored by: Mayor Oscar B. Goodman 

82. Bill No. 2009-19 — Updates the Municipal Code prohibition regarding the possession of false identifying information or 
documentation. Proposed by: Bradford R. Jerbic, City Attorney 

83. Bill No. 2009-20 — Prohibits alcoholic beverages and glass beverage containers in City parks except pursuant to a permit 
or other written authorization. Sponsored by: Councilman Gary Reese 

CLOSED SESSION  

84. Closed Session - Upon duly carried Motion, a closed meeting is called in accordance with NRS 288.220 to discuss the 
upcoming labor negotiations 

1:00 P.M. - AFTERNOON SESSION 

BUSINESS ITEMS - AFTERNOON  

85. Any items from the afternoon session that the Council, staff and /or the applicant wish to be stricken or held in abeyance to 
a future meeting may be brought forward and acted upon at this time 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

THE ITEMS LISTED BELOW, WHERE APPROPRIATE, HAVE BEEN REVIEWED BY THE VARIOUS CITY 
DEPARTMENTS RELATIVE TO REQUIREMENTS FOR STORM DRAINAGE AND FLOOD CONTROL, CONNECTION 
TO SANITARY SEWER, TRAFFIC CIRCULATION, AND BUILDING AND FIRE REGULATIONS. THEIR COMMENTS 
AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THE ACTION. 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT - ONE MOTION/ONE VOTE 

THE FOLLOWING ARE ITEMS THAT MAY BE CONSIDERED IN ONE MOTION/ONE VOTE. THEY ARE CONSIDERED 
ROUTINE NON-PUBLIC AND PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS. ALL PUBLIC HEARINGS AND NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS 
WILL BE OPENED AT ONE TIME. ANY PERSON REPRESENTING AN APPLICATION OR A MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC 
OR A MEMBER OF THE CITY COUNCIL NOT IN AGREEMENT WITH THE CONDITIONS AND ALL STANDARD 
CONDITIONS FOR THE APPLICATION RECOMMENDED BY STAFF, SHOULD REQUEST TO HAVE THAT ITEM 
REMOVED FROM THIS PART OF THE AGENDA. 

86. SUP-33189 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: BIG MAMAS COOKING OR KITCHEN, 
INC. - OWNER: BUD HOLDINGS, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A SUPPER CLUB IN AN EXISTING 
4,091 SQUARE-FOOT RESTAURANT at 2230 West Bonanza Road (APNs 139-29-704-023 through 025), C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

87. SDR-33191 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO SUP-33189 - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT: BIG MAMAS COOKING OR KITCHEN, INC. - OWNER: BUD HOLDINGS, LLC - Request for a Site 
Development Plan Review FOR ON-SITE ALTERATIONS FOR AN EXISTING 4,091 SQUARE-FOOT 
RESTAURANT at 2230 West Bonanza Road (APNs 139-29-704-023 through 025), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, 
Ward 5 (Barlow). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 
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88. SUP-33491 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAPTOP XCHANGE - OWNER: 
CENTENNIAL GATEWAY LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A SECONDHAND DEALER at 5765 
Centennial Center, Suite #160 (APN 125-27-411-013), [SC-IC (Service Commercial-Town Center) Special Land Use 
Designation] Zone, Ward 6 (Ross). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

89. SUP-33584 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT- PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: BUZZ BBQ - OWNER: CRAIG 
MARKETPLACE, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A BEER/WINE/COOLER ON-SALE 
ESTABLISHMENT WITHIN AN EXISTING RESTAURANT at 7121 West Craig Road, Suite #101 (APN 138-03-715- 
007), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 4 (Steinman). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend 
APPROVAL 

90. RQR-31529 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: GOLDEN ARCH LP - Required 
Review of an approved Special Use Permit (U-53-87) FOR A 40-FOOT, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN 
(BILLBOARD) at 4400 East Charleston Boulevard (APN 140-32-401-004), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 
(Reese). The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

91. RQR-33286 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAMAR CENTRAL OUTDOOR, LLC - 
OWNER: EWING INVESTMENTS, A PARTNERSHIP - Required Review of an approved Variance (V-0131-90) 
WHICH ALLOWED AN 80-FOOT TALL, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) WHERE 40 
FEET IS THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT ALLOWED at 1405 "A" Street (APN 139-27-501-003), M (Industrial) Zone, Ward 
5 (Barlow). The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

92. RQR-33287 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAMAR CENTRAL OUTDOOR, LLC - 
OWNER: INTEGRAL PARTNERS PARK PLACE CENTRE-LAS VEGAS, LLC- Required Review of an approved 
Special Use Permit (U-0101-95) FOR ONE 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) ORIENTED 
TOWARD INTERSTATE-15 AT A HEIGHT OF 30 FEET ABOVE THE ELEVATED FREEWAY; AND A SECOND 
14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) ORIENTED TOWARD THE DESERT INN ROAD 
"SUPER ARTERIAL" AT A HEIGHT OF 55 FEET ABOVE GRADE at 3200 South Rancho Drive (APN 162-08-418- 
002), M (Industrial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) and staff recommend 
APPROVAL 

93. RQR-33344 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CLEAR CHANNEL OUTDOOR - OWNER: 
RONALD M. HIRAHARA ETAL - Required Review of an approved Special Use Permit (U-0086-86) FOR A 65-FOOT 
TALL, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) on property located at 831 West Bonanza Road 
(APN 139-28-801-010), M (Industrial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend APPROVAL 

94. RQR-33487 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LUTHERAN SOCIAL SERVICES OF 
NEVADA - OWNER: HARSCH INVESTMENT PROPERTIES - NEVADA, LLC - Request for a Required Review of an 
approved Special Use Permit (SUP-26576) FOR A SOCIAL SERVICE PROVIDER at 51 North Pecos Road, Suite #109 
(APN 139-36-811-010), M (Industrial) Zone, Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend 
APPROVAL 

95. RQR-33580 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: FRANK SWEENEY - Required 
Review of a previously approved Special Use Permit (SUP-25031) FOR AN EXISTING HALFWAY HOUSE FOR 
RECOVERING ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSERS WITH APPROVED WAIVERS TO ALLOW A 300-FOOT 
SEPARATION FROM AN EXISTING GROUP RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY WHERE 1,500 FEET IS THE 
MINIMUM SEPARATION DISTANCE REQUIRED AND TO ALLOW A 6,136 SQUARE-FOOT LOT WHERE 6,500 
SQUARE FEET IS THE MINIMUM REQUIRED at 2621 Brady Avenue (APN 139-25-215-079), R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) Zone, Ward 3 (Reese). Staff recommends APPROVAL 

96. VAC-30172 - VACATION - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: FOREST CITY COMMERCIAL DEV, INC. - 
OWNER: LIVE WORK, LLC., ET AL - Petition to Vacate an 80-foot wide portion of First Street between Bonneville 
Avenue and Garces Avenue, Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT - DISCUSSION 

97. GPA-32167 - ABEYANCE ITEM - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: P'S AUTO 
SALES - OWNER: BEARD FAMILY TRUST - Request to Amend a portion of the Southeast Sector Plan of the General 
Plan FROM: SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) TO: GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) on 0.55 acres at 3920 West Sahara 
Avenue (APN 162-06-801-005), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). The Planning Commission (3-2 vote) and staff recommend 
DENIAL 

98. ZON-32168 - ABEYANCE ITEM - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-32167 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: P'S 
AUTO SALES - OWNER: BEARD FAMILY TRUST - Request for a Rezoning FROM: C-1 (LIMITED 
COMMERCIAL) TO: C-2 (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) on 0.55 acres at 3920 West Sahara Avenue (APN 162-06-80 1-  
005), Ward 1 (Tarkanian). The Planning Commission (3-2 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

99. SUP-32548 - ABEYANCE ITEM - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-32167 AND ZON-32168 - PUBLIC 
HEARING - APPLICANT: P'S AUTO SALES - OWNER: BEARD FAMILY TRUST - Request for a Special Use Permit 
FOR A PROPOSED MOTOR VEHICLE SALES (USED) ESTABLISHMENT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A 
23,900 SQUARE-FOOT PARCEL WHERE 25,000 SQUARE FEET IS THE MINIMUM REQUIRED at 3920 West 
Sahara Avenue (APN 162-06-801-005), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-2 (General Commercial)], 
Ward 1 (Tarkanian). The Planning Commission (3-2 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

100. SDR-32549 - ABEYANCE ITEM - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-32167, ZON-32168 
AND SUP-32548 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: P'S AUTO SALES - OWNER: BEARD FAMILY TRUST - 
Request for a Major Amendment to an approved Site Development Plan Review (SDR-1167) FOR A PROPOSED 
MOTOR VEHICLE SALES (USED) ESTABLISHMENT on 0.55 acres at 3920 West Sahara Avenue (APN 162-06-80 1-  
005), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-2 (General Commercial)], Ward 1 (Tarkanian). The Planning 
Commission (3-2 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

101. GPA-32424 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: GARNON LLC - 
Request to Amend a portion of the Southeast Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) 
TO: GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) on 0.35 acres at 4201 West Charleston Boulevard (APN 162-06-510-004), Ward 1 
(Tarkanian). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

102. SUP-30693 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-32424 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 
GARNON, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED AUTO REPAIR GARAGE (MAJOR) WITH A 
WAIVER TO ALLOW THE OPENINGS OF THE SERVICE BAYS TO FACE THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY at 4201 
West Charleston Boulevard (APN 162-06-510-004), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

103. GPA-32550 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SMOKE RANCH 
DEVELOPMENT, LLC - Request to Amend a portion of the Southwest Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: 0 
(OFFICE) TO: SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) on 2.63 acres adjacent to the south side of Smoke Ranch Road, 
approximately 1,300 feet east of Buffalo Drive (APN 138-22-102-004), Ward 4 (Steinman). Staff recommends DENIAL. 
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

104. ZON-32551 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-32550 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SMOKE 
RANCH DEVELOPMENT, LLC - Request for a Rezoning FROM: U (UNDEVELOPED) [0 (OFFICE) GENERAL 
PLAN DESIGNATION] UNDER RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO P-R (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE AND PARKING) 
TO: N-S (NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICE) on 2.63 acres adjacent to the south side of Smoke Ranch Road, approximately 
1,300 feet east of Buffalo Drive (APN 138-22-102-004), Ward 4 (Steinman). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) recommends APPROVAL 
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105. VAR-32553 - VARIANCE RELATED TO GPA-32550 AND ZON-32551 - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: SMOKE RANCH DEVELOPMENT, LLC - Request for a Variance TO ALLOW A ONE-FOOT 
SETBACK ALONG THE SOUTH PERIMETER WHERE 25 FEET IS REQUIRED; TO ALLOW A ONE-FOOT 
SETBACK ALONG PORTIONS OF THE NORTH AND WEST PERIMETERS WHERE 10 FEET IS REQUIRED; TO 
ALLOW A FIVE-FOOT SETBACK ALONG A PORTION OF THE EAST PERIMETER; TO ALLOW A LOT 
COVERAGE OF 59% WHERE 30% IS THE MAXIMUM PERMITTED; AND TO ALLOW A 60-FOOT WIDE LOT 
WHERE 100 FEET IS THE MINIMUM REQUIRED on 2.63 acres adjacent to the south side of Smoke Ranch Road, 
approximately 1,300 feet east of Buffalo Drive (APN 138-22-102-004), U (Undeveloped) Zone [0 (Office) General Plan 
Designation] under Resolution of Intent to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone [PROPOSED: N-S (Neighborhood 
Service)], Ward 4 (Steinman). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) recommends 
APPROVAL 

106. SUP-32552 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-32550, ZON-32551 AND VAR-32553 - PUBLIC HEARING 
- APPLICANT/OWNER: SMOKE RANCH DEVELOPMENT, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A 
PROPOSED MINI-STORAGE FACILITY adjacent to the south side of Smoke Ranch Road, approximately 1,300 feet 
east of Buffalo Drive (APN 138-22-102-004), U (Undeveloped) Zone [0 (Office) General Plan Designation] under 
Resolution of Intent to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone [PROPOSED: N-S (Neighborhood Service)], Ward 4 
(Steinman). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

107. SDR-32555 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-32550, ZON-32551, VAR-32553 AND 
SUP-32552 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SMOKE RANCH DEVELOPMENT, LLC - Request for a 
Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED 99,549 SQUARE-FOOT MINI-STORAGE FACILITY WITH A 
WAIVER TO ALLOW A ZERO-FOOT LANDSCAPE BUFFER ALONG THE EAST, SOUTH, NORTH AND A 
PORTION OF THE WEST PERIMETER WHERE EIGHT FEET IS REQUIRED on 2.63 acres adjacent to the south side 
of Smoke Ranch Road, approximately 1,300 feet east of Buffalo Drive (APN 138-22-102-004), U (Undeveloped) Zone [0 
(Office) General Plan Designation] under Resolution of Intent to P-R (Professional Office and Parking) Zone 
[PROPOSED: N-S (Neighborhood Service)], Ward 4 (Steinman). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

108. GPA-33478 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS 
VEGAS - Request to amend a portion of the Southeast Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: ML (MEDIUM LOW 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: PR-OS (PARKS/RECREATION/OPEN SPACE) on 0.16 acres located north of the Las 
Vegas Wash at the southwest end of Sandhill Road (APN 140-30-296-001) Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission 
(6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

109. ZON-33479 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-33478 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS 
VEGAS - Request for a Rezoning TO: C-V (CIVIC) on 4.06 acres located at the intersection of the Las Vegas Wash and 
Sandhill Road (APN 140-30-296-001 thru 003), Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend APPROVAL 

110. WVR-33480 - WAIVER RELATED TO GPA-33478 AND ZON-33479 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: 
CITY OF LAS VEGAS - Request for a Waiver of the TITLE 18.12.130 REQUIREMENT TO ALLOW PUBLIC 
STREETS TO NOT TERMINATE IN A CUL-DE-SAC on 8.78 acres located at the intersection of the Las Vegas Wash 
and Sandhill Road (APN 140-30-296-001, 003 and 140-30-601-001), [Proposed: C-V (Civic)], Ward 3 (Reese). The 
Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

SDR-33481 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-33478, ZON-33479, AND WVR-33480 - 
PUBLIC HEARING - APPL1CANT/OWNER: CITY OF LAS VEGAS - Request for a Site Development Plan Review 
FOR A PROPOSED CITY PARK on 8.92 acres located at the intersection of the Las Vegas Wash and Sandhill Road 
(APN 140-30-296-001 thru 003 and 140-30-601-001), [Proposed: C-V (Civic)], Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

112. GPA-33542 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: RED CARD, LLC - 
Request to Amend a portion of the Southwest Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: SC (SERVICE COMMERCIAL) 
TO: GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) on 0.87 acres at 8490 Westcliff Drive (APN 138-28-401-009), Ward 2 (Wolfson). 
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

111.  
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113. ZON-33543 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-33542 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: RED CARD, 
LLC - Request for a Rezoning FROM: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) TO: C-2 (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) on 0.87 
acres at 8490 Westcliff Drive (APN 138-28-401-009), Ward 2 (Wolfson). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend DENIAL 

114. SUP-33544 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT RELATED TO GPA-33542 AND ZON-33543 - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: RED CARD, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A TRUCK RENTAL 
ESTABLISHMENT at 8490 Westcliff Drive (APN 138-28-401-009), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-2 
(General Commercial)], Ward 2 (Wolfson). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

115. SDR-33546 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-33542, ZON-33543 AND SUP-33544 - 
PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: RED CARD, LLC - Request for a Major Amendment to an approved Site 
Development Plan Review (Z-0110-90) TO ELIMINATE REQUIRED LANDSCAPE AND TO ADD TRUCK 
STORAGE FOR A PROPOSED TRUCK RENTAL ESTABLISHMENT IN CONJUNCTION WITH AN EXISTING 
CONVENIENCE STORE AND RESTAURANT at 8490 Westcliff Drive (APN 138-28-401-009), C-1 (Limited 
Commercial) Zone [PROPOSED: C-2 (General Commercial)], Ward 2 (Wolfson). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) 
and staff recommend DENIAL 

116. GPA-33597 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAKES CONGREGATION OF 
JEHOVAH'S WITNESSES, LAS VEGAS, NEVADA - OWNER: ARMONDO TULLY - Request to Amend a portion of 
the Southwest Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: DR (DESERT RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: PF 
(PUBLIC FACILITIES) on 1.49 acres at the northeast corner of O'Bannon Drive and Lisa Lane (APN 163-04-305-006), 
Ward 2 (Wolfson). The Planning Commission (4-2 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL 

117. ZON-33598 - REZONING RELATED TO GPA-33597 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAKES 
CONGREGATION OF JEHOVAH'S WITNESSES, LAS VEGAS, NEVADA - OWNER: ARMONDO TULLY - 
Request for a Rezoning FROM: U (UNDEVELOPED) [DR (DESERT RURAL DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) GENERAL 
PLAN DESIGNATION] TO: C-V (CIVIC) on 1.49 acres at the northeast corner of O'Bannon Drive and Lisa Lane (APN 
163-04-305-006), Ward 2 (Wolfson). The Planning Commission (4-2 vote) recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends 
APPROVAL 

118. SDR-33599 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO GPA-33597 AND ZON-33598 - PUBLIC 
HEARING - APPLICANT: LAKES CONGREGATION OF JEHOVAH'S WITNESSES, LAS VEGAS, NEVADA - 
OWNER: ARMONDO TULLY - Request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED ONE-STORY, 18- 
FOOT TALL 4,576 SQUARE-FOOT CHURCH/HOUSE OF WORSHIP on 1.49 acres at the northeast corner of 
O'Bannon Drive and Lisa Lane (APN 163-04-305-006), U (Undeveloped) Zone [DR (Desert Rural Density Residential) 
General Plan Designation] Zone [PROPOSED: C-V (Civic)], Ward 2 (Wolfson). The Planning Commission (4-2 vote) 
recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL 

119. GPA-33607 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: REZAIE FAMILY 
TRUST - Request to Amend a portion of the Southeast Sector Plan of the General Plan FROM: 0 (OFFICE) TO: SC 
(SERVICE COMMERCIAL) on 0.16 acres at 1580 East Sahara Avenue (APN 162-02-411-025), Ward 3 (Reese). The 
Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

120. ZON-29221 - REZONING- PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: ANNE AND KENNY WONG - Request for a 
Rezoning FROM: R-1 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) TO: P-R (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE AND PARKING) on 
0.10 acres at 1413 South Eastern Avenue (APN 162-01-210-039), Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) 
recommends DENIAL. Staff recommends APPROVAL 

121. SDR-29281 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO ZON-29221 - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT/OWNER: ANNE AND KENNY WONG - Request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR THE 
CONVERSION OF AN EXISTING 1,038 SQUARE-FOOT RESIDENCE INTO AN OFFICE WITH WAIVERS OF 
THE PERIMETER LANDSCAPE BUFFER STANDARDS TO ALLOW BUFFERS OF ONE-FOOT ALONG THE 
WEST PERIMETER WHERE 15 FEET IS REQUIRED; ZERO FEET ALONG THE EAST PERIMETER WHERE 
EIGHT FEET IS REQUIRED; ONE-FOOT ALONG THE NORTH PERIMETER WHERE FIVE FEET IS REQUIRED; 
AND ZERO FEET ALONG THE SOUTH PERIMETER WHERE FIVE FEET IS REQUIRED on 0.10 acres at 1413 
South Eastern Avenue (APN 162-01-210-039), Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend DENIAL 
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122. ZON-32514 - REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: NEVADA H.A.N.D., INC. - OWNER: SILVER SKY 
TWO, LP - Request for a Rezoning FROM: U (UNDEVELOPED) [M (MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION] TO: R-3 (MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) on 4.71 acres adjacent to the north 
side of Silver Sky Drive, approximately 500 feet east of Roland Wiley Drive (APNs 138-28-401-017 and 018), Ward 2 
(Wolfson). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

123. VAR-33012 - VARIANCE RELATED TO ZON-32514 - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: NEVADA H.A.N.D., 
INC. - OWNER: SILVER SKY TWO, LP - Request for a Variance TO ALLOW A 79-FOOT SETBACK WHERE 
RESIDENTIAL ADJACENCY STANDARDS REQUIRE 99 FEET on 4.71 acres adjacent to the north side of Silver Sky 
Drive, approximately 500 feet east of Roland Wiley Drive (APNs 138-28-401-017 and 018), U (Undeveloped) Zone [M 
(Medium Density Residential) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: R-3 (Medium Density Residential)], Ward 2 
(Wolfson) NOTE: THIS APPLICATION IS BEING AMENDED TO ALLOW A 79-FOOT SETBACK WHERE 
RESIDENTIAL ADJACENCY STANDARDS REQUIRE 136 FEET. The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend APPROVAL 

124. SDR-33010 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO ZON-32514 AND VAR-33012 - PUBLIC 
HEARING - APPLICANT: NEVADA H.A.N.D., INC. - OWNER: SILVER SKY TWO, LP - Request for a Site 
Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED TWO AND THREE-STORY, 120-UNIT SENIOR CITIZEN 
APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT WITH A WAIVER TO ALLOW A ZERO-FOOT LANDSCAPE BUFFER ALONG 
THE WEST PERIMETER WHERE SIX FEET IS REQUIRED on 4.71 acres adjacent to the north side of Silver Sky 
Drive, approximately 500 feet east of Roland Wiley Drive (APNs 138-28-401-017 and 018), U (Undeveloped) Zone [M 
(Medium Density Residential) General Plan Designation] [PROPOSED: R-3 (Medium Density Residential)], Ward 2 
(Wolfson). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

125. ZON-33240 - REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: DEAN HARDY AND 1LANA KLYM, ET 
AL - Request for a Rezoning FROM: R-1 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) TO: P-R (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE 
AND PARKING) on 0.35 acres at 610 South 9th Street (APNs 139-34-810-063 and 064), Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

126. ZON-33588 - REZONING - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LV LAND PARTNERS - OWNER: OEHLER 1992 
TRUST - Request for a Rezoning FROM: R-4 (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO: C-1 (LIMITED COMMERCIAL) 
on 0.32 acres generally located along the east alignment of 3rd Street approximately 210 feet south of Charleston 
Boulevard (APNs 162-03-110-003 and 004), Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (5-0-1 vote) and staff 
recommend APPROVAL 

127. VAR-32873 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: ANTONIO AND CRISTINA SOSA - Appeal 
filed from the denial by the Planning Commission of a request for a Variance TO ALLOW 16 PARKING SPACES 
WHERE 24 ARE REQUIRED FOR THE CONVERSION OF 500 SQUARE FEET OF OFFICE TO A RESTAURANT 
USE on 0.56 acres at 1499 North Lamb Boulevard (APN 140-29-101-006), N-S (Neighborhood Service) Zone, Ward 3 
(Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend DENIAL 

128. VAR-33522 - VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING - APPL1CANT/OWNER: DENNIS WHITE AND SUSAN SCHAFF - 
Request for a Variance TO ALLOW A SEVEN-INCH SIDE YARD SETBACK WHERE FIVE FEET IS REQUIRED 
FOR EXISTING ADDITIONS ALONG THE EAST PERIMETER AND A ZERO-FOOT SIDE YARD SETBACK 
ALONG THE WEST PERIMETER WHERE THREE FEET IS REQUIRED FOR AN EXISTING ACCESSORY 
STRUCTURE (CLASS II) on 0.16 acres at 4601 Evergreen Place (APN 139-31-410-010), R-1 (Single Family 
Residential) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (5-1 vote) recommends 
APPROVAL 

129. SUP-32171 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: FRANCISCO LARA - OWNER: 7TH 
STREET PROPERTIES, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED TAVERN-LIMITED 
ESTABLISHMENT at 115 North 7th Street (APN 139-34-612-086), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow). 
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

130. SDR-33426 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW RELATED TO SUP-32171 - PUBLIC HEARING - 
APPLICANT: FRANCISCO LARA - OWNER: 7TH STREET PROPERTIES, LLC - Request for a Site Development 
Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED TAVERN-LIMITED ESTABLISHMENT IN AN EXISTING TWO-STORY, 7,632 
SQUARE-FOOT BUILDING WITH A 6,160 SQUARE-FOOT COMMERCIAL RECREATION/AMUSEMENT 
FACILITY (OUTDOOR) at 115 North 7th Street (APN 139-34-612-086), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 
(Barlow). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 
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131. SUP-33388 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: BARGAIN HUNTERS, LLC - OWNER: 
JACK S. LAIRD, LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR A PROPOSED 20,457 SQUARE-FOOT SECOND 
HAND DEALER at 1200 South Rainbow Boulevard (APN 163-02-101-003), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 
(Tarkanian). NOTE: To be heard on conjunction with Morning Session Item 66 The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) 
and staff recommend APPROVAL 

132. SUP-33604 - SPECIAL USE PERMIT - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: ANNIE PHILLIPS - OWNER: QUAIL 
VALLEY VIEW LLC - Request for a Special Use Permit FOR AN ASTROLOGER, HYPNOTIST, OR PSYCHIC ART 
AND SCIENCE at 2801 South Valley View Boulevard, Suite #13 (APN 162-07-601-001) P-R (Professional Office and 
Parking) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). NOTE: To be heard in conjunction with Morning Session Item 63 The Planning 
Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

133. SDR-33576 - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: GATEWAY 
MOTEL INC. - Request for a Site Development Plan Review FOR A PROPOSED FOUR-STORY, 45-FOOT TALL, 114- 
ROOM HOTEL AND 2,964 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE WITH A WAIVER OF THE DOWNTOWN 
CENTENNIAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS TO ALLOW A ZERO-FOOT LANDSCAPE SETBACK WHERE 10 FEET IS 
REQUIRED on 1.23 acres adjacent to the northwest corner of Charleston Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard (APN 139- 
34-410-139 and 165), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Reese). The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff 
recommend APPROVAL 

134. RQR-33579 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: MARIA ZUBIA - OWNER: NORA 
ARMENIAN - Required Review of a previously approved Special Use Permit (SUP-3128) FOR AN AUTO PARTS 
(NEW AND REBUILD) (ACCESSORY SALES & SERVICE) AND AUTO REPAIR GARAGE, MINOR on 3.9 acres 
located at 4401 Stewart Avenue (APN 140-32-201-002), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 3 (Reese). Staff 
recommends DENIAL 

135. RQR-33320 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: MAYNARD J. WEINS JR ETAL - 
Required Review of an approved Special Use Permit (U-0030-91) FOR A 55-FOOT TALL, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT 
OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) on property located at 2750 North Decatur Boulevard (APN 139-18-302-002), C-2 
(General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) 
recommends APPROVAL 

136. RQR-33332 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT/OWNER: SCHMONIES LLC - Required 
Review of an approved Special Use Permit (U-0074-95) FOR A 40-FOOT TALL, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-
PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) on property located at 7200 West Lake Mead Boulevard (APN 138-22-610-002), C-1 
(Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). Staff recommends DENIAL. The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) 
recommends APPROVAL 

137. RQR-33341 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: CLEAR CHANNEL OUTDOOR - OWNER: 
CHARLES RICHARD HART JR. FAMILY TRUST - Required Review of an approved Special Use Permit (U-0029-96) 
FOR A 40-FOOT TALL, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) on property located at 2151 
North Rancho Drive (APN 139-19-103-002), C-2 (General Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow). Staff recommends 
DENIAL. The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) recommends APPROVAL 

138. RQR-33351- REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: LAMAR CENTRAL OUTDOOR - OWNER: 
VEGAS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING INC - Required Review of an approved Special Use Permit (U-0322-94) FOR A 
70-FOOT TALL, 14-FOOT BY 48-FOOT OFF-PREMISE SIGN (BILLBOARD) on property located at 369 North 13th 
Street (APN 139-35-101-001), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 5 (Barlow). The Planning Commission (5-0-1 
vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 

139. RQR-33583 - REQUIRED REVIEW - PUBLIC HEARING - APPLICANT: MASSAGE ENVY - OWNER: SHADOW 
MOUNTAIN MARKETPLACE, LLC - Required Review of an approved Special Use Permit (SUP-23093) FOR A 3,270 
SQUARE-FOOT MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT WITH A WAIVER OF THE HOURS OF OPERATION 
LIMITATION TO ALLOW BUSINESS HOURS FROM 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. WHERE BUSINESS HOURS ARE 
RESTRICTED TO 8:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.; A WAIVER OF THE 400-FOOT MINIMUM DISTANCE SEPARATION 
REQUIREMENTS TO ALLOW A 67-FOOT DISTANCE SEPARATION FROM A CITY PARK; AND A WAIVER OF 
THE 1,000-FOOT DISTANCE SEPARATION REQUIREMENT TO ALLOW A 130-FOOT DISTANCE SEPARATION 
FROM ANOTHER MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT at 6475 North Decatur Boulevard, Suite #160 and #165 (APN 125- 
24-811-003), C-1 (Limited Commercial) Zone, Ward 1 (Tarkanian). NOTE: NO WAIVER OF BUSINESS HOURS. 
The Planning Commission (6-0 vote) and staff recommend APPROVAL 
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SET DATE 

140. SET DATE ON ANY APPEALS FILED OR REQUIRED PUBLIC HEARINGS FROM THE CITY PLANNING 
COMMISSION MEETINGS AND DANGEROUS BUILDING OR NUISANCE/LITTER ABATEMENTS 

COUNCILMEMBER RECOGNITION 

141. COUNCIL MEMBER RECOGNITION: COMMENTS MADE BY INDIVIDUAL CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA WILL NOT BE ACTED UPON BY THE CITY COUNCIL UNLESS 
THAT SUBJECT IS ON THE AGENDA AND SCHEDULED FOR ACTION 

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION 

142. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION: PUBLIC COMMENT DURING THIS PORTION OF THE AGENDA MUST BE 
LIMITED TO MATTERS WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL. NO SUBJECT MAY BE ACTED 
UPON BY THE CITY COUNCIL 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 

******* *** ******* *** *** 

THIS MEETING I-LAS BEEN PROPERLY NOTICED AND POSTED AT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS: 
City Clerk's Bulletin Board, City Hall Plaza, 2n d  Floor Slcybridge 

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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(Attach Minutes of Public Hearing on May 6, 2009 Meeting) 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

	

1 	Public Hearing, discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution making written 

2 findings, approving the use of monies, providing notice and materials to the Commission on 

3 Tourism and Governor of Nevada and making conclusive determinations, all relative to a 

4 Tourism Improvement District (TID) for parcels at Fourth Street and Stewart Avenue 

5 (APNs 139-34-501-004, -007 to -008, 139-27-899-042 and 139-34-599-009) - Ward 5 

6 (Barlow) 

7 

8 Appearance List:  

9 OSCAR GOODMAN, Mayor 

)10 BILL ARENT, Acting Director, Office of Business Development 

11 BRIAN GORDON, Applied Analysis 

12 STEVEN D. ROSS, Councilman 

13 JEFF ROSEN, CIM Group 

14 DEE TAYLOR, 1630 South Commerce Drive 

15 STEVE WOLFSON, Councilman 

16 DIANE WOOLMAN, 9029 Blue Raven Avenue 

17 MARIA GANDARA 

18 ANDREW BROWN SON 

9 JOSEPH MICHAEL CORDOVA, III, President, Turtle Creek Homeowner's Association 

20 TEDDY RUSSELL, Las Vegas resident 

21 BRYAN SCOTT, Assistant City Attorney 

22 GARY REESE, Councilman 

23 LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman 

24 BRAD JERBIC, City Attorney 

25 SCOTT ADAMS, Chief Urban Redevelopment Officer 

26 RICKI Y. BARLOW, Councilman 

27 

	

•28 	(1 hour 30 minutes) 

29 

30 Typed by: Lean Coleman, Deeny Araujo, Angela Crolli 

	

31 	Proofed by: Angela Crolli 

Page 1 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

32 MAYOR GOODMAN 

33 	Item 74 is R-30-2009, a Public Hearing, discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution 

34 making written findings, approving the use of monies, providing notice and materials to the 

35 Commission on Tourism and Governor of Nevada and making conclusive determinations, all 

36 relative to a Tourism Improvement District. The acronym is TID, T-I-D, for parcels at Fourth 

37 	Street and Stewart Avenue, and this is in Ward 5. It's a Public Hearing, which I now declare 

38 	open. Mr. Arent. 

39 

BILL ARENT 

41 	Thank you, Mr. Mayor and members of Council. This is a public hearing. I realize the hour's a 

42 	little bit late, but I think it's important to get certain comments onto the record. I'm gonna go 

43 	through a PowerPoint presentation as quickly as I can. With me today, also, is Brian Gordon of 

44 Applied Analysis. He will give a part of the PowerPoint presentation as well. We also have 

45 representative of the developer, CIM Group, Mr. Jeff Rosen, and I'll invite him to make any 

46 	comments after we finish our presentation. 

47 The Tourism Improvement District allows a City or a County to retain up to 75 percent of 

48 	mandatory sales and use tax proceeds generated within a district, within a self-defined district 

49 pursuant to the Nevada Revised Statutes. Proceeds can be used to acquire, improve, equip, 

50 	operate or maintain a project within a district, and eligible uses include retail, tourism or 

51 	entertainment purposes. 

52 Thought it was important to remind the Council of where we are at in the process. On February 
53 	4 th , you,  

54 hearing held by the Board of County Commissioners on April 8 th • We also attended a public 

55 	hearing of the Clark County School District Board of Trustees on April 23. Today is a public 

56 	hearing to primarily determine three things. One, to make an increased finding, as I'll describe in 

57 just a moment; make a preponderance finding, and I'll describe what that means also. We also, 

58 	as a body, the City Council I should say, should consider both the Board of County 

59 Commissioner written comments and the Clark County School District written comments. 

60 As part of your backup documentation, we included a transcript of the April 8 th  hearing at the 

61 

	

	Board of County Commission, and we also included a letter from Mr. Jeff Weiler, who is the 
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62 	Chief Financial Officer of the School District, representing the Board of Trustees regarding their 

63 	written comments. And I'll touch on that at the end of the presentation. 

64 The next steps, after today, are a Nevada Commission on Tourism hearing, the date of, for which 

65 	it's pending. We anticipate that it will be some time in June. And then, finally, it goes to the 

66 	Governor for final approval. 

67 	The required findings, as I mentioned, there's an increase finding and a preponderance finding. 

68 	The increase finding requires the Council to find, as a result of this project, retailers will locate 

69 	their businesses in the District, and there will be a substantial increase in sales and use tax 

70 revenues. Additionally, a preponderance finding must be determined to show that proceeds from 

71 	sales and use tax revenues will be attributable to the transactions with tourists who are not 

72 Nevada residents. And I'll explain how the resolution and the supporting documentation, today, 

73 	meets (sic) both of those findings. 

74 The next steps, as I mentioned, we have Commission on Tourism and then to the Governor's 

75 	desk. The Governor is required, by law, to consider any fiscal effect of the pledge of money for 

76 	educational funding. So I'll spend a little bit of time at the end of the presentation to address 

77 	that. 

78 The City Council, following the Governor, would adopt an ordinance through our, its normal 

79 	two-step process. And that ordinance would define that no retail sales could have occurred 120 

30 	days prior to the enactment date of the ordinance. 

81 	Finally, the City and the State Taxation would enter into an agreement describing the distribution 

82 	of the revenues generated within the TID. And there is a statutory limit for a 20-year term. So, 

83 	should the City look to actually issue a bond to secure those revenues and use those capital funds 

84 upfront for the uses that I'm gonna describe, we would be limited by statute to a 20-year term. 

85 	We're not obligated to issue a bond, but we would have the ability to do that with the TID 

86 	legislation. 

87 	This map shows the proposed TID boundaries. It's a site that is situated next to the I Fif, 515, 

88 US 95, and then it's bounded by Casino Center, Fourth Street and then Stewart Avenue. So the 

89 	area that you see in red, when I mentioned earlier, District, this is the District that we're seeking 

90 	to creating it. Zooming in on it from an aerial photo, you can see the District within the District. 

91 	The area highlighted in yellow is Phase 2 of a project proposed by the developer, the CIM Group, 
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92 	and then the area outlined in red is the Historic Post Office that we're seeking to convert into a 

93 	new museum use. So that shows the site and the District. 

94 The Development Program, just to bring you back why we're doing this, the TID we're 

95 	proposing to use these funds for public uses. We're trying to create a vibrant public plaza, a 

96 public parking garage and also enhance streetscape, primarily on Stewart Avenue, to promote 

97 additional pedestrian activity. The Development Program will be anchored by the Las Vegas 

98 Museum of Organized Crime and Law Enforcement. We'll be proceeding with that project 

99 independently of this incentive and moving forward with that project to support the overall 

20 Development Program from the CIM Group. The Program eventually complates (sic) retail 

101 	enter, and entertainment uses, including 200,000 square feet of retail, 150,000 square feet of 

102 	office, a 500-room hotel and potentially a new casino. 

103 	I wanna emphasize a point here. One of the misunderstandings that took place at the School 

104 District's Board of Trustee meeting was an impression that the hotel was an optional component 

105 	of the project and that the retail could proceed without the hotel. In working with the developer, 

106 we did not find that to be the case. They run hand in hand as part of the Development Project, 

107 	and I'll explain why that's important toward the end of the presentation. 

108 	Again, the use of TID funds, public costs, the parking structure, the public plaza, the street 

109 improvements, in the overall development agreement with the CIM Group, one of the thresholds 

10 	and a condition precedent to actually getting and acquiring development rights from that property 

111 	outlined in yellow on the map is to actually invest new capital into the Lady Luck property on the 

112 	south side of Stewart. So, there's a, an investment threshold, and this is very important to 

113 	mention also. Like all of our incentives that we try to do with our office, this is a back end 

114 	incentive. The developer must perform on the front end in order to obtain this back end 

115 	incentive. 

116 	And then, also, it's important to mention that no TID funds will go toward private development 

117 	or (sic) to the developer to support the private development. We were using the funds for public 

118 	programs and public uses as identified in the slide. 

119 	I'm gonna turn it over to Brian Gordon. He's gonna go over real briefly the findings of the study 

120 	that they did to show what the fiscal affect is. And then I'll conclude the presentation on what 
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121 	action is before you today and speak again a little bit more detail about the impact on education 

122 	funding. 

123 

124 MAYOR GOODMAN 

125 Thank you. 

126 

127 BILL ARENT 

128 	Brian. 

29 
if 

130 MAYOR GOODMAN 

131 	Mr. Gordon. 

132 

133 BRIAN GORDON 

134 Thanks. Thank you, Bill. Mr. Mayor and members of the Council, thank you for the opportunity 

135 	to speak to you today. As Bill mentioned, I'll just cover the summary findings of our more 

136 	comprehensive report. 

137 	Essentially, the creation of the Tourism Improvement District, based on our analysis, would 

138 	result in incremental revenues of about $26 million, and those would inure to various entities, 
7r- 

39 	about 88.2 percent or $23 million worth of those revenues would inure to public entities. The 3.1 

140 million differential would inure back to the Tourism Improvement District, which would be used 

141 	for these public infrastructure improvements in the area. 

142 	In addition to the incremental revenues that would be cost associated with the development that 

143 	takes place on the site, the overall costs are expected to be about $17.6 million, resulting in a net 

144 	fiscal benefit overall related to the development of $5.4 million per year. That is; after 

145 accounting for the — allocation of sales tax back into the Tourism Improvement Direct, Tourism 

146 	Improvement District, excuse me. 

147 Taking a look at a handful of the other public revenues that would be generated as part of the 

148 	project, obviously, sales and use tax being a — major component. You can see the split here on 

149 	the slide, in terms of the — amount that would continue to go to public entifies and then the 

150 portion that would inure back into the Tourism Improvement District. We also took a look at the 
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151 	transient — lodging tax that would be created as part of the hotel component of the project. That 

	

152 	would generate an estimated $2 million. Property taxes would contribute another $1.6 million 

	

153 	and the modified business tax, or the payroll tax, if you will, would create another $400,000 or so 

	

154 	in public revenues, going to — various public entities. 

	

155 	We also took a look at the scenario if the project is developed. Obviously, we've just run 

	

156 	through the numbers: 21, 23.1 million in public revenues, plus the three point million in the TID. 

157 Without the project, the property remains in — public hands and there would be no incremental 

	

158 	revenues associated with the lack of the development of a project. 

	

59 	We're also asked to take a look at the impact on surrounding retailers. One of the things we're — 

	

160 	responsible for looking at is what — that impact might be. If we take a look, historically, at the 

	

161 	market over the last decade or so, we see that incremental investments in the area generate 

	

162 	incremental demand and ultimately additional spending in the area. During the past decade, 

	

163 	we've seen hotel rooms grow at a compound annual gro, growth rate of about 2.4 percent, the 

	

164 	number of visitors comparable to that. The spending, per trip, has increased and we're looking at 

	

165 	aggregate spending increases of about 9.1 percent annually. So, significantly more than just the — 

	

166 	number of visitors or infrastructure that's put in place. This project is contemplating about a 

	

167 	$200 million plus investment. That combined with the — hundred million investment that Bill 

168 mentioned in terms of the investment required at the Lady Luck site, a lot of money going into 

39 the area. We expect that to generate incremental demand. 

	

170 	We're also required to take a look at the source of those retail sales and use taxes. Who would 

	

171 	be paying those? We took a look at different market areas, one, three and five miles; obviously, 

172 the area is dominated by hotel rooms and mostly non-Nevada visitors. We estimate about 79 

	

173 	percent of the spending in the area is attributable to non-Nevada visitors. We would expect a 

	

174 	similar profile at this site. 

	

175 	When evaluating the overall impacts of the project, we took a look at some of the economic 

	

176 	impacts during, first, the construction phases as well as the operational phase. During the 

	

177 	construction phase, the project will directly employ about a thousand person years of 

	

178 	employment, including the secondary impacts; we're looking at about 1,800 jobs. They're gonna 

	

179 	earn approximately $66 million in wages and generate over $280 million in economic output; 

	

180 	that being the construction phase. 
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181 	As we move into the operational phase or the ongoing operations of the project, on an annual 

	

182 	basis, we're looking at 1,600 direct jobs on site. The ripple effect associated with that or the 

	

183 	secondary impacts would total about almost 2,700 jobs. They would be earning approximately 

	

184 	114 million in wages and contributing about 267 million in economic output on an annual basis. 

	

185 	We were also asked to take a look and discuss briefly the — impact on education funding. 

	

186 	Certainly, a portion of the sales tax would be allocated back towards these public improvements. 

187 Just generally speaking how education is funded is through a myriad of sources, a portion of it 

	

188 	coming from State General' Fund revenues and they're several sources within that, including the 

	

'9 	State portion of the sales and use tax, which is the two percent rate out of the seven and three 

	

190 	quarters rate that we all pay in Southern Nevada. 

	

191 	Gaming taxes as well as the modified business tax or payroll tax, portions of that could be 

	

192 	allocated towards education. The local school's support tax is also, contributes to the funding of 

	

193 	education as well as property taxes and, of course, the room tax. 

194 The components that would be impacted by the creation of the Tourism and Improvement 

	

195 	District, specifically would be a portion of that two percent sales tax rate as well as the — local 

	

196 	school support tax that's included within the overall sales tax rate. I think Bill's gonna discuss 

	

197 	some of those in more detail. 

198 

9 MAYOR GOODMAN 

200 All right. Thank you, Mr. Gordon. 

201 

202 BRIAN GORDON 

203 Thank you. 

204 

205 COUNCILMAN ROSS 

206 Your Honor? 

207 

208 MAYOR GOODMAN 

209 Yes. 
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210 COUNCILMAN ROSS 

	

211 	So, Mr. Gordon, you're saying that we'll actually be spending more on education if we create this 

	

212 	Tourism, this TID? 

213 

214 BRIAN GORDON 

	

215 	We initially reached out to the Clark County School District, and they responded that there would 

216 be — no impact associated with this proposed development. We subsequently received 

	

217 	information from them that they had estimated a certain ballpark figure on a per pupil basis for 

18 the workers that would be on site that would be incremental to come into the marketplace. So, if 

	

219 	the project's developed and uses the existing labor pool, those people are already in the market 

	

220 	place and being educated. Their children are being educated. The assumption is that a portion 

	

221 	could potentially come from outside of the market, which would create incretnental costs for the 

	

222 	school district. This estimate is about 25 percent of the labor that would be on site would come 

	

223 	from outside the market. Today, we're at a 10.4 unemployment rate. So, you know, again, just 

	

224 	an estimate at this point, but yes, there's certainly a cost associated with incremental individuals 

	

225 	in the School District. 

226 

227 COUNCILMAN ROSS 

	

28 	Well, it's not the cost I was looking for; it was the additional incremental taxes that are being 

	

229 	paid towards education. 

230 

231 BRIAN GORDON 

	

232 	Sure, and I think — Bill's gonna walk through the details here of the additional potential revenues 

	

233 	that are gonna be generated as part of the project, as well as the cost side. And I think it's up on 

	

234 	the slide here, the total potential revenues inuring to public education as potentially 1.5 million 

	

235 	dollars, which is significantly above the estimated costs. 

236 

237 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

238 	Mr. Arent. 
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239 BILL ARENT 

240 Mr. Mayor. Thank you. Thank you, Brian. I wanted to go over this slide personally because I 

	

241 	wanted to point out that for those of us, those that are attending the meeting here today and the 

	

242 	listening public on KCLV or the interne broadcast, that this slide is actually part of the backup 

	

243 	documentation. It is actually part of the backup documentation, Item Number Eight and the last 

	

244 	page. So, I apologize for anyone in the audience if they're having difficulty reading this slide. I 

	

245 	do have a paper copy as well. But this is actually numbers that were ac, extracted from the 

246 Applied Analysis report and wanted to summarize in one slide the net fiscal impacts on 

	

1 7 	education. 

	

z48 	So, as Brian had mentioned, the impact to education from the revenue side, comes from a variety 

	

249 	of sources. It comes to sales and use tax revenue, which is State sales and use tax component 

	

250 	and local schools support tax. It also comes from property tax, modified business tax and then 

	

251 	also the transient lodging tax. And that last one, the transient lodging taxes, for some reason, 

	

252 	was not considered by the School District at their public hearing. We politely requested that they 

	

253 	do consider it because we fully expect the hotel to move forward in conjunction with the retail, as 

	

254 	I mentioned earlier. When you add all those revenue sources to the State and to education with 

	

255 	the TID, it's a little over $2 million in new public revenue that would not otherwise exist should 

	

256 	the project not occur. 

	

7 	To education, monies that are actually potentially available for education, as Brian had 

	

258 	mentioned, this sums to 1.5 million. Now, as the School District have requested in their written 

	

259 	letter to Ms. Fretwell and to the City Council, the School District require, requested that the City 

	

260 	Council consider setting aside the estimated expenditure of $824,759. As Brian had mentioned, 

	

261 	this is not the net cost to education based on the report by plot analysis. This is just the cost. 

262 When you account for the new revenues generated by the project and available to the State for 

	

263 	education, this leaves a net potential impact on the education system in the State of $679,344. 

	

264 	So, I thought it was important to go through that and then also reference the backup 

	

265 	documentation that is supported and was available to the public as part of this public hearing. 

266 Just, wanna summarize again what findings you're making today. The, today's Council 

	

267 	Resolution which you're voting on, makes the finding that there is positive fiscal affect from the 

	

268 	TID and the proposed project will benefit this area, the District. It establishes the increase 
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269 finding and the preponderance finding. It approves the use of the TID proceeds by the City for 

270 public costs and it sends written notice to — the Nevada Commission on Tourism and to the 

271 	Governor. 

272 And in closing, before we take public comment, I wanted to invite Jeff Rosen from the CIM 

273 	Group, if he had any cominents and just if I could, take the liberty, Mr. Mayor. Two of the 

274 common questions that we as staff has, have fielded on the project have been as follows: One 

275 	question is, is the developer receiving another tax incentive from the City or from the 

276 	Redevelopment Agency? The answer to that question is, no. This is the only tax incentive that's 

17 being contemplated by the City or the Redevelopment Agency. 

z78 And a second question, and then I'll let Mr. Rosen comment on it, is would the developer 

279 	proceed without this incentive? I think it's real important to view this in light of the macro- 

280 economic climate of Las Vegas and Southern Nevada. And staff believes that this incentive, but 

281 	for this incentive, the project might not proceed. And with that, I'll turn it over to Jeff Rosen 

282 with the CIM Group. 

283 

284 MAYOR GOODMAN 

285 Thank you. Mr. Rosen. 

286 

7 JEFF ROSEN 

288 Jeff Rosen with the CIM Group. Good day Mayor and Council. You know, I was gonna go back 

289 	to the timeline. While the first hearing might not have been since February, the TID process 

290 	actually started last July, when we entered into our DDA with the City, that had many, it's a 

291 	fairly complicated document and a very long process and you know, maybe today with the 

292 approval of the Smith Center, as you saw, it's a very long. When you want something significant 

293 	to be developed in downtown, many times, it takes a long time and a lot of things go into it. Part 

294 of that DDA was a collaboration between CIM and the City to work towards a creation of a 

295 Tourism Improvement District, as well as with the whole team from the — Mob Museum. 

296 	So, since that, we've all worked extremely well. A lot of thanks to Bill and everyone on his staff 

297 and, as well as Betsy and everyone overseeing the Mob Museum, where things are moving 
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298 forward. It's a — tough economy out there but we continue to push things forward. This is one 

299 part of the many eras and the quiver to help redevelop this — part of downtown. 

300 	So, on the Tourism Improvement District, while the first hearing might not have been until 

301 	February, we've been at this for almost a year now. And hopefully, we'll continue to — move 

302 	forward with that process. 

303 

304 MAYOR GOODMAN 

305 Okay. Thank you. 

307 BILL ARENT 

308 Mr. Mayor, that concludes my presentation. I should also mention we have our Bond Counsel, 

309 John Swenseid, here in the audience. 

310 

311 MAYOR GOODMAN 

312 	(Inaudible) 

313 

314 BILL ARENT 

315 	And so if there are any technical or legal questions in nature, I'll defer to Mr. Swendsein (sic). 

6 

317 MAYOR GOODMAN 

318 Very good. This is a public hearing. How many wish to speak on it? 

319 

320 DOE TAYLOR 

321 	We got a few of us. 

322 

323 MAYOR GOODMAN 

324 Well, I — wanna see so I know how to allocate — 

325 

326 DEE TAYLOR 

327 	Sure. 
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328 MAYOR GOODMAN 

329 — the time here. How many plan to speak? Alright then, we'll put the — 

330 

331 DEE TAYLOR 

332 A few. 

333 

334 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

335 	We'll give Mr. Taylor three minutes and the others two. 

1 6 

j37 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

338 Mayor Goodman, I'm sorry. And Mr. Taylor, I apologize. May I just make one observation first 

339 before we go into public comment? Bill, if you don't mind, I just wanna make sure that the 

	

340 	record is clear for anybody that's watching this is, this site right now is owned by the City of Las 

	

341 	Vegas and because we are a — government entity, we are tax exempt. So, there are no revenues 

	

342 	that are going to the, I'm not sure the word, the receiving entities, like the School District, at this 

	

343 	time. Is that right? 

344 

345 BILL ARENT 

	

6 	That's correct. The City owns it. There are deed restrictions from the GSA and there are 

	

347 	restrictions also from Interior, related to the museum itself, the Historic Post Office. But it's, it is 

	

348 	currently tax exempt. 

349 

350 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

351 	So, the recipients that will receive tax revenues in the future, once this project is up and running 

	

352 	and receipts are coming in and taxes are paid out, are not receiving anything right now. 

353 

354 BILL ARENT 

	

355 	From this specific property, that's correct. 
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356 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

357 	That's what I'm talking about. 

358 

359 BILL ARENT 

360 The — only minor exception would be, there are, there were some vending machines that paid 

	

361 	some very nominal fees that, as I mentioned the 120-day closure requirement, there cannot be any 

	

362 	retail. It was the opinion of our counsel, that in an abundance of precaution, we needed to close 

	

363 	down those vending machines. But other than any ancillary license fees associated with those 

	

■4 	vending machines, as far as tax revenue, that's correct. 

365 

366 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

367 Okay. Thank you. 

368 

369 MAYOR GOODMAN 

370 Okay. 

371 

372 DEE TAYLOR 

373 Hi, my name is Dee Taylor, 1630 South Commerce. 

)4 

375 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

376 	Timer on, please. 

377 

378 DEE TAYLOR 

379 Thank you so much for letting me speak. I'm sure when you opened the paper today, you saw 

380 ready for coming cuts in the school budget. The Culinary Union, we have about 40 or 50 

381 thousand of our members who have kids in K through 12 here in Clark County. I think 

	

382 	everybody here knows the schools are severely challenged and we're asking every political body 

383 to step up for educational funding now and in the future. In fact, Assembly Leader Barbara 

384 Buckley and Senate Majority Leader Steven Horsford estimate we are 44 percent underfunded for 

385 just current services in education; 44 percent now. So, I find with that factual background, which 
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386 I'm not the only one who has that, that I feel like I'm in Never Never Land here, when we're 

387 talking about diverting money away from schools. By proposing a TID on 5.5 acres in 

388 downtown Las Vegas, you're gonna rebate 75 percent sales tax for further development. That 

389 sounds pretty nice. But what will the City do with taking that money away. You're gonna build 

	

390 	a parking garage for, obviously, the use of the multi-billion dollar out-of-state developer and a 

	

391 	public plaza for the same benefit. 

392 Now, the analysis that was paid for by the developer, they themselves say they will divert $3.1 

	

393 	million every year for the next twenty years, which a high percentage of that would go to schools. 

14 I cannot understand why at this time, the City feels that they haven't done enough for this multi- 

	

.395 	billion dollar out-of-state developer. You are prepared to sell land for under appraised value, 

	

396 	that's already well known. You've already done it a lot and that's great. But this is like Robin 

397 Hood in reverse. You're taking from the masses to give to the wealthy. You know, the question 

	

398 	that was just asked is, will they develope this even if they don't have this. Of course they will. 

	

399 	Somebody said they just spend $200 million. So, the idea that you would take money out of the 

	

400 	schools for a gigantic multi-billion dollar developer in this economic environment where we are 

	

401 	44 percent underfunded in schools right now, according to the State Legislature, is beyond belief. 

402 Now, I know I've been called evil. Our union's been called evil for opposing some measures, 

	

403 	but let's be frank, on this issue the Clark County County Commission is opposed to this. The 

	

/4 	Clark County School District voted six to nothing being opposed to this, and the Nevada 

	

405 	Legislature is dealing with this right now. And, in fact — 

406 

407 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

408 	Time's up. 

409 

410 DEE TAYLOR 

	

411 	Well, I'm gonna have just a minute, Mayor. 

412 

413 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

414 	No, you're not. 
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415 DEE TAYLOR 

416 	I've been very patient. 

417 

418 MAYOR GOODMAN 

419 	No, you're not. Time's up. 

420 

421 DEE TAYLOR 

422 	No, no. I've very patient. 

424 MAYOR GOODMAN 

425 	Have a seat. Have a seat. 

426 

427 DEE TAYLOR 

428 	Let me finish, please. 

429 

430 MAYOR GOODMAN 

431 	No, I put a three-minute timer. 

432 

)3 DEE TAYLOR 

434 You know what, Mr. Mayor, people come up here — 

435 

436 MAYOR GOODMAN 

437 A three-minute timer. 

438 

439 DEE TAYLOR 

440 	Well, listen, I'll do a tag team. 

441 

442 MAYOR GOODMAN 

443 	All right, fine. Fair enough. Go ahead. 
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444 DEE TAYLOR 

445 	So, no, no, no. Folks, folks, folks. No, folks, no, folks, please. 

446 

447 MAYOR GOODMAN 

448 As I said — 

449 

450 DEE TAYLOR 

451 	Please. 

52 

453 MAYOR GOODMAN 

454 — we play by rules here. I said three minutes for Mr. Taylor, two minutes for you folks. 

455 

456 DEE TAYLOR 

457 Okay, I just got two minutes from somebody else. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

458 

459 MAYOR GOODMAN 

460 All right — 

461 

52 DEE TAYLOR 

463 So — 

464 

465 MAYOR GOODMAN 

466 — then why don't they sit down, then? 

467 

468 DEE TAYLOR 

469 	Yes, they will. They've been very patient. They're taxpayers and I'm sorry you don't feel like 

470 	you should listen to them. So, just last week — 

471 

472 MAYOR GOODMAN 

473 	Wait — a second. Wait a second. 
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474 DEE TAYLOR 

475 	Excuse me, can I finish, please? 

476 

477 MAYOR GOODMAN 

478 	No, not 'till I say this. I said I would listen to everybody and I gave them two minutes and I gave 

479 you three. You're taking their time away from being able to talk, not me buddy. 

480 

481 DEE TAYLOR 

12 You know what, Mr. Mayor — 

483 

484 MAYOR GOODMAN 

485 You heard me. 

486 

487 DEE TAYLOR 

488 	— with all due respect. 

489 

490 MAYOR GOODMAN 

491 You heard me. Now — 

92 

493 DEE TAYLOR 

494 	Mr. Mayor, please, I just wanna finish. I don't want to make this personal. I'm very — 

495 

496 MAYOR GOODMAN 

497 	It's not personal. 

498 

499 DEE TAYLOR 

500 — very passionate about this and very concerned about it — 

501 

502 MAYOR GOODMAN 

503 	And I'm very concerned about it too. 
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504 DEE TAYLOR 

505 	— because of the schools. 

506 

507 MAYOR GOODMAN 

508 — and I expect that the truth is gonna be said. I don't want to put people under oath. You heard 

509 the question that was asked by Councilman Wolfson, right now zero taxes, zero money is coming 

510 	from this property. So, don't say we're taking away money from the School District. 

511 

12 DEE TAYLOR 

)13 	Excuse me. The analysis done, paid for by the developer himself, for the TID would take $3.1 

514 	million per year. That is what their analysis is. 

515 

516 MAYOR GOODMAN 

517 There's nothing now — 

518 

519 DEE TAYLOR 

520 	I also — 

521 

22 MAYOR GOODMAN 

523 	— Mr. Taylor. 

524 

525 DEE TAYLOR 

526 	Excuse me, can I please finish? 

527 

528 MAYOR GOODMAN 

529 No. I said no — 

530 

531 DEE TAYLOR 

532 Well, you know what — 
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533 MAYOR GOODMAN 

534 	I'm telling you if you're gonna say something tell the truth. There's nothing now. There're no 

535 taxes because the City owns that property. So, we're not taking anything away from the School 

536 	District. 

537 

538 DEE TAYLOR 

539 Well — 

540 

-1 1 MAYOR GOODMAN 

..)42 	What we're doing, is we're trying to get a project where it can give money to the School District. 

543 

544 DEE TAYLOR 

545 	Excuse me, Mr. Mayor, but the School District doesn't agree with you. They voted six to 

546 	nothing against this proposal. So, to finish up — 

547 

548 MAYOR GOODMAN 

549 	All right. 

550 

)1 DEE TAYLOR 

552 	The City testified last week, I am sure, by the approval of the City Council, against this exact 

553 	same bill up in Carson City, put forth by Marilyn Kirkpatrick, that would, in fact, band the 

554 	diversion of sales tax for schools in TIDs. They understand this problem; that's why they've 

555 	addressed it. They had a hearing last week; the City — opposed that, I am confident. Just like the 

556 Clark County School District, just like the Clark County County Commission, the Nevada 

557 	legislature has come out firmly against this practice. So, today you have the opportunity. You 

558 	can vote for children in schools or you can vote for the benefit of large, multi-billion out-of-state 

559 developers. And as my mother once said, it is not what you say, it's what you do. 

560 So, I appreciate the time you've given me, and I would turn this over to a — woman who is a 

561 long-term member. Thank you. 
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562 MAYOR GOODMAN 

563 Thank you. 

564 

565 DIANE WOOLMAN 

566 Hello. My name is — 

567 

568 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

569 	Timer, please. 

0 

i 71 DIANE WOOLMAN 

572 — Diane Woolman. My address is 9029 Blue Raven Avenue. 

573 

574 MAYOR GOODMAN 

575 Your name, again, Ma'am. 

576 

577 DIANE WOOLMAN 

578 Diane Woolman. I'm — here today, I've — been with the union for appro, about 18 years. I've 

	

579 	been in this town for about 20 years. I've raised three children in this town, and I have eight 

	

;0 	grandchildren, and they go to various school districts within Clark County. 

	

581 	I've worked with the schools very, very closely through the years with my children and now my 

	

582 	grandchildren. I've helped as many ways as I can to get funding, to help the schools because 

	

583 	they've already been on short budgets and short incomes for years and years. We're talking 15 

	

584 	years ago, and we're still going on with this. This economy is horrible for all of us, grant, 

	

585 	granted, but to substidize (sic) casinos that are being built at our children's expense, to me, is an 

	

586 	atrocity. These children have paid a high enough price now, with the cuts that are taking place. 

587 And there are many, many developers here in this town that have not had to be substidize (sic), 

588 that have made a good living and have gone, had businesses for years and years here and made a 

	

589 	lot of money. 
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590 Please, I'm beggin you, on not just behalf of my own children and grandchildren, do not take 

591 	anything more from their education. We already are low in the standings, you know that. We're 

592 	suffering very, very much in our school systems. 

593 

594 MAYOR GOODMAN 

595 Ma'am, did you hear? 

596 

597 DIANE WOOLMAN 

"q8 And I beg you - 

. 99 99 

600 MAYOR GOODMAN 

601 	Did you — hear that right now, because the City owns that property, there're no tax dollars that — 

602 

603 DIANE WOOLMAN 

604 Yes. 

605 

606 MAYOR GOODMAN 

607 — to education? Did you hear that? 

)8 

609 DIANE WOOLMAN 

610 	I did hear that, but I also know that — 

611 

612 MAYOR GOODMAN 

613 	And what we're doing is, is that we're — 

614 

615 DIANE WOOLMAN 

616 — if you substidize (sic), you're gonna have to get that money from somewhere, and our children 

617 have already been affected by these cuts. I'm begging you, please, don't take any more money 

618 	from them. Yes, they will bring revenue to the schools, but so does every other casino in this 
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619 town, and they're not asking you to bail them out or help them with anything. They've made 

620 money in this town without the City's help. 

621 

622 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

623 	All right. Thank you. 

624 

625 DIANE WOOLMAN 

	

626 	Please. 

o28 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

629 	Next, please. 

630 

631 MARIA GANDARA 

	

632 	Good afternoon. My name is Maria Gandara. I live in this city since last nine years. I'm 

	

633 	member for the Culinary 226 Local, and I'm a wondering parent. I have two kids, that they go to 

634 Kirk Adams. I'm really wondering about what happened right now with the schools. We know 

	

635 	the budget is in crasis (sic) in the schools. Right now, like parent, I'm (sic) try to help the school 

	

636 	that my kids, assist, because they send us a list, we can help with supplies for keep the programs 

	

37 	after schools. My kids have, involve in projects at schools, but they send us, for the next year, 

	

638 	they gonna cut the projects because they don't have the budget. I have other kids, three years old, 

	

639 	and I'm wondering what's gonna happen with him if this is still like the way it is right now. 

	

640 	As a citizen, as a parent, I'm available, and I'm trying to do everything that my government say 

	

641 	that I need to do for help, but I'm really scared. I'm in panic, when they say they gonna, or could 

	

642 	we take money from the taxes from the schools because everybody in this city, we love this city. 

	

643 	We live the, we love the visitors, but I want my kids, in the future, be part of the big city. I don't 

644 want to be traveled (sic) or go to other place, that way they can have good jobs. And I think my 

	

645 	best investment that I can give to my kids is education for (inaudible) so they can work in this — 

	

646 	building, this big project. That's why we are here, I'm talking as a parent, to ask for your help. 

	

647 	To keep, no, the possibility to take away something for the kids; in place, give more for the kids. 

648 Thank you. 

Page 22 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

649 MAYOR GOODMAN 

650 	Thank you. Next, please. 

651 

652 ANDREW BROWNSON 

653 Hello, Mr. Mayor. Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much for having me. My name is 

654 Andrew Brownson, I'm a Las Vegas resident. I've lived here since 2003. I have a child who's 

655 	going to be going to school, public school, next year. We just registered him. We're looking 

656 	forward to that. It's going to be exciting adventure for all of us, I think, my wife and I as parents. 

57 Just to qualify, I am a Culinary member and generally speaking, I always walk (inaudible) in step 

o58 	with the union, in terms of labor relations with management but, ideologically, sometimes differ. 

659 I happen to be a Republican, and I haven't changed my party at any point and time. So, this 

660 offers sort of balance perspective, as to where I'm coming from and how this issue affects 

661 	everyone. And you might look at it through a different lens that way. 

662 	Yeah, I stood up here and — you know, it's — frightening to think that, of course, our schools in as 

663 	bad a shape as — I think they are, and everyone has acknowledged this. Even as — rosy as times 

664 were a decade ago, we still had schools that were ranked fairly low. We have police departments 

665 	that are probably underfunded and could use better creating and help Fire departments, which 

666 need equipment and so forth. 

57 The first gentleman that came up here and spoke, he talked about economic projections for the 

668 next few years, which were based upon the previous decade, which we all know has no relevance 

669 to what's going on right now and probably won't. Rather than a — stellar climb like we 

670 	experienced for the past decade, we're looking at either something that's going sideways or 

671 	perhaps negative growth, like what we're experiencing right now. 

672 	Then the last fellow that finished up, and wrapped up his presentation said, well in this current 

673 	macro economic climate, we have to look at what's going on, look at the big picture. We're 

674 	gonna have to apply for these, this tarp, par, sorry, TIP (sic) , sorry, semantics, this program of 

675 	funding, which is clearly wrong. If— this project actually had merit, they could find it within the 

676 	private sector. And you, being the lender of last resort in this case, probably understand that, and 

677 it is probably a bad move right now at this point and time. But anyway, thank you very much. 
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678 MAYOR GOODMAN 

679 Thank you. 

680 

681 JOSEPH MICHAEL CORDOVA, III 

682 Good afternoon, Mayor, City Council. My name is Joseph Michael Cordova, the Third. I'm a 

683 	born/raised native of the Las Vegas area. I've been here 44 years. I currently have two children, 

684 	one, I'm sorry, one child in the Clark County School District. I'm also the President of the Turtle 

685 Creek Homeowner's Association in the Honorable Steve — Ross District. 

"S6 	At this point and time, everything that my predecessor, the gentleman before me, has said, a lot 

o87 	of things are here based on projections, based on things that are going to happen in the future. As 

688 you well know, our education is suffering an unsurmountable (sic) mountain of issues. Each 

689 	year, each and every one of us, as parents, are asked to contribute financially, whether it be on — a 

690 	volunteer basis or simply as being given a sheet of necessities that our — children are going to 

691 	need to be successful in school. 

692 	I beg you, at this time, to consider this seriously in the nature. And I, Mayor, I do understand 

693 	you, that there is zero going out right now, but we need to look at the future and look at what the 

694 people, previous to us, or previous to you, have voted on. Thank you again for your time. 

695 

)6 MAYOR GOODMAN 

697 Thank you. Anybody else like to be heard? 

698 

699 TEDDY RUSSELL 

700 Your Honor, Council, my name is Teddy Russell, resident of Las Vegas. I've only been here for 

701 	seven years. This acquired a life of its own, long before I got here. For better or for worse, I 

702 understand that there are controls. In fact, on the board for the Mob Museum, is a special agent 

703 retired for the FBI, to ensure that in, by no we, way, means or form, we glorify the Mob — years. 

704 If I might have the overhead. This past weekend, we had an excellent article called "Quiet 

705 Kingmaker". It celebrates the life of the banking power, gentleman named Mr. E. Perry Thomas, 

706 	who does give you straight scoop, like it or not, about the Mob years. 
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707 	If I had my druthers and I'm entitled to my opinion, as I say, this started long before I got here, I 

	

708 	would have like to have seen the courthouse be a courthouse for senior citizens, victims of crime, 

	

709 	and I would have liked to seen the Post Office retained as a post office. 

710 Thank you for your time and have a great day. 

711 

712 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

713 	Thank you. Anybody else like to be heard during the Public Hearing? All right. Seeing none, 

714 we'll close the Public Hearing. Mr. Arent, did you want to make any comments at this point 

	

'15 	before there's a motion? 

/16 

717 BILL ARENT 

	

718 	Mr. Mayor. Thank you. I just wanted to offer a point of clarification for what actually took place 

	

719 	at the Clark County School District Board of Trustee's hearing. The hearing was called for fiscal 

	

720 	effect on the Clark County School District, of a project to be constructed in the Tourism 

	

721 	Improvement District, proposed by the City of Las Vegas, to be located in the Las Vegas 

	

722 	Redevelopment District. The Trustees did take an action at that meeting. The action was to 

	

723 	provide written comments to the City of Las Vegas, and I wanted to read directly from the letter. 

724 I did not want the words to be my own but rather the words of the employee responsible for the 

	

25 	School District. In Jeff Weiler's letter, he, again, Mr. Weiler is the Chief Financial Officer, and 

	

726 	this is part of your backup documentation. Mr. Weiler writes: "Following the public hearing, the 

727 bull, Board of School Trustees took action on an agenda item, requesting that, pursuant to NRS 

	

728 	271A.110, any agreement entered into by the City of Las Vegas and owner of property interest, 

	

729 	within the Tax Increment District defray, in whole, the initial $824,759, additional expenditures 

	

730 	identified in the report by Applied Analysis." 

	

731 	And I just wanted to make it abundantly clear, not only to this body but also to the listening 

	

732 	public as well, that the school board did not take position for the project. They did not take a 

	

733 	position against the project. They simply directed staff to make written comments to the City of 

	

734 	Las Vegas, which is the requirement that the law sets out. So, they requested that expenditure be 

	

735 	defrayed. We believe that we addressed that in the body of the presentation here today at the 

	

736 	public hearing. 

Page 25 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

737 MAYOR GOODMAN 

738 Very good. Thank you. 

739 

740 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

741 Mayor Goodman? 

742 

743 BILL ARENT 

744 Thank you. 

- 45 

/46 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

747 	I'm sorry. 

748 

749 MAYOR GOODMAN 

750 Yes, Councilman. 

751 

752 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

753 A few minutes ago, after Mr. Taylor made his comments about the School District or the Board 

	

754 	of Trustees voting 6/0 against this and the County Commissioners voting 6/0, again, against this, 

	

35 	I asked our City Attorney, Mr. Jerbic, if that was true, because I was reading in my backup the 

756 transcript from the County Commission meeting, and unless I'm reading something different 

	

757 	than anybody else, it didn't even go to a vote. 

758 

759 BRYAN SCOTT 

760 What they did, Councilman — 

761 

762 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

763 	So, Mr. Taylor, I, I'm not invite, excuse me, I'm not inviting you to comment back — 

764 

765 MAYOR GOODMAN 

766 No. 
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767 DEE TAYLOR 

768 No, I — didn't say the County Commissioners, I said the School District — 

769 

770 MAYOR GOODMAN 

771 	No. 

772 

773 COUNCILMAN REESE 

774 	You said both. 	 • 

75 

/76 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

777 You said both. 

778 

779 MAYOR GOODMAN 

780 	Yes, you did. 

781 

782 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

783 Well, Mayor Goodman, I — thought I — heard him say both — 

784 

35 MAYOR GOODMAN 

786 He did. 

787 

788 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

789 — But for the record, I just thought I'd ask, Mr. Jerbic, and if you know the answer, because that 

790 was something that I'd be curious about. Did the County Commission take a vote on this matter 

791 	that is before us? And I think Mr. Arent just explained what the school board did. 

792 

793 BRAD JERBIC 

794 They took a vote; the vote was not for or against. They had a discussion at the County level, and 

795 I just read the motion in Mr. Adams' backup. The motion was to forward their comments to the 

796 	City, and that motion passed. 
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797 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

798 Now was that the School Board of Trustees or was that the County Commission? 

799 

800 BRAD JERBIC 

	

801 	That's the County Commission. 

802 

803 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

804 Okay. Thank you. 

'05 

606 MAYOR GOODMAN 

807 Thank you. 

808 

809 SCOTT ADAMS 

	

810 	If— I can interject here, this is Scott Adams, Chief Urban Redevelopment Officer. I handled the 

	

811 	matter for the City at the County Board of Commissioners meeting, and it was simply a public 

	

812 	hearing. And the only, the process simply provides for a public hearing. It was simply a public 

813 hearing, and the Commissioners made comment. And the vote was to direct those comments in a 

814 formal memorandum or set of minutes to the City, so we could place those comments on the 

	

15 	record. 

816 

817 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

81, 8 	And, Mayor Goodman, if you don't mind. And Mr. Adams, you're right 'cause that transcript I 

	

819 	read had part of your testimony in it. In fact, I just want to make another observation. When I 

	

820 	was reading the transcript, it appeared that, at least one particular County Commissioner, was 

	

821 	pretty much in favor of what we're doing. So, there was no vote against what we're doing. 

822 

823 SCOTT ADAMS 

	

824 	That's correct. 

Page 28 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

825 MAYOR GOODMAN 

826 Okay. Thank you. All right. Councilman Barlow. 

827 

828 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

829 Yes, Mayor, I have, this question is posed to Mr. Arent or possibly even Mr. Adams, you can 

	

830 	chime in. Explain, once again, the amount of monies. I know that there's (sic) no monies today 

	

831 	that is allocated because of the City's tax exempt status. But in the future, in regards to the TID 

832 and the questions and comments that have come forward in regards to monies going back to the 

	

33 	developer and — not to the School District, break that out for me so that I'm clear in regards to, 

	

634 	that, the — statement that exists today. 

835 

836 BILL ARENT 

	

837 	Councilman, I'll address, answer that in two parts. 

838 

839 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

840 	Okay. 	 • 

841 

842 BILL ARENT 

	

13 	The revenue that would be generated, we outlined in that last slide, and again, it's part of the 

844 backup documentation. 

845 

846 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

847 	Right. Go back to the last slide for the sake of the audience. 

848 

849 BILL ARENT 

850 The revenue that would be generated, again, I think Councilman Wolfson did a good job of 

	

851 	articulating that. Today, there is new, no tax revenue from businesses operating on the property. 

852 The property is tax exempt. So what the report by Applied Analysis attempted to do is to 

	

853 	delineate the exact revenue sources that would be created, as a result of this project. And in 

	

854 	doing so, they identified what funds would inure to the State, for the State and potentially 
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855 	education, but then, also, what is specifically delineated for education. And that outline, sales 

	

856 	and use tax, property tax, modified business tax and transient lodging tax. Now, that money goes 

	

857 	to the State, and it's part of a budgetary process for the State for education. 

	

858 	We believe the net effect to that is that there'd be new public revenue inuring to the State of 1.5 

	

859 	million, and that's the conclusion determined by Applied Analysis. 

860 

861 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

862 	Now, the 1.5 million will go back to the State, and then the State will divvy up in the respective 

	

53 	sources, but a percentage of that 1.5 million, you're saying, will go towards education. Is that 

	

864 	accurate? 

865 

866 BILL ARENT 

	

867 	It's our belief, and I — can invite Mr. Gordon if I — 

868 

869 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

870 	Yes. Mr. Gordon, if you'll come forward, please, because I wanna really be able to flush this out 

	

871 	because I — don't want to do anything to affect education, because that's — something that we 

872 need to figure out ways in order to get more dollars to fully fund education. So, I am concerned 

	

73 	about that, so if you can walk me through that and be diligent in the process, I will be greatly 

	

874 	appreciative. 

875 

876 BRIAN GORDON 

	

877 	Sure. Essentially on the — slide that is on the — screen here, at the moment, is — a breakout of all 

878 the major revenue sources that would go both to education as well as the State General Fund. 

	

879 	Education is generally funded from direct revenue sources, as well as allocations that potentially 

880 inure from the State General Fund. We paired back some of those during the last biennium at the 

	

881 	State level, the General Fund. About 35 percent of those proceeds went towards education, so 

882 we took that same share of the revenues and allocated those to the revenue side of the equation 

	

883 	that you see on the slide, and those are broken down by each element. Education is funded 

	

884 	through the Nevada plan, where funds go in various, different directions. Some go directly into 
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885 	the School District, some go up to the State level, and then they're reallocated on a per pupil 

	

886 	basis down to the various school districts throughout the State. 

	

887 	As part of that process, they account for direct revenues that would go to the local school district, 

	

888 	the Clark County School District, and adjust that contribution rate from the State level. So, there 

889 is a mandatory per pupil funding amount that would go to the Clark County School District, 

890 based on the number of students — 

891 

892 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

93 In your — 

894 

895 BRIAN GORDON 

896 — in enrollment. 

897 

898 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

899 	In your slide, right now, I'm looking at the Clark County School District, and as far as education, 

	

900 	it has 289,000, 289,890. 

901 

902 BRIAN GORDON 

	

03 	That represents just the portion of the room tax that would go directly to the Clark County School 

	

904 	District. 

905 

906 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

907 Okay. 

908 

909 BRIAN GORDON 

	

910 	The column to the left would be all potential revenue sources that would go to either to fund 

	

911 	education or the State General Fund, which is used as the back stop to fund education. That's a 

	

912 	$2 million dollar number. 
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913 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

914 	Right. 

915 

916 BRIAN GORDON 

917 	Then it's paired down to a $1.5 million dollar number in — potential revenues that would inure to 

918 	— education. So, this break out is just, represents the sources of where those revenues are coming 

919 	from. 

920 

'2.1 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

922 	Right. 

923 

924 BRIAN GORDON 

925 	At the end of the day, that's the potential pool, and then you see the — potential expenditure 

926 number, then that affect being a positive number. 

927 

928 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

929 Now, there was — comment in regards to this tax in, this Tourism District (sic), TID, hurting 

930 	education. How does this hurt education, if at all? 

31 

932 BRIAN GORDON 

933 	Purely from a dollars and cents perspective, education would result in a positive financial impact 

934 	or positive fiscal impact, which is what you're looking at on the slide. The assumption is that a 

935 	portion of the students in the School District would be incremental or — would migrate into 

936 	Southern Nevada to — fill positions at this project. And — those incremental students would have 

937 	a cost associated with them. So, you see the cost side at about $824,000, and the revenues 

938 	generated by the — overall project that would potentially go to the pool for education would be 

939 	1.5 million, so that the net effect, again, is a positive number. Does that answer your question? 
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940 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

941 	Yes, and one additional question. As far as monies going back to the developer, I was informed 

	

942 	in — a couple of briefings that monies would not go back to the developer. Does money, or does 

	

943 	money go (sic) back, or do money go back to the developer in this, within this District? And if 

	

944 	so, explain that process and why. 

945 

946 BRIAN GORDON 

	

947 	Essentially, the — creation of the Tourism Improvement District, the City is the — applicant for 

	

48 	that District. The dollars would inure back to the City. My understanding is that the City has 

	

A9 	chosen to use those funds to invest in public infrastructures, such as the public plaza, the parking 

950 structure and street improvements — 

951 

952 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

953 	Not back into the District, I said to the developer. 

954 

955 BRIAN GORDON 

	

956 	My understanding is that the developer is getting no direct investment or dollars from the 

957 Tourism Improvement District. 

38 

959 BILL ARENT 

960 Councilman, if I — could just add, I thumb back to the point in the PowerPoint where we address 

	

961 	that, that the parking structure, the public plaza and the street improvements. Street 

	

962 	improvements, that one's obvious, the City owns streets, will continue to own Stewart Avenue. 

	

963 	The public plaza, that's gonna be open to the public. And then the parking structure, one of the 

964 realities of doing business in an urban downtown, which Las Vegas is rapidly becoming, is that 

	

965 	parking is at a premium, and on a competitive basis, we're less competitive than the rest of the 

966 region because of existing parking. We don't have the available land that the suburbs have to 

	

967 	build two, three-story parking structures. So, one of the things that is part of this project is that 

	

968 	the City, through the use of the TID funds, would be building a parking structure. 'Cause it's 

969 public funds, we would own — it and potentially operate it. We might lease the management of 
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970 	the operation, but as far as the funding, as far as who gets to use the garage, it would be open to 

971 	all the residents of the city of Las Vegas. 

972 

973 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

974 So, the City of Las Vegas would own the garage? 

975 

976 BILL ARENT 

977 	Correct. 

78 

979 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

980 Okay. Not the developer? 

981 

982 BILL ARENT 

983 	Correct. 

984 

985 MAYOR GOODMAN 

986 Thank you. 

987 

38 SCOTT ADAMS 

989 	Could I add — to that, 'cause I — know this section of the agreement intimately. This is Scott 

990 Adams again. That, there's a provision in the agreement that, we don't even, we haven't even 

991 	sized the garage. At the point where they develop, are ready to develop the retail space on their 

992 	block, we would look at a radius of the site, in terms of the supply of parking that's in the radius, 

993 	a walking distance radius site, to determine; and then through an independent study, how big we 

994 should make that garage. The intent there would be to make it as small as we possibly can to 

995 	meet their needs on the site, and I — wanted to add that to the record. 

996 

997 MAYOR GOODMAN 

998 All right Councilwoman. 
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999 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1000 	Yes. I want to get back down to this, very specifically, what is the subsity (sic) that is being 

	

1001 	mentioned, that we're giving to the applicant? 

1002 

1003 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1004 Nothing. 

1005 

1006 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

- 07 	You're saying nothing. They're, are you telling us that there is no direct subsity (sic) being given 

	

1008 	to the applicant? 

1009 

1010 BILL ARENT 

	

1011 	Councilwoman, Bill Arent, Acting Director. That's essentially correct. The tax revenue that 

1012 would be retained within the Tourism Improvement District, the City would use for these three 

	

1013 	uses. So — 

1014 

1015 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1016 	All right. Now the public, and the public plaza sort of takes the place of the public park that we 

17 had. We, you know, we — don't have the public park in the plaza, so I see that as a City use. 

1018 And what were the other two? 

1019 

1020 BILL ARENT 

	

1021 	The parking structure and then Stewart Avenue; there're some street improvements, streetscape — 

1022 

1023 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1024 	And — the streets, yeah, that's an obvious, and then the other was the parking structure. And if 

	

1025 	we wanted to, if we vote, we could, ourselves, run the parking structure, could perhaps, collect 

	

1026 	monies off of it. Is that correct? 

Page 35 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

1027 BILL ANT 

1028 That's correct, and we do that in a number of parking garages downtown already. 

1029 

1030 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1031 	So there's — no subsidy, which was one of the big problems. And the other is, if we're taking 

1032 money from the School District. And that's what I'm really having a hard time understanding 

	

1033 	because I would never want to take money from the School District. My understanding is that 

	

1034 	it's just like what we have, the Marketplace, where we have the large buildings. 

" 

o36 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1037 World Market Center. 

1038 

1039 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1040 World Market Center, where the World Market Center is, before we had nothing but lots full of 

	

1041 	weeds and dirt. I passed it every time I came out in this direction, I passed it, so I know it didn't 

	

1042 	look very good at all. And then we gave some help to them to build, arid they built, and it has 

	

1043 	added a lot more money, as far as taxes. And a lot more of that from the information you've 

	

1044 	given us has gone to the School District. In other words, they got their — percentage of zero was 

	

1.5 	less than their percentage — of what they're getting from high taxes now. Am I correct in that? 

1046 

1047 BILL ARENT 

	

1048 	Councilwoman, that is correct. Essentially, I would make one distinction. For this project, it 

	

1049 	involves the use of sales and use taxes. 

1050 

1051 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1052 	Okay. 

1053 

1054 BILL ARENT 

	

1055 	So the World Market Center, different project — 
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1056 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1057 	It's a little different. 

1058 

1059 BILL ARENT 

1060 	— different incentive. It was property tax but essentially the same. 

1061 

1062 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1063 	Now, we had no in — state business that wanted to build there, did we? I'm, as long as I've been 

'54 on the Council, I'm not aware. This was the one company that wanted to build and take that over 

1065 	and — develop properties. 

1066 

1067 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1068 The World Market Center or — 

1069 

1070 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1071 No, I'm talking about the CIM project now —. At the time, did we have other people who came 

1072 to us who 'wanted because, you know, a lot of people don't want to build downtown and some 

1073 	do? 

74 

1075 BILL ARENT 

1076 	Essentially, that's correct. It's been an evolving part public private partnership with the CIM 

1077 	Group. They did close on an equity position and the Lady Luck property. It's a very heavy lift to 

1078 get that property up and running again and become a new (inaudible) of property for downtown. 

1079 

1080 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1081 	And — that's what I've been told since I've been on the Council. Then the last thing is, the 

1082 percentage of money that would come from this project, we don't know for sure how much 

1083 	would go to the School District, but we're — counting on the 35 percent that they usually give. 

1084 And the reason why I say that is because it goes to the State. You know, we can't guarantay (sic) 

1085 	what the State will do, but it's the State that the determines how much money goes to the Clark 
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1086 	County School District. And in the past, for years, they should have had a larger amounts (sic) 

1087 going because of the urbanality of what was happening within that School District. 

1088 	So basically, quite honestly, I feel the State, whatever they're doing in the legislature right now, 

1089 the State for years could have made a difference, as far as the amount of monies going to CCSD. 

1090 But, when some people say, well, they might not get that 35 percent, we don't know where it's 

1091 	gonna go. That's because we all know it goes to the State, and the State determines the amount. 

1092 	I'm just verifying this, so I'm saying, is that correct? 

1093 

(44 BILL AR1ENT 

1095 	That's correct. I'm not an expert on school funding, but it's my understanding typically what 

1096 happens, and maybe Mr. Gordon could allude to this. If the tax revenue generated from some of 

1097 these local taxes coming in from Clark County exceeds what is budgeted for at the State level for 

1098 	education, that money's still going to the State. It's still intended to be for education, but 

1099 	practically, what happens in the budgetary process, is that that money shifts away from education 

1100 	into the State General Fund. 

1101 

1102 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1103 	As it — 

)4 

1105 BILL ARENT 

1106 	And essentially — 

1107 

1108 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1109 	— has shifted — for the past two, three decades. 

1110 

1111 BILL ARENT 

1112 And I, Councilwoman, I think you've highlighted a budgetary problem and a legislative problem 

1113 	that, quite frankly, that the City has no control over. 
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1114 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1115 No, I know that. And that's why I feel some anguish here because I know the City does not have 

1116 as much control as the State does. And the State could send the whole amount of the money to 

	

1117 	the School District, if it wanted to, and that's in — for wherever they're getting money. 

	

1118 	Anyway, thanks (sic) you for answering those questions. I . — appreciate it very much. I don't 

	

1119 	want us to do anything that's inappropriate. I don't want us to cannibalize any other entity. I 

1120 just, I cannot see where we're not helping the School District in this. That's the problem, and 

	

1121 	I'm trying to learn and maybe I need, I've been out of town awhile because of an illness in the 

	

g2 	family, and maybe I need to take more time and go through this, so I understand it better. But, in 

	

1123 	any case, the questions you answered for me now help. 

1124 

1125 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1126 Mayor Pro Tem. 

1127 

1128 COUNCILMAN REESE 

1129 Yes, Your Honor. You know, I — listen to the presentations we have here, and I — listen to what 

	

1130 	people are saying about this Council. And — I really get a little bit of heartburn because I have 

	

1131 	children that are school teachers. I have kids in school, college. I have grandchildren in school. 

32 And to think that I sit up here and have people think that I'm gonna try to take money away from 

	

1133 	their education. I pay for three children to go to college. 

	

1134 	And we look at this redevelopment area, and Lois alluded to, with the Allure Towers, with the 

	

1135 	Chelsea Mall, with the World Market Center, we had follow ground that was creating very, very 

	

1136 	little to our School District. But through the redevelopment area, we created businesses, 

	

1137 	structures that quadrupled the amount of money that was going to the School District through the 

	

1138 	City. 

	

1139 	And I — can't understand why people continue to say that this Council is trying to rape the School 

	

1140 	District. It's ludicrous to me. I — had a lady come to my house and talk to my sweet wife, and try 

	

1141 	to convince her what a bull I was because I was taking money away from the School District. 

	

1142 	My wife tried to explain to her, this is when she was trying to get her to sign a — petition, my wife 

	

1143 	tried to explain to her what was going on. She called my wife a liar. In essence, she's calling all 
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1144 	of us sitting up here liars. And I — take offense to that. I would never do anything to take away 

	

1145 	from the schools. 

1146 What we're trying to do is create. We created money with the World Market Center. We created 

1147 money with the Allure Towers. We created money with the Chelsea Mall. Through what we do, 

1148 we create jobs. We create more money for the State. We're creating more money for education, 

1149 more public infrastructure, but note, we're not raising taxes. 

1150 

1151 MAYOR GOODMAN 

52 Thank you. 

1 153 

1154 COUNCILMAN REESE 

	

1155 	I — really feel like that, when people work together, they could accomplish a lot, but when people 

	

1156 	attack and won't listen, we're destroying what we're trying to do. 

	

1157 	We — sit through here today and we see a beautiful structure that's gonna be constructed here, 

	

1158 	called the Performing Arts Center, creating jobs. And before that structure's finished, they're 

	

1159 	gonna build a hotel, non-gaming, Charlie Palmer Hotel, which is gonna be just as beautiful as 

	

1160 	what you seen at, in the Performing Arts Center. 

	

1161 	I —just can't understand it. I — really feel like that what we're doing is a positive. What we're 

	

52 	trying to do is to, and I'm not saying that this will ever be developed, but if it is, the school's just 

	

1163 	gonna benefit from it. 

1164 And Your Honor, I — really appreciate all the comments, the questions asked by the other 

1165 Councilmembers, your comments, and even the comments from those opposing this project. But 

1166 I — really wish that we could — sit down and I guess, have a more applica, amenable — type 

	

1167 	discussions and stuff. But I — know that some people don't want to listen to what we're trying to 

	

1168 	say, and — I feel sorry for them. Thank you. 

1169 

1170 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1171 	All right. Thank you. Councilman Barlow, do you have a motion, please? 

Page 40 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

1172 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1173 	Yes, Mayor, I do. I would like to move forward for approval of this item. And in closing, just 

	

1174 	state that I am all for education. I wanna make sure that we do all that we can to assi, to assist 

	

1175 	our young people in this community. And, although, this is a very complex puzzle that we're 

	

1176 	trying to put together, not only for the benefit of developing downtown, but also to give back to 

1177 our community. The city of Las Vegas can't fully fund education on its own, but we can do our 

1178 part, and I believe that we have done our part, and we continue to do our part. And as long as 

	

1179 	I'm on this Council, I will push to make sure that we continue to do so. 

	

SO 	With that being said, what is the next step? Is it to move to the tourism and then to the 

	

1181 	Governor, Bill? 

1182 

1183 BILL ARENT 

1184 That's correct. With your approval today, we would move to the Nevada Commission on 

	

1185 	Tourism. Notice requesting a hearing has already been sent. We, at the staff level, are actively 

	

1186 	working with the Commission to schedule that. That will be a public hearing. So certainly, the 

1187 public will have another opportunity to comment on this incentive in the Tourism Improvement 

	

1188 	District. 

1189 

)0 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1191 	Okay, and it's my understanding from the information that I not only have been briefed on but 

1192 the information that I've read, if in fact the Tourism Committee or Commission votes this down, 

	

1193 	the TID is denied. Is that accurate? 

1194 

1195 BILL ARENT 

1196 That's essentially correct. We need approval from Nevada Commission on Tourism and from 

1197 the Governor. 

1198 

1199 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1200 	Correct. 
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1201 BILL ARENT 

	

1202 	So, it's — a multi-step process. 

1203 

1204 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1205 	It's a multi-step process — 

1206 

1207 BILL ARENT 

	

1208 	We are not finished yet. 

'09 

iz10 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1211 	— but I'm just asking the question in regards to if, in fact, the tourism commission votes it down, 

	

1212 	the TID is denied, it's dead. Correct? 

1213 

1214 BILL ARENT 

	

1215 	That's correct. 

1216 

1217 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1218 	And if, in fact, it's approved and it come (sic) before the Governor, and the Governor deny (sic) 

	

L9 	it, then it's dead as well. Correct? 

1220 

1221 BILL ARENT 

	

1222 	That is correct. 

1223 

1224 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1225 	Okay. And with that being said, I'll, I will move for approval of this item. 

1226 

1227 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1228 	Mr. Arent, is that sufficient with the findings being required? 
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1229 BILL ARENT 

	

1230 	Yes, I think approving the Resolution, the Resolution itself, contains the findings. 

1231 

1232 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1233 	All right. Thank you. 

1234 

1235 BILL ARENT 

	

1236 	So, the motion's just needed to approve the Resolution. 

"37 

i 238 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1239 Very good. 

1240 

1241 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

1242 And I move to approve the Resolution. 

1243 

1244 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1245 	Before we vote on that, Mr. Mayor, could I just ask is there a possibility, I mean I know these are 

	

1246 	good people in the audience. They obviously believe, at least, I think they believe what they're 

	

47 	saying to us. And, so I'm wondering is there a possibility we could, maybe, meet and talk as you 

	

1248 	said, in a way that, we're not full of anger, but in a way that we can get a better understanding of 

1249 how we're feeling? Are we at total loggerheads? And I ask that, as I said, because I know there 

1250 are good people who have spoken here about their concerns, and I spoke with one that I knew 

	

1251 	well, and — she was, she believes with her heart, that she's right, and that it, and you know, that, 

1252 is there a possibility we can do that? Would the, would Mr. Taylor be willing for us to meet and 

	

1253 	— 

1254 

1255 DEE TAYLOR 

	

1256 	I'd be glad to if I have more than three minutes. 
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1257 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1258 Well, yeah, and, we don't have to meet here. We can meet some place else that you can have 

1259 more than three minutes, I — would think, right, Mr. Mayor? 

1260 

1261 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1262 Whatever you want to give them, you can give them. 

1263 

1264 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

"55 	You have the motion. I'm just asking because it's in your District, your Ward. It's in your 

iz66 Ward. 

1267 

1268 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1269 	Yes. 

1270 

1271 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1272 I'm just wondering, you don't have to have the meeting, I'm just saying — 

1273 

1274 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

75 No, I mean — 

1276 

1277 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1278 	I'm just saying this doesn't seem good. We're using energy that we could be using for positive 

1279 	things, and I just think, let's put our energy in and let's move together, if we possibly can. And 

1280 that's what I'm asking, in your motion, could you recommend that we hold a meeting in the next 

1281 	couple of weeks or something? 

1282 

1283 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1284 No. 
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1285 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

	

1286 	No. 

1287 

1288 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1289 You can meet with anybody you want, Councilwoman. I've had my meetings. 

1290 

1291 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1292 	Well, I'll ask — 

'93 

1294 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

1295 Thank you, Councilwoman —. In my motion, I would also ask that we have an opportunity to 

	

1296 	meet with the representatives from the Culinary Union, in regards to their concerns because the 

	

1297 	Councilwoman is right, in regards to hearing what it is that they're concerned about and making 

1298 sure that the motion that we move forward is benefit for the entire community. And so, I would 

1299 like to move for approval of the Resolution, with the condition of having an opportunity to meet 

1300 with Mr. Taylor and — the Culinary Union — 

1301 

1302 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

)3 	Well. 

1304 

1305 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1306 Mr. Barlow, I — was just gonna say, maybe we have to check with legal, I'm sorry. I'm hearing, 

1307 maybe we can't do that in a motion. 

1308 

1309 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1310 	Well, well how about we do this? If—this is okay with you, Brad. I'll move for approval of 

	

1311 	the item. We vote on the item and then Councilwoman, you and I will have an opportunity to set 

	

1312 	up a subsequent meeting to meet with Culinary. Would that be (sic) suffice? 

Page 45 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

1313 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1314 	Would that be all right? 

1315 

1316 BRAD JERBIC 

1317 	That's fine. 

1318 

1319 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

1320 	Okay. Then, that'll be my motion. 

'21 

i322 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1323 	All right. That's the motion. Let's vote. Post. Motion carries. (Motion carried unanimously.) 

1324 Thank you. 

1325 	 (END OF DISCUSSION) 

1326 	/lc, da, ac; ac 
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BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES 

Ms. Elizabeth N. Fretwell, City Manager 
City of Las Vegas 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 8910.1 

April 24, 2009 1'46 jJniwn, Praidcnt 
Otralyn Edwards, Vice-President 
Shdh Moulion, Clerk 
Chris Garvey, Member 
Larry Mason, Member 
Deanna L WrJght, Membil 
Dr. Linda E. Young, Member 

Dr. SYM r Ruffles, Superintendent 

Dear Ms. Fretwell: 

cereI 

01 /24/2009 13:00 . 7028553112 PAGE 02/02 

FINANCE & 	OPERATIONS DIVISION 	 N404. 

5100W SAHARA AVE. • LAS VEGAS, NV 89146 9  (702) 799-5445 ' FAX 855,3112 CLARK COUNTY  

SCHOOL DISTRICT 

On behalf of the Board of School Trustees of the Clark County School District, I am writing in 
response to your letter of February 4, 2009, regarding the creation of a Tourism Improvement 
District proposed by the City of Las Vegas. You had requested comments prior to your City 
Council meeting on May 6, 2009. 

Pursuant to NRS 271A.080, a public hearing regarding the fiscal 'effect on the Clark County 
School District of the project to be constructed in the Tourism Improvement District proposed by 
the City of Las Vegas, and the use of the money proposed to be pledged, was held at the meeting 
of the Clark County School District's Board of School Trustees on April 23, 2009.. 

Following the public hearing; the Board of School Tnistees took action on an 'agenda item, 
requesting that, pursuant to NRS 271A.110, any agreement entered into by the City of Las Vegas 
and owner of property interest within the tax increment district defray, in whole, the initial 
5824,759.00 additional expenditure identified in the report by Applied Analysis, dated 
November 30, 2008 (and subsequently amended on February27, 2009), in the first year of the 
tax increment district; and that in subsequent years, the amount to be defrayed will he increased 
annually by the Consumer Price Index for Western States published for December of the 
preceding year. 

Thank you for providing the Clark County School District an opportunity to present comment 
and input in this process. Feel free to contact me at 799-5445 if you have any questions. 

If Weiler 
Chief Financial Officer 

cc: 	Board of School Trustees 
Walt RulffeS 

Main Wiry: 5100 WEST SAHARA AVENUE • LAS VEGAS; I ■;EVADA 89146 • TELEPHONE (702) 799.5009 
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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF A PORTION OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CLARK COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS HELD ON APRIL 8, 2009 REGARDING ITEM NO. 2 
(CONSIDER THE FISCAL EFFECT OF A PROPOSED CITY OF LAS VEGAS TOURISM 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT). 

TAPE 1-1 

RORY REID 

DONALD BURNETTE 

REID 

BOARD MEMBERS 

Meeting of the Clark County Board of 
Commissioners. 

Good morning Mister Chairman, Commissioners. 
The first item on your special agenda is Item 
One to approve the agenda. 

Let's take a voice vote because I don't think we 
can switch off the machine. All those in favor 
say Aye. 

Aye. 

REID 	 Anyone opposed? Motion carries. 

BURNETTE Item Number Two is to conduct a public hearing 
to consider the fiscal effect of a proposed City 
of Las Vegas Tourism Improvement District under 
Chapter 271A of Nevada Revised Statutes and 
authorize staff to submit comments from the 
hearing to the City of Las Vegas City Council. 
Mister Chairman, Ed Finger, the County 
Comptroller, is here to offer a few introductory 
comments. 

7WARD FINGER Good morning County Commissioners. Ed Finger, 
Comptroller. As Mister Burnette mentioned, the 
item before you is a public hearing. I will 
point out to you that there is no action to be 
taken at the public hearing other than to 
receive comment for submission to the City of 
Las Vegas. In accordance with statute, that is 
the limit of the County's participation in the 
creation of such a district. Staff has prepared 
an agenda item development report that's been 
presented with the agenda item. Staff - County 
staff is available. I'm available. There are 
also representatives from the City of Las Vegas 
here should you have any questions. 

This is a public hearing. Anyone here wishing 
to speak? Again, this is a public hearing. Any 
comment from the Board? Commissioner 
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REID (continued) 	 Giunchigliani. 

CHRIS GIUNCHIGLIANI 

FINGER 

Thank you. I have a couple of questions. Ed, 
this is for establishing a Tourism Improvement 
District, and I believe by law it actually 
expires in September, correct? 

The - the current statute, Unless it were to be 
amended, would prohibit after October 1, 2009 
the creation of - of SuCh a district because of 
the reason that after such date, a Tourism 
Improvement District may not be created that 
includes property that's also within the 
boundaries of a redevelopment area. 

Okay, 'cause it was the duplicative piece - I 
knew it was - so it's October l st  that it would 
go away? 

FINGER 	 That's my understanding. 

GIUNCHIGLIANI Okay: And then the proposed project is - does 
not include the Lady Luck but it's across the 
street from that. Its the old museum and -- 

FINGER 	 That's correct. There's -- 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

FINGER 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

A post office that's prepared. And - but the 
analysis that's been done anticipates a hotel 
and a casino. 

It does anticipate the possibility of such of a 
- 400 there are folks.  here Who could answer more 
specifit.  questions 

'Cause it says the improvements that we're 
supposed to be looking at in the Tourism 
Improvement District is for a multi-story 
parking garage, open-air public plaza and Other 
supporting improvements in the area. Yet if I 
read through the analysis that Was done, it's 
all tied to hotel rooms, sales, taxes that could 
be possibly generated from that even though 
that's not part of the project. But can you 
explain that tb me? 

Sure. Scott Adam's, I'm the Director of Business 
Development with the city, of Las Vegas and the 
City's Operations Officer of the Redevelopment 
Agency. This development - there - there - ih 

SCOTT ADAMS 
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ADAMS (continued), 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

our agreement with the CIM Group, there - we 
really look at two Components of their 
development. The existing Lady Luck is simply a 
threshold that once they've completed the 
renovation of the Lady Luck according to certain 
standards, they then have under Our Developtent 
Agreement the right to access the site the Post 
Office site, for development. That Site, we 
believe, has the ability to be entitled for 
gaming. And so in their master plan, and I'll - 
I think -- 

You Just put it in the center -- 

In - in their development, this is the old Post 
Office tight here. SurrOunding that Post Office .  
on the total developmental block there is 
proposed a - a gaining hotel, And that would be 
part of a phased in development as part of their 
master plan. So we did look at when we did the 
preponderance test the potential of developing 
gaming revenues on that site. 

Okay. Does - does this anticipate giving away 
public property then to the private group within 
the TID? 

We - we own that site. The City owns that land. 
WO own the land subject to a small sliver in the 
northwest corner that's owned by NDOT.. And then 
the Post Office itself we OW11 but it's subject 
to some deed covenants imposed by the U.S. 
Department of Interior, We - our Development 
Agreement With the CIM Group does provide for us 
selling that property to them and that we did 
structure a Sale that Was at that time based on 
a then-appraised value. 

Okay, cause I didn't see any reference then to 
Sale cost atticpated in here. IS the park then 
still .going to be there oris that outside? 

The - in the center of the development, the - 
the cote of the site we've closed what was Frank 
Wright Plaza for use as a construction/staging 
area for some improvements we're - we're making 
to Stewart. We're - the plan is to move the 
open space from the corner into the center of 
the development. And you see in the center of 
the master plan, there's a large compliment of 
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ADAMS (continued) 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

HINCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

TUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

open space which is the Plaza that we would be 
using Tourism IMproVemeht District funding to 
develop as part of the overall master plan of 
the development. I Would like 0 Pay t44t, norie. 
of the Tourism Improvement District funding 
would be rebated back to the developer as has 
been in the case with other TID's in the State 
of NeVada_ We would capture the Tip funding as 
a City and use it to make the public 
improvements associated With the development of 
the build-out of that block. 

Would the parking garage then be public? 

It - it would in some manner. Now, we've 

(Unintelligible) :Charge like the One across the 
street? 

We - we don't have those detailed - details 
worked out because our Development Agreement 
stipulates that we - we are not fully committed 
even to having to build it We - the 
Development Agreement stipulates that at the 
time they're ready to build, we .  do a study at 
that then time a multi-block radius of the site 
of the existence of parking at that time and the 
demand for parking to size that garage. So we 
did not commit to a specific garage 'cause I - I 
believe - I don't believe there - there's a need 
right now for parking. 

You may not need it (unintelligible). 

Right - so that will be a demand induced in size 
parking garage at tht time. 

Okay. so - so I guess maybe that's my concern 
besides the - the potential detrimental effect 
of schools and the loss of revenue that comes 
into play is, what exactly is the project? 

They - the private component of the project is 
they're. a mixed used. development which consists 
Of retail, office, hotel, gaming, mixed use. 

Even though the mixed use is not in the TID, the 
anticipation it (unintelligible). 

It it - it it. Let me clarify again, 
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GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 (Unintelligible). 

ADAMS This - what you see on the overhead here is the 
Post Office block. It's a little skewed - 
elongated. The existing Lady Luck. is off this 
master plan. The Lady Luck is immediately south 
of (unintelligible). 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 South -- 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

REID 

This master plan is Only flbr the Post Office 
block itself. And as I said at the outset, the 
Lady Luck itself is not part of - any part Of 
the master plan_ It is simply a threshold. 
They have to perform in the renovation, of the 
Lady Luck before they have the right to access' 
and be sold the ptOperty on the Post Office 
block. 

And so under NRS what .  we're supposed to make a 
finding as - that - that - financing would - have 
a positive fiscal effect on the provision Of 
local government services. And if I go into the 
analysis, there will be aft income loss, or tax 
loss, to both the County, Metro, School 
District, State Of Nevada, and so -- 

CdriltisSionet Giunchigliani, I don't think we're 
required to make any findings. .We're just - we 
can get (unintelligible). 

Okay, 	just reading what's in the Applied 
.Analysis's doCutent_ And it says -- 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

REID 	 Can I ask that question, l'sn going to make sure_ 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

REID 

MARY-ANNE MILLER 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

Sure. 

And what's our role here? 

Our tole. is just to accept comments and forward 
them on if you. deem appropriate to the City 
Council. It's the City Council who will make 
the finding that you're referencing. 

So my comments are I still don't know that it's 
- I think it could be detrimental even in this 
economic tite to the School District as far as 
the loss of revenue as well as some of the 
losses that are there_ I think the project - I 
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(continued) 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 
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GTUNCHIGLIANI 

- I personally like the idea of the museum and 
so forth, but it's - I think the nexus Of the 
mixed use is what's generating your issue for 
wanting a TID, and I don't know that that stands 
on it's own. 

Let - let me correct for the record though that 
right now this site is tax exempt. The City 
owns it. There's - other than - we - there was 
a couple of vending machines in the 
(unintelligible) -- 

(Unintelligible). 

There. was no tax generation on this site 
whatsoever. With the new development, there 
will be new taxes generated. And that tax base 
- that new generated tax base - will be split 
both the property taxes and the sales taxes. 
The property taxes we have not negotiated nor 
was there any contemplation in the Development 
Agreement any rebate. back to the developer of 
any of the real estate property taxes: And they 
will be distributed the way they normally get 
distributed within the redevelopment area. And 
then the Tourism Improvement District is - we've 
laid out in the information_ A portion of those 
taxes are protected by statute - would go back 
to the state and be distributed in their normal 
way through C-tax. The portion that's captured 
by this Tourism Improvement District seventy-
five percent of that balante We keep to go into 
the District. The other twenty-five percent 
goes back to the state and gets distributed back 
to their normal taxing districts - jurisdictions 
through C-tax. 

But you already used your redevelopment money to 
build the "muSeum" and park. What you're saying 
though - you don't really need a TID to do that, 
but this allows you to COmpliment your 
Development Agreement that you are negotiating 
with the partner across the street That's what 
I -- 

ADAMS 	 Yes_ But I - I think it's cur - it's revenue 
neutral in the sense that -- 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 I don't believe it is, but that's my comments 
will go in and that's the way it goes. Thank 



PAGE 7 -04/08/96 - ITEM NO. 2 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 
(continued) 

REID 

STEVE SISOLAK 

ADAMS 

.ISOLAK 

ADAMS 

SISOLAK 

ADAMS 

BRIAN GORDON 

you 

Any other comments? Commissioner Sisolak. 

Thank you. I've just got one, and T quess it's 
more of a question, (Unintelligible) in our 
tole as also ask questions that can be forwarded 
but, you know, I'll ask it anyway. I appreciate 
- I got a great briefing from Terry and the city 
on this and I understand a lot better. What I'm 
not understanding is as explained the Tourism 
Improvement District's got to haVe fifty percent 
minimum of the sales from tourists, correct? 

That's correct_ 

Go ahead. 

Yeah, the - the statute requires that a - 
finding be made through an independent analysis, 
which we've done through Applied Analysis, that 
the taxes being generated by the development 
within the District, that being the sales taxes, 
the preponderance of those taxes are being 
generated by tourists or persons from outside 
the State of Nevada. 

Okay. Bow is that estimated and how is it 
quantified after the fact or is it quantified so 
that it's not just people going to each lunch 
there as opposed to going to eat lunch at the 
mall across the street. How do you eventually 
quantify that Or? 

I'll ask Brian Gordon of Applied Analysis to 
answer that question. They are the firm that we 
hired to do that preponderance test and they're 
the experts in this matter and I'll defer to 
Brian. 

Sure. What we did as part of the analysis to 
deterMine the preponderance between visitors and 
residents, we purely took a look at toward the 
mix of - of the.population in that area_ 
Obviously it's dominated by hotel rooms. So we 
took a look at the hotel room inventory and the 
number of sort of full time equivalents that 
would be on site down in that immediate area and. 
then also looked at their consumer spending, 
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GORDON (continued) 

SISOLAK 

GORDON 

ESOLAK 

GORDON 

SISOLAK 

REID 

LAWRENCE WEEKLY 

ADAMS 

WEEKLY 

ADAMS 

compared that to the number of residents that 
are likely to be in the area, balanced the two 
and the ratios come out about ninety- seventy-
nine percent of the - the spending on site would 
come from non-Nevada tourists and the balance 
being from residents. 

And is that verified after the fact or what if - 
what if after the fact We find out it's not 
working that way, what happens? 

To be quite honest with you, I don't know if 
there's A method to meaSUre that after the fact, 
so I - I don't what the. procedure would be in 
that instance. 

So all you basically have to do is get 4 study 
that verifies the assumption and that makes it a 
TID? 

It's one of the tests 4114 - and obviously in our 
report we outlined the - the steps that We took 
to produce the results and the findings that we 
came to. 

Thank you_ 

CoMmissidner Weekly. 

Yes, just real briefly. Mister .  Adams, as we 
look at this proposed public plaza. here, can you 
put on the record just for our Clark County 
residents who are not up to date as to what this 
project's all about. What's happening with the 
RTC bus terminal there? 

Sure_ 

What's the time line We're looking at? 

The - the existing site has the existing 
Regional. Transportation Commission bus terminal 
On site. The plan is to relocate that bus 
terminal to a block within - basically between 
Bonneville, Casino Center, First, and Gass. 
That - that entire block, which is part of the - 
the Live Work (phonetic) Las Vegas development 
would be developed as a new inter -model bus 
terminal. That block has been cleared. The bus 
terminal is - the design is complete. They're 
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ADAMS (continued) 

WEEKLY 

ADAMS 

WEEKLY 

REID 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

REID 

BOARD MEMBERS 

REID 

DICK GARR 

in the permitting process. And, the plan is to 
move forward with the relocation of the bus 
terminal. It Will allow then the integration of 
that terminal with the - the new. Ace system - 
the Bus Rapid Transit System that's going out 
Casino Center that will interface with that site 
and provide enhanced transit services to 
residents involved. 

That's City owned land? 

On - in the Live Work (phonetic) Las Vegas 
development? No, that - that is land that's 
owned by the Live Work .(phonetic) Las Vegas' 
property' owners and there's a long-term lease 
established between the Regional Transportation 
Commission and the owners of the property. 

I see, okay. Thank you Mister Chair. 

Other Comments? We need a motion to authorize 
the staff to submit these comments to the city. 

So moved. 

You've heard that motion. All those in favor 
say Aye. 

Aye. 

Anyone opposed? Hearing none, the Motion 
carries. This is the time set aside for comment 
by the general public. Is there anyone here to 
address the Board of County Commissioners on 
this matter? Come forward, state  your  name and 
address please. 

Good morning. .Dick Garr, 82.60 Hilton Head 
Court. Tim on the Executive Committee of the 
Downtown Alliance which is basically in the last 
year and a half or so taken upon itself to get 
formed and to work for all aspects of the 
redevelopment and the promotion of the. downtown 
area and in particUlar the RDA. I'm also the 
President of the 18B Las Vegas Arts District 
Neighborhood Association, and it's from that 
standpoint that I guess I should speak.. We, of 
course, are having. a - and have had over the 
years - a diffidult time developing that part Of 
town where Mister Weekly and Mister Brown are 
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GARR.  very, very familiar from their work on the City 
CoUncil of what has — has not happened there. 
Also, one thing that is happening is that the 
Ace Bus is going to stop at the corner of casino 
Center and Coolidge and that is right there in 
the heart of the Arts District just north of the 
Arts Factory and S2 where you can get the finest 
prints in the world and other developments that 
are planned which of course would not be of 
interest to you since you have so many other 
projects to talk about. But having that bus 
stop there is very, very good for us. And then 
having this development doWntown Of this museum, 
we would expect a large ,  number of people and 
think the city implied the peOple eXpected.too - 
to come up from the Strip to see this museum. 
And we Would think that they would be people who 
are not going Up to go gaming. They're going up 
to see other aspects of Las Vegas. And, 
therefore, they'd be more likely to get off at 
our bus stop and - and explore the Arts District 
either on their way up to see the museum or on 
their way back down to their hotels. On the south 
end of the Strip. So we are very excited about 
this happening, both these things, the museum 
and the bus. And whatever help it takes to make 
sure it happens, we hope that you will agree 
that - to forward a positive comment on it. 
Thank you. 

REID 	 Anyone else? This meeting's adjourned_ 

wb-mw 
_APE 1-562 



City of Las Vegas Memorandum 	Office of Business Development 

To: 	Elizabeth N. Fretwell, City Manager 

Itt Via: 	Scott Adams, e or 

Via: 	Steve van Gorp Deputy Director  

From: Scott Auyong, S . Economic Development Officer YIN  

Date: January 22, 2009 

Re: 	Section 7.01(c) and (d) - Resolution of Encumbrances 

Disposition and Development Agreement between the City and CIM LL Manager, LLC dated July 2, 2007 
(DDA) 

In accordance with the terms of Sections 7.01(c) and (d) of the DDA, City and CIM staff have been 
working to effectuate the ENA Site Land Assemblage. As described in the DDA, the ENA Site Land 
Assemblage is dependent on resolution of the following issues: 

I. Removal of Existing Encumbrances on the ENA Site 

As you are aware, the ENA Site is encumbered by grant deed covenants in favor of the National Park 
Service (NPS) and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). The City and CIM have collaborated to 
prepare a master plan and narrative for the proposed development of the ENA Site (Master Plan) in order to 
initiate discussions with the NPS and SHP() for their approval to remove or modify the grant deed covenants. 
As such, the City is currently in the process of transmitting the Master Plan to NPS and SHPO, as well as, 
scheduling a subsequent meeting sometime this month to discuss the Master Plan with NPS and SHPO. 

Based on previous discussions with NPS and SHPO, as well as, the opinion of the City's historic 
preservation consultant, City staff believes that either the removal or modification of the grant deed 
covenants will eventually (but during the time frame contemplated by the DDA) be granted by NPS and 
SHPO. 

The northern most portion of the ENA Site (NDOT Land) is leased to the City by the Nevada Department 
of Transportation (NDOT) and the steps being taken to remove the NDOT encumbrance are described in 
Section II below. 

II. Secure the transfer of the NDOT Land 

The City is currently negotiating with the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) on terms of an 
agreement to swap roadway maintenance responsibilities (Swap Agreement) for various local streets. Under 
the proposed Swap Agreement, the City would assume maintenance responsibilities for more roadway lane-
miles than it would swap to NDOT. As compensation for assuming maintenance responsibilities for more 
roadway lane-miles than it would swap to NDOT, the City plans to negotiate with NDOT for the transfer of 
ownership to the City of various NDOT land parcels (including the NDOT Land). These negotiations with 
NDOT are on-going and a follow-up meeting is planned to occur sometime in the next few weeks. 

City staff believes that negotiations to transfer ownership of the NDOT Land to the City will eventually 
(but during the time frame contemplated by the DDA) be granted by NDOT as part of the Swap Agreement. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me directly at Ext. 6367. 
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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF A PORTION OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CLARK COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS HELD ON APRIL 8, 2009 REGARDING ITEM NO. 2 
(CONSIDER THE FISCAL EFFECT OF A PROPOSED CITY OF LAS VEGAS TOURISM 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT). 

TAPE 1-1 

RORY REID 

DONALD BURNETTE 

REID 

BOARD MEMBERS 

Meeting of the Clark County Board of 
Commissioners. 

Good morning Mister Chairman, Commissioners. 
The first item on your special agenda is Item 
One to approve the agenda. 

Let's take a voice vote because I don't think we 
can switch off the machine. All those in favor 
say Aye. 

Aye. 

REID 	 Anyone opposed? Motion carries. 

BURNETTE 

WARD FINGER 

e:/94.'  • . 	 4 
- 	•-• -  

Item Number Two is to conduct a public hearing 
to consider the fiscal effect of a proposed City 
of Las Vegas Tourism Improvement District under 
Chapter 271A of Nevada Revised Statutes and 
authorize staff to submit comments from the 
hearing to the City of Las Vegas City Council. 
Mister Chairman, Ed Finger, the County 
Comptroller, is here to offer a few introductory 
comments. 

Good morning County Commissioners. Ed Finger, 
Comptroller. As Mister Burnette mentioned, the 
item before you is a public hearing. I will 
point out to you that there is no action to be 
taken at the public hearing other than to 
receive comment for submission to the City of 
Las Vegas. In accordance with statute, that is 
the limit of the County's participation in the 
creation of such a district. Staff has prepared 
an agenda item development report that's been 
presented with the agenda item. Staff - County 
staff is available. I'm available. There are 
also representatives from the City of Las Vegas 
here should you have any questions. 

This is a public hearing. Anyone here wishing 
to speak? Again, this is a public hearing. Any 
comment from the Board? Commissioner 

OF 1„ 

IS A 
Copy 

'f O'rf FILE 
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REID (continued) 	Giunchigliani. 

CHRIS GIUNCHIGLIANI 

FINGER 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

Thank you. I have a couple of questions. Ed, 
this is for establishing a Tourism Improvement 
District, and I believe by law it actually 
expires in September, correct? 

The - the current statute, unless it were to be 
amended, would prohibit after October 1, 2009 
the creation of - of such a district because of 
the reason that after such date, a Tourism 
Improvement District may not be created that 
includes property that's also within the 
boundaries of a redevelopment area. 

Okay, 'cause it was the duplicative piece - I 
knew it was - so it's October 1 st  that it would 
go away? 

FINGER 	 That's my understanding. 

GIUNCHIGLIANI Okay. And then the proposed project is - does 
not include the Lady Luck but it's across the 
street from that. It's the old museum and -- 

FINGER 	 That's correct. There's -- 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

FINGER 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

A post office that's prepared. And - but the 
analysis that's been done anticipates a hotel 
and a casino. 

It does anticipate the possibility of such of a 
- and there are folks here who could answer more 
specific questions (unintelligible). 

'Cause it says the improvements that we're 
supposed to be looking at in the Tourism 
Improvement District is for a multi-story 
parking garage, open-air public plaza and other 
supporting improvements in the area. Yet if I 
read through the analysis that was done, it's 
all tied to hotel rooms, sales, taxes that could 
be possibly generated from that even though 
that's not part of the project. But can you 
explain that to me? 

Sure. Scott Adams, I'm the Director of Business 
Development with the City of Las Vegas and the 
City's Operations Officer of the Redevelopment 
Agency. This development - there - there - in 

SCOTT ADAMS 
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ADAMS (continued) 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

our agreement with the CIM Group, there - we 
really look at two components of their 
development. The existing Lady Luck is simply a 
threshold that once they've completed the 
renovation of the Lady Luck according to certain 
standards, they then have under our Development 
Agreement the right to access the site, the Post 
Office site, for development. That site, we 
believe, has the ability to be entitled for 
gaming. And so in their master plan, and I'll - 
I think -- 

You just put it in the center -- 

In - in their development, this is the old Post 
Office right here. Surrounding that Post Office 
on the total developmental block there is 
proposed a - a gaming hotel. And that would be 
part of a phased in development as part of their 
master plan. So we did look at when we did the 
preponderance test the potential of developing 
gaming revenues on that site. 

Okay. Does - does this anticipate giving away 
public property then to the private group within 
the TID? 

We - we own that site. The City owns that land. 
We own the land subject to a small sliver in the 
northwest corner that's owned by NDOT. And then 
the Post Office itself we own but it's subject 
to some deed covenants imposed by the U.S. 
Department of Interior. We - our Development 
Agreement with the CIM Group does provide for us 
selling that property to them and that we did 
structure a sale that was at that time based on 
a then-appraised value. 

Okay, 'cause I didn't see any reference then to 
sale cost anticipated in here. Is the park then 
still going to be there or is that outside? 

The - in the center of the development, the - 
the core of the site we've closed what was Frank 
Wright Plaza for use as a construction/staging 
area for some improvements we're - we're making 
to Stewart. We're - the plan is to move the 
open space from the corner into the center of 
the development. And you see in the center of 
the master plan, there's a large compliment of 
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ADAMS (continued) 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

r—UNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

open space which is the Plaza that we would be 
using Tourism Improvement District funding to 
develop as part of the overall master plan of 
the development. I would like to say that none 
of the Tourism Improvement District funding 
would be rebated back to the developer as has 
been in the case with other TID's in the State 
of Nevada. We would capture the TID funding as 
a City and use it to make the public 
improvements associated with the development of 
the build-out of that block. 

Would the parking garage then be public? 

It - it would in some manner. Now, we've 

(Unintelligible) charge like the one across the 
street? 

We - we don't have those detailed - details 
worked out because our Development Agreement 
stipulates that we - we are not fully committed 
even to having to build it. We - the 
Development Agreement stipulates that at the 
time they're ready to build, we do a study at 
that then time a multi-block radius of the site 
of the existence of parking at that time and the 
demand for parking to size that garage. So we 
did not commit to a specific garage 'cause I - I 
believe - I don't believe there - there's a need 
right now for parking. 

You may not need it (unintelligible). 

Right - so that will be a demand induced in size 
parking garage at that time. 

Okay. So - so I guess maybe that's my concern 
besides the - the potential detrimental effect 
of schools and the loss of revenue that comes 
into play is, what exactly is the project? 

They - the private component of the project is 
they're a mixed used development which consists 
of retail, office, hotel, gaming, mixed use. 

Even though the mixed use is not in the TID, the 
anticipation is (unintelligible). 

It is - it is. Let me clarify again. 
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GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 (Unintelligible). 

ADAMS This - what you see on the overhead here is the 
Post Office block. It's a little skewed - 
elongated. The existing Lady Luck is off this 
master plan. The Lady Luck is immediately south 
of (unintelligible). 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 South -- 

ADAMS 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 

REID 

This master plan is only for the Post Office 
block itself. And as I said at the outset, the 
Lady Luck itself is not part of - any part of 
the master plan. It is simply a threshold. 
They have to perform in the renovation of the 
Lady Luck before they have the right to access 
and be sold the property on the Post Office 
block. 

And so under NRS what we're supposed to make a 
finding as - that - that - financing would have 
a positive fiscal effect on the provision of 
local government services. And if I go into the 
analysis, there will be an income loss, or tax 
loss, to both the County, Metro, School 
District, State of Nevada, and so -- 

Commissioner Giunchigliani, I don't think we're 
required to make any findings. We're just - we 
can get (unintelligible). 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 Okay, I'm just reading what's in the Applied 
Analysis's document. And it says -- 

REID 	 Can I ask that question, I'm going to make sure. 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 Sure. 

REID 	 And what's our role here? 

MARY-ANNE MILLER 	Our role is just to accept comments and forward 
them on if you deem appropriate to the City 
Council. It's the City Council who will make 
the finding that you're referencing. 

So my comments are I still don't know that it's 
- I think it could be detrimental even in this 
economic time to the School District as far as 
the loss of revenue as well as some of the 
losses that are there. I think the project - I 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 
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GIUNCHIGLIANI 

ADAMS 

- I personally like the idea of the museum and 
so forth, but it's - I think the nexus of the 
mixed use is what's generating your issue for 
wanting a TID, and I don't know that that stands 
on it's own. 

Let - let me correct for the record though that 
right now this site is tax exempt. The City 
owns it. There's - other than - we - there was 
a couple of vending machines in the 
(unintelligible) -- 

(Unintelligible). 

There was no tax generation on this site 
whatsoever. With the new development, there 
will be new taxes generated. And that tax base 
- that new generated tax base - will be split 
both the property taxes and the sales taxes. 
The property taxes we have not negotiated nor 
was there any contemplation in the Development 
Agreement any rebate back to the developer of 
any of the real estate property taxes. And they 
will be distributed the way they normally get 
distributed within the redevelopment area. And 
then the Tourism Improvement District is - we've 
laid out in the information. A portion of those 
taxes are protected by statute - would go back 
to the state and be distributed in their normal 
way through C-tax. The portion that's captured 
by this Tourism Improvement District seventy-
five percent of that balance we keep to go into 
the District. The other twenty-five percent 
goes back to the state and gets distributed back 
to their normal taxing districts - jurisdictions 
through C-tax. 

But you already used your redevelopment money to 
build the "museum" and park. What you're saying 
though - you don't really need a TID to do that, 
but this allows you to compliment your 
Development Agreement that you are negotiating 
with the partner across the street. That's what 
I -- 

Yes. But I - I think it's cur - it's revenue 
neutral in the sense that -- 

GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 I don't believe it is, but that's my comments 
will go in and that's the way it goes. Thank 
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GIUNCHIGLIANI 	 you. 
(continued) 

REID 	 Any other comments? Commissioner Sisolak. 

STEVE SISOLAK Thank you. I've just got one, and I guess it's 
more of a question. (Unintelligible) in our 
role as also ask questions that can be forwarded 
but, you know, I'll ask it anyway. I appreciate 
- I got a great briefing from Terry and the City 
on this and I understand a lot better. What I'm 
not understanding is as explained the Tourism 
Improvement District's got to have fifty percent 
minimum of the sales from tourists, correct? 

ADAMS 	 That's correct. 

30LAK 	 Go ahead. 

ADAMS 	 Yeah, the - the statute requires that a - a 
finding be made through an independent analysis, 
which we've done through Applied Analysis, that 
the taxes being generated by the development 
within the District, that being the sales taxes, 
the preponderance of those taxes are being 
generated by tourists or persons from outside 
the State of Nevada. 

SISOLAK 

ADAMS 

BRIAN GORDON 

Okay. How is that estimated and how is it 
quantified after the fact or is it quantified so 
that it's not just people going to each lunch 
there as opposed to going to eat lunch at the 
mall across the street. How do you eventually 
quantify that or? 

I'll ask Brian Gordon of Applied Analysis to 
answer that question. They are the firm that we 
hired to do that preponderance test, and they're 
the experts in this matter and I'll defer to 
Brian. 

Sure. What we did as part of the analysis to 
determine the preponderance between visitors and 
residents, we purely took a look at toward the 
mix of - of the population in that area. 
Obviously it's dominated by hotel rooms. So we 
took a look at the hotel room inventory and the 
number of sort of full time equivalents that 
would be on site down in that immediate area and 
then also looked at their consumer spending, 



PAGE 8 -04/08/96 - ITEM NO. 2 

GORDON (continued) 

SISOLAK 

GORDON 
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GORDON 

SISOLAK 

REID 
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ADAMS 

WEEKLY 

ADAMS 

compared that to the number of residents that 
are likely to be in the area, balanced the two 
and the ratios come out about ninety- seventy-
nine percent of the - the spending on site would 
come from non-Nevada tourists and the balance 
being from residents. 

And is that verified after the fact or what if - 
what if after the fact we find out it's not 
working that way, what happens? 

To be quite honest with you, I don't know if 
there's a method to measure that after the fact, 
so I - I don't what the procedure would be in 
that instance. 

So all you basically have to do is get a study 
that verifies the assumption and that makes it a 
TID? 

It's one of the tests and - and obviously in our 
report we outlined the - the steps that we took 
to produce the results and the findings that we 
came to. 

Thank you. 

Commissioner Weekly. 

Yes, just real briefly. Mister Adams, as we 
look at this proposed public plaza here, can you 
put on the record just for our Clark County 
residents who are not up to date as to what this 
project's all about. What's happening with the 
RTC bus terminal there? 

Sure. 

What's the time line we're looking at? 

The - the existing site has the existing 
Regional Transportation Commission bus terminal 
on site. The plan is to relocate that bus 
terminal to a block within - basically between 
Bonneville, Casino Center, First, and Gass. 
That - that entire block, which is part of the - 
the Live Work (phonetic) Las Vegas development 
would be developed as a new inter-model bus 
terminal. That block has been cleared. The bus 
terminal is - the design is complete. They're 
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in the permitting process. And the plan is to 
move forward with the relocation of the bus 
terminal. It will allow then the integration of 
that terminal with the - the new Ace system - 
the Bus Rapid Transit System that's going out 
Casino Center that will interface with that site 
and provide enhanced transit services to 
residents involved. 

That's City owned land? 

On - in the Live Work (phonetic) Las Vegas 
development? No, that - that is land that's 
owned by the Live Work (phonetic) Las Vegas 
property owners and there's a long-term lease 
established between the Regional Transportation 
Commission and the owners of the property. 

I see, okay. Thank you Mister Chair. 

Other comments? We need a motion to authorize 
the staff to submit these comments to the City. 

So moved. 

You've heard that motion. All those in favor 
say Aye. 

Aye. 

Anyone opposed? Hearing none, the motion 
carries. This is the time set aside for comment 
by the general public. Is there anyone here to 
address the Board of County Commissioners on 
this matter? Come forward, state your name and 
address please. 

Good morning. Dick Garr, 8260 Hilton Head 
Court. I'm on the Executive Committee of the 
Downtown Alliance which is basically in the last 
year and a half or so taken upon itself to get 
formed and to work for all aspects of the 
redevelopment and the promotion of the downtown 
area and in particular the RDA. I'm also the 
President of the 18B Las Vegas Arts District 
Neighborhood Association, and it's from that 
standpoint that I guess I should speak. We, of 
course, are having a - and have had over the 
years - a difficult time developing that part of 
town where Mister Weekly and Mister Brown are 
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GARR very, very familiar from their work on the City 
Council of what has - has not happened there. 
Also, one thing that is happening is that the 
Ace Bus is going to stop at the corner of Casino 
Center and Coolidge and that is right there in 
the heart of the Arts District just north of the 
Arts Factory and S2 where you can get the finest 
prints in the world and other developments that 
are planned which of course would not be of 
interest to you since you have so many other 
projects to talk about. But having that bus 
stop there is very, very good for us. And then 
having this development downtown of this museum, 
we would expect a large number of people - and I 
think the City implied the people expected too - 
to come up from the Strip to see this museum. 
And we would think that they would be people who 
are not going up to go gaming. They're going up 
to see other aspects of Las Vegas. And, 
therefore, they'd be more likely to get off at 
our bus stop and - and explore the Arts District 
either on their way up to see the museum or on 
their way back down to their hotels on the south 
end of the Strip. So we are very excited about 
this happening, both these things, the museum 
and the bus. And whatever help it takes to make 
sure it happens, we hope that you will agree 
that - to forward a positive comment on it. 
Thank you. 

REID 	 Anyone else? This meeting's adjourned. 

D- MW 
1-562 
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FINANCE & OPERATIONS DIVISION 
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5100 W. SAHARA AVE. • LAS VEGAS, NV 89146 • (702) 799-5445 • FAX 855-3112 CLARK COUNTY 

On behalf of the Board of School Trustees of the ClarkCounty School District, I am writing in 
response to your letter of February 4, 2009, regarding the creation of a Tourism Improvement 
District proposed by the City of Las Vegas. You had requested comments prior to your City 
Council meeting on May 6, 2009. 

Pursuant to NRS 271A.080, a public hearing regarding the fiscal effect on the Clark County 
School District of the project to be constructed in the Tourism Improvement District proposed by 
the City of Las Vegas, and the use of the money proposed to be pledged, was held at the meeting 
of the Clark County School District's Board of School Trustees on April 23, 2009. 

Following the public hearing, the Board of School Trustees took action on an agenda item, 
requesting that, pursuant to NRS 271A.110, any agreement entered into by the City of Las Vegas 
and owner of property interest within the tax increment district defray, in whole, the initial 
5824,759.00 additional expenditure identified in the report by Applied Analysis, dated 
November 30, 2008 (and subsequently amended on February 27, 2009), in the first year of the 
tax increment district; and that in subsequent years, the amount to be defrayed will be increased 
annually by the Consumer Price Index for Western States published for December of the 
preceding year. 

Thank you for providing the Clark County School District an opportunity to present comment 
and input in this process. Feel free to contact me at 799-5445 if you have any questions. 

cerel 

cilcr 
Chief Financi a) Officer 

cc: 	Board of School Trustees 
Walt Rulffes 
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OSCAR B. GOODMAN 
MAYOR 
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LAS VEGAS CITY COUNCIL 
Dear Ms. Janison: 

In response to the staff report prepared by Mr. Jeff Weiler for Item 7.01 and Item 
7.02 on the April 23rd Board Agenda, I would like to submit this written testimony to 
be entered into the public record. 

Mr. Weiler's staff report correctly identifies that education (the Clark County School 
District) could incur an annual expenditure impact of $824,759, based on the report 
entitled "Proposed Tourism Improvement District" prepared by Applied Analysis on 
November 30, 2008 as amended February 27, 2009. 

The staff report also concludes that the TID project would not yield any additional 
revenue to offset this annual expenditure impact. This conclusion is not supported by 
the Applied Analysis report. On the contrary, the proposed T1D project would create 
new revenue sources which would be dedicated for meeting this education expense. 
As enumerated on page 2 and page 3 of the enclosure to this letter, these revenue 
sources would yield $1,504,104 in annual revenue for education. 

The resulting net fiscal impact, as supported by the Applied Analysis report, is 
$679,344 in additional, positive net revenue for the education system. The Applied 
Analysis report demonstrates that education and the Clark County School District 
would benefit more with the TID and the corresponding project then without the TID 
and the project. 

I appreciate your consideration of this written testimony. 

Respectfully, 

Bill Arent, CEcD 
Acting Director 

Enclosure 

cc: 	Elizabeth N. Fretwell, City Manager 
Scott D. Adams, Chief Urban Redevelopment Officer 
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Tourism Improvement District (TID) 

Selected Report Excerpts and Analysis of Education Funding 

SUMMARY OF FISCAL IMPACTS 

Alter Allocation of Revenues to the District 

	

Including 	Excluding 

	

Casino 	 Casino 
Revenue: 

Sales and Use lax 	 $1,856,808 	$1,856,808 
Property Tax 	 $1,700.362 	$1,584,622 

Gaming Percentage Fees 	 $2,881,281 	 $0 
Other Gaming Fees and Charges 	 $554,900 	 $0 

Modified Business Tax 	 $452,706 	$408,770 

Transient Lodging Tax 	 $1,962,331 	$1,962,331 

Other State and Local Revenue (a) 	 $19,936,022 	$17,245.729  

Total Revenue 	 $29,344,411 	$23,058,260 

Expenditures: 

Education/Clark County School District 	 $953,420 	$824,759 

Police Protection/LVMPD 	 $652,230 	$574,475 

Fire ond Rescue/Las Vegas Fire Department 	 $512,304 	$455,472 

Other State and Local Expenditures (a) 	 118.224.805 	$15.765.434 

Total Expenditures 	 $20,342,759 	$17.620,141 

Net Fiscal Effect 
Pro Forma Adjustment (a) 

Pro Forma Adjusted Net Fiscal Effect 

$9,001,651 
j$1,711,2171 

$7,290,434 

$5,438,119 

($1,480,2941  

$3,957,825 

Source: Proposed Tourism Improvement District: An Analysis of Selected Regulatory Requirements, November 30, 2008 (amended 
February 27. 2009) 

(a) Other state and local revenues and expenditures reflect estimates of all government activity (excluding those specifically identified). 
The estimates are based on US Census of Governments datasets and account for all government activity. While the gross revenues and 
gross expenditure figures are material, the net impact is $1.7 million and $1.5 million in the including and excluding casino scenarios, 
respectively. 
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Tax 

Rate Total (I) 

Tax 

Rate Total (1) 

Tax 

Rate Total (1) 

$0 

Public 	Proposed 

Entitles 	 TiD Modified Business Tax 
State General Fund 0.63% $408,770 $408,770 

Tourism Improvement District (TID) 

Selected Report Excerpts and Analysis of Education Funding 

SELECTED MAJOR REVENUE SOURCES 

(red figures inure directly to education funding or indirectly through the state general fund: summary and allocation located on page 3) 

Sales and Use Taxes 

State Sales ond Use Tax 	 2.00% 	$1,275,472 

Local School Support Tax (LSST) 	 2.25% 	$1,434,906 
Basic City-County Relief Tax (BCCRT) 	 0.50% 	$318,868 
Supplemental City-County Relief Tax (SCCRT) 	 1.75% 	$1,116,038 
County Options (various) 	 1.25% 	$797,170 

7.75% 	$4,942,455 

	

Public 	Proposed 

	

Entities (2) 	 TID (2) 

	

$326,043 	$949,430 

	

$366,798 	$1,068.108 

	

$81,511 	$237.357 

	

$285,287 	$830,751 

	

$797,170 	 $0  

	

$1,856,808 	$3,085.646 Total 

(1) Based on taxable retail sales of $63.8 million (see Exhibit 12 on page 14 of analysis). 

(2) Allocated based on 75 percent to TiD (less fee of 0.75 percent) with the balance inuring to public entities. 

Property Tax 

State, County and School (excluding debt rote) 	 0.3949 	$191,293 

Clark County School District Debt (2) 	 0.4336 	$210,030 
Las Vegas City 	 0.1542 	 $74,680 
Las Vegas City Fire Safety 	 0.0950 	 $46,017 
Las Vegas/Clark County Library 	 0.0178 	 $8,611 
Las Vegas/Clark County Library Debt 	 0.0020 	 $949 
Las Vegas Artesian Groundwater Basin 	 0.0002 	 $88 
LVMPD Emergency 9-1-1 	 0.0011 	 $552 
Las Vegas Redevelopment Area 	 1.9544 	$946,693 
LVMPD Manpower Supplement - Lv 	 0.2182 	$105,709 
Total 	 3.2714 	$1,584,622  

	

Public 	Proposed 

	

Entitles 	 TID 

	

$191,293 	 $0 

	

$210,030 	 $0 

	

$74,680 	 $0 

	

$46,017 	 $0 

	

$8.61 I 	 $0 

	

$949 	 $0 

	

$88 	 $0 

	

$552 	 $0 

	

$946,693 	 $0 

	

$105,709 	 $0 

	

$1.584,622 	 $0 

(1) Based on assessed value of $48.4 million. 

(2) Represents the portion of the Clark County School District debt rate that is voter approved and do not inure to the RDA. 

(Pursuant to the debt rate provisions set forth in Senate Bill 312 (1997 Legislative Session)) 

(1) Based on wages of $76.3 million (adjusted for health insurance deduction). 

Transient Lodging Tax 

State of Nevada 

Clark County School District 

Collecting Jurisdiction 

Clark County Transportation 

Fremont Street Experience 

Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority 

Total - Effective Until March 18. 2009 

Amendment to Transient Lodging Tax (2) 

Amended Total 

Tax 

Rate 

	

0.38% 	$66.898 

	

1.63% 	$289,890 

	

1.00% 	$178,394 

	

1.00% 	$178,394 

	

2.00% 	$356,788 

	

5.00% 	$891,969  

	

11.00% 	$1,962,331 

	

2.00% 	$356,788 
13.00% 	$2,319,119 

Public 

Entitles 

$66,898 

$289,890 

$178,394 

$178,394 

$356,788 

$891,969  

$1,962331 

$356,788 
$2,319,119 

Proposed 

TID 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Total (1) 

(1) Based on room revenue of $17.8 million. 

(2) Based on increase in room tax authorized by Initiative Petition No. 1 (2009 Nevada Legislature) 
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Tourism Improvement District (TID) 

Selected Report Excerpts and Analysis of Education Funding 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES POTENTIALLY IMPACTING EDUCATION 

With TID and Project 	 Without TID and 

To State and Ed. 	To Education 	 Project 

Total Public Revenues to Potentially Benefit Public Education: 

Soles and Use Taxes: 

State Sales and Use Tax Component (1) 	 $326,043 	$114.115 	 $0 

Local School Support Tax (LSST) (2) 	 $366,798 	$366.798 	 $0 

Property Tax (2) 	 $210,030 	$210,030 	 $0 

	

Modified Business Taxes (1) 	 $408,770 	$143,069 	 $0 

Transient Lodging Taxes: 

State of Nevada (I) 	 $66,898 	 $23,414 	 $0 

Clark County School District (2) 	 $289,890 	$289,890 	 $0 

Amendment to Transient Lodging Tax (IP No. 1) (2) 	 $356,788 	$356,788 	 $0 

	

Total Potential Public Revenues 	 $2.025,215 	$1,504,104 	 $0 

	

Total Estimated Expenditures (3) 	 ($824,759) 	 $0 

	

$679,344 	 $0 
■■•■ 

General Note: Dollars directly deposited in the State's distributive school account and general fund appropriations supporting education 
are distributed by formula to the state's school districts. Although those tax dollors go to education programs, it is not readily 
rAterrninable how much of those payments would inure directly back to tile Clark County School District. 

(1) Assumes approximately 35 percent of funding to the state general fund is allocable to education. 

(2) Assumes 100 percent of the funding is allocable to education. 

(3) Based on the scenario modeled on page 24 of analysis (assumes 25 percent of workers originate from outside the market). 

Net Potential Impact on Education System 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6, 2009 

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

	

1 	Public Hearing, discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution making written 

2 findings, approving the use of monies, providing notice and materials to the Commission on 

3 Tourism and Governor of Nevada and making conclusive determinations, all relative to a 

4 Tourism Improvement District (TID) for parcels at Fourth Street and Stewart Avenue 

	

5 	(APNs 139-34-501-004, -007 to -008, 139-27-899-042 and 139-34-599-009) - Ward 5 

6 (Barlow) 

7 

8 Appearance List:  

9 OSCAR GOODMAN, Mayor 

20 BILL ARENT, Acting Director, Office of Business Development 

11 BRIAN GORDON, Applied Analysis 

12 STEVEN D. ROSS, Councilman 

13 JEFF ROSEN, CIM Group 

14 DEE TAYLOR, 1630 South Commerce Drive 

15 STEVE WOLFSON, Councilman 

16 DIANE WOOLMAN, 9029 Blue Raven Avenue 

17 MARIA GANDARA 

18 ANDREW BROWNSON 

1 9 JOSEPH MICHAEL CORDOVA, III, President, Turtle Creek Homeowner's Association 

20 TEDDY RUSSELL, Las Vegas resident 

21 BRYAN SCOTT, Assistant City Attorney 

22 GARY REESE, Councilman 

23 LOIS TARKANIAN, Councilwoman 

24 BRAD JERBIC, City Attorney 

25 SCOTT ADAMS, Chief Urban Redevelopment Officer 

26 RICKI Y. BARLOW, Councilman 

27 

	

28 	(1 hour 30 minutes) 

29 

30 Typed by: Lean Coleman, Deeny Araujo, Angela Crolli 

	

31 	Proofed by: Angela Crolli 
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32 MAYOR GOODMAN 

33 	Item 74 is R-30-2009, a Public Hearing, discussion and possible action regarding a Resolution 

34 	making written findings, approving the use of monies, providing notice and materials to the 

35 Commission on Tourism and Governor of Nevada and making conclusive determinations, all 

36 	relative to a Tourism Improvement District. The acronym is TID, T-I-D, for parcels at Fourth 

37 	Street and Stewart Avenue, and this is in Ward 5. It's a Public Hearing, which I now declare 

38 	open. Mr. Arent. 

39 

40 BILL ARENT 

41 	Thank you, Mr. Mayor and members of Council. This is a public hearing. I realize the hour's a 

42 	little bit late, but I think it's important to get certain comments onto the record. I'm gonna go 

43 	through a PowerPoint presentation as quickly as I can. With me today, also, is Brian Gordon of 

44 Applied Analysis. He will give a part of the PowerPoint presentation as well. We also have 

45 	representative of the developer, CIM Group, Mr. Jeff Rosen, and I'll invite him to make any 

46 comments after we finish our presentation. 

47 The Tourism Improvement District allows a City or a County to retain up to 75 percent of 

48 	mandatory sales and use tax proceeds generated within a district, within a self-defined district 

49 	pursuant to the Nevada Revised Statutes. Proceeds can be used to acquire, improve, equip, 

;0 	operate or maintain a project within a district, and eligible uses include retail, tourism or 

51 	entertainment purposes. 

52 Thought it was important to remind the Council of where we are at in the process. On February 

53 	4th , you, as the City Council, authorized us to start this process. In addition, we attended a public 

54 hearing held by the Board of County Commissioners on April 8 th . We also attended a public 

55 	hearing of the Clark County School District Board of Trustees on April 23` d . Today is a public 

56 	hearing to primarily determine three things. One, to make an increased finding, as I'll describe in 

57 just a moment; make a preponderance finding, and I'll describe what that means also. We also, 

58 	as a body, the City Council I should say, should consider both the Board of County 

59 Commissioner written comments and the Clark County School District written comments. 

60 As part of your backup documentation, we included a transcript of the April 8 th  hearing at the 

61 

	

	Board of County Commission, and we also included a letter from Mr. Jeff Weiler, who is the 
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62 	Chief Financial Officer of the School District, representing the Board of Trustees regarding their 

63 	written comments. And I'll touch on that at the end of the presentation. 

64 The next steps, after today, are a Nevada Commission on Tourism hearing, the date of, for which 

65 	it's pending. We anticipate that it will be some time in June. And then, finally, it goes to the 

66 	Governor for final approval. 

67 	The required findings, as I mentioned, there's an increase finding and a preponderance finding. 

68 	The increase finding requires the Council to find, as a result of this project, retailers will locate 

69 	their businesses in the District, and there will be a substantial increase in sales and use tax 

70 	revenues. Additionally, a preponderance finding must be determined to show that proceeds from 

71 	sales and use tax revenues will be attributable to the transactions with tourists who are not 

72 	Nevada residents. And I'll explain how the resolution and the supporting documentation, today, 

73 	meets (sic) both of those findings. 

74 The next steps, as I mentioned, we have Commission on Tourism and then to the Governor's 

75 	desk. The Governor is required, by law, to consider any fiscal effect of the pledge of money for 

76 	educational funding. So I'll spend a little bit of time at the end of the presentation to address 

77 	that. 

78 	The City Council, following the Governor, would adopt an ordinance through our, its normal 

79 	two-step process. And that ordinance would define that no retail sales could have occurred 120 

;0 	days prior to the enactment date of the ordinance. 

81 	Finally, the City and the State Taxation would enter into an agreement describing the distribution 

82 	of the revenues generated within the TID. And there is a statutory limit for a 20-year term. So, 

83 	should the City look to actually issue a bond to secure those revenues and use those capital funds 

84 	upfront for the uses that I'm gonna describe, we would be limited by statute to a 20-year term. 

85 	We're not obligated to issue a bond, but we would have the ability to do that with the TID 

86 	legislation. 

87 	This map shows the proposed TID boundaries. It's a site that is situated next to the I Fif, 515, 

88 US 95, and then it's bounded by Casino Center, Fourth Street and then Stewart Avenue. So the 

89 	area that you see in red, when I mentioned earlier, District, this is the District that we're seeking 

90 	to creating it. Zooming in on it from an aerial photo, you can see the District within the District. 

91 	The area highlighted in yellow is Phase 2 of a project proposed by the developer, the CIM Group, 
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92 	and then the area outlined in red is the Historic Post Office that we're seeking to convert into a 

	

93 	new museum use. So that shows the site and the District. 

94 The Development Program, just to bring you back why we're doing this, the TID we're 

	

95 	proposing to use these funds for public uses. We're trying to create a vibrant public plaza, a 

96 public parking garage and also enhance streetscape, primarily on Stewart Avenue, to promote 

97 additional pedestrian activity. The Development Program will be anchored by the Las Vegas 

98 Museum of Organized Crime and Law t nforcement. We'll be proceeding with that project 

	

99 	independently of this incentive and moving forward with that project to support the overall 

100 Development Program from the CIM Group. The Program eventually complates (sic) retail 

	

101 	enter, and entertainment uses, including 200,000 square feet of retail, 150,000 square feet of 

	

102 	office, a 500-room hotel and potentially a new casino. 

	

103 	I wanna emphasize a point here. One of the misunderstandings that took place at the School 

	

104 	District's Board of Trustee meeting was an impression that the hotel was an optional component 

	

105 	of the project and that the retail could proceed without the hotel. In working with the developer, 

	

106 	we did not find that to be the case. They run hand in hand as part of the Development Project, 

	

107 	and I'll explain why that's important toward the end of the presentation. 

	

108 	Again, the use of TID funds, public costs, the parking structure, the public plaza, the street 

109 improvements, in the overall development agreement with the CIM Group, one of the thresholds 

	

0 	and a condition precedent to actually getting and acquiring development rights from that property 

	

111 	outlined in yellow on the map is to actually invest new capital into the Lady Luck property on the 

	

112 	south side of Stewart. So, there's a, an investment threshold, and this is very important to 

	

113 	mention also. Like all of our incentives that we try to do with our office, this is a back end 

	

114 	incentive. The developer must perform on the front end in order to obtain this back end 

	

115 	incentive. 

	

116 	And then, also, it's important to mention that no TID funds will go toward private development 

	

117 	or (sic) to the developer to support the private development. We were using the funds for public 

	

118 	programs and public uses as identified in the slide. 

	

119 	I'm gonna turn it over to Brian Gordon. He's gonna go over real briefly the findings of the study 

	

120 	that they did to show what the fiscal affect is. And then I'll conclude the presentation on what 
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121 	action is before you today and speak again a little bit more detail about the impact on education 

	

122 	funding. 

123 

124 MAYOR GOODMAN 

125 Thank you. 

126 

127 BILL ARENT 

	

128 	Brian. 

'29 

130 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

131 	Mr. Gordon. 

132 

133 BRIAN GORDON 

134 Thanks. Thank you, Bill. Mr. Mayor and members of the Council, thank you for the opportunity 

	

135 	to speak to you today. As Bill mentioned, I'll just cover the summary findings of our more 

	

136 	comprehensive report. 

	

137 	Essentially, the creation of the Tourism Improvement District, based on our analysis, would 

	

138 	result in incremental revenues of about $26 million, and those would inure to various entities, 

	

;9 	about 88.2 percent or $23 million worth of those revenues would inure to public entities. The 3.1 

140 million differential would inure back to the Tourism Improvement District, which would be used 

	

141 	for these public infrastructure improvements in the area. 

	

142 	In addition to the incremental revenues that would be cost associated with the development that 

	

143 	takes place on the site, the overall costs are expected to be about $17.6 million, resulting in a net 

	

144 	fiscal benefit overall related to the development of $5.4 million per year. That is, after 

	

145 	accounting for the — allocation of sales tax back into the Tourism Improvement Direct, Tourism 

	

146 	Improvement District, excuse me. 

	

147 	Taking a look at a handful of the other public revenues that would be generated as part of the 

	

148 	project, obviously, sales and use tax being a— major component. You can see the split here on 

	

149 	the slide, in terms of the — amount that would continue to go to public entities and then the 

	

150 	portion that would inure back into the Tourism Improvement District. We also took a look at the 
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151 	transient — lodging tax that would be created as part of the hotel component of the project. That 

152 	would generate an estimated $2 million. Property taxes would contribute another $1.6 million 

153 	and the modified business tax, or the payroll tax, if you will, would create another $400,000 or so 

154 	in public revenues, going to — various public entities. 

155 	We also took a look at the scenario if the project is developed. Obviously, we've just run 

156 	through the numbers: 21, 23.1 million in public revenues, plus the three point million in the TID. 

157 	Without the project, the property remains in — public hands and there would be no incremental 

158 	revenues associated with the lack of the development of a project. 

' 59 	We're also asked to take a look at the impact on surrounding retailers. One of the things we're — 

160 	responsible for looking at is what — that impact might be. If we take a look, historically, at the 

161 	market over the last decade or so, we see that incremental investments in the area generate 

162 	incremental demand and ultimately additional spending in the area. During the past decade, 

163 	we've seen hotel rooms grow at a compound annual gro, growth rate of about 2.4 percent, the 

164 	number of visitors comparable to that. The spending, per trip, has increased and we're looking at 

165 	aggregate spending increases of about 9.1 percent annually. So, significantly more than just the — 

166 	number of visitors or infrastructure that's put in place. This project is contemplating about a 

167 	$200 million plus investment. That combined with the — hundred million investment that Bill 

168 	mentioned in terms of the investment required at the Lady Luck site, a lot of money going into 

;9 the area. We expect that to generate incremental demand. 

170 	We're also required to take a look at the source of those retail sales and use taxes. Who would 

171 	be paying those? We took a look at different market areas, one, three and five miles; obviously, 

172 the area is dominated by hotel rooms and mostly non-Nevada visitors. We estimate about 79 

173 	percent of the spending in the area is attributable to non-Nevada visitors. We would expect a 

174 	similar profile at this site. 

175 	When evaluating the overall impacts of the project, we took a look at some of the economic 

176 	impacts during, first, the construction phases as well as the operational phase. During the 

177 	construction phase, the project will directly employ about a thousand person years of 

178 	employment, including the secondary impacts; we're looking at about 1,800 jobs. They're gonna 

179 	earn approximately $66 million in wages and generate over $280 million in economic output; 

180 	that being the construction phase. 
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181 	As we move into the operational phase or the ongoing operations of the project, on an annual 

182 	basis, we're looking at 1,600 direct jobs on site. The ripple effect associated with that or the 

183 	secondary impacts would total about almost 2,700 jobs. They would be earning approximately 

184 	114 million in wages and contributing about 267 million in economic output on an annual basis. 

185 	We were also asked to take a look and discuss briefly the — impact on education funding. 

186 	Certainly, a portion of the sales tax would be allocated back towards these public improvements. 

187 	Just generally speaking how education is funded is through a myriad of sources, a portion of it 

188 	coming from State General Fund revenues and they're several sources within that, including the 

' 89 	State portion of the sales and use tax, which is the two percent rate out of the seven and three 

190 	quarters rate that we all pay in Southern Nevada. 

191 	Gaming taxes as well as the modified business tax or payroll tax, portions of that could be 

192 	allocated towards education. The local school's support tax is also, contributes to the funding of 

193 	education as well as property taxes and, of course, the room tax. 

194 The components that would be impacted by the creation of the Tourism and Improvement 

195 	District, specifically would be a portion of that two percent sales tax rate as well as the — local 

196 	school support tax that's included within the overall sales tax rate. I think Bill's gonna discuss 

197 	some of those in more detail. 

198 

)9 MAYOR GOODMAN 

200 All right. Thank you, Mr. Gordon. 

201 

202 BRIAN GORDON 

203 Thank you. 

204 

205 COUNCILMAN ROSS 

206 Your Honor? 

207 

208 MAYOR GOODMAN 

209 	Yes. 
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210 COUNCILMAN ROSS •  

	

211 	So, Mr. Gordon, you're saying that we'll actually be spending more on education if we create this 

212 Tourism, this TID? 

213 

214 BRIAN GORDON 

	

215 	We initially reached out to the Clark County School District, and they responded that there would 

216 be — no impact associated with this proposed development. We subsequently received 

	

217 	information from them that they had estimated a certain ballpark figure on a per pupil basis for 

	

18 	the workers that would be on site that would be incremental to come into the marketplace. So, if 

	

L19 	the project's developed and uses the existing labor pool, those people are already in the market 

	

220 	place and being educated. Their children are being educated. The assumption is that a portion 

	

221 	could potentially come from outside of the market, which would create incremental costs for the 

	

222 	school district. This estimate is about 25 percent of the labor that would be on site would come 

	

223 	from outside the market. Today, we're at a 10.4 unemployment rate. So, you know, again, just 

	

224 	an estimate at this point, but yes, there's certainly a cost associated with incremental individuals 

	

225 	in the School District. 

226 

227 COUNCILMAN ROSS 

	

!8 	Well, it's not the cost I was looking for; it was the additional incremental taxes that are being 

229 paid towards education. 

230 

231 BRIAN GORDON 

	

232 	Sure, and I think — Bill's gonna walk through the details here of the additional potential revenues 

	

233 	that are gonna be generated as part of the project, as well as the cost side. And I think it's up on 

	

234 	the slide here, the total potential revenues inuring to public education as potentially. 1.5 million 

	

235 	dollars, which is significantly above the estimated costs. 

236 

237 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

238 	Mr. Arent. 
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239 BILL ARENT 

240 Mr. Mayor. Thank you. Thank you, Brian. I wanted to go over this slide personally because I 

	

241 	wanted to point out that for those of us, those that are attending the meeting here today and the 

	

242 	listening public on KCLV or the interne broadcast, that this slide is actually part of the backup 

	

243 	documentation. It is actually part of the backup documentation, Item Number Eight and the last 

	

244 	page. So, I apologize for anyone in the audience if they're having difficulty reading this slide. I 

	

245 	do have a paper copy as well. But this is actually numbers that were ac, extracted from the 

246 Applied Analysis report and wanted to summarize in one slide the net fiscal impacts on 

	

47 	education. 

	

L48 	So, as Brian had mentioned, the impact to education from the revenue side, comes from a variety 

	

249 	of sources. It comes to sales and use tax revenue, which is State sales and use tax component 

	

250 	and local schools support tax. It also comes from property tax, modified business tax and then 

	

251 	also the transient lodging tax. And that last one, the transient lodging taxes, for some reason, 

	

252 	was not considered by the School District at their public hearing. We politely requested that they 

253 - do consider it because we fully expect the hotel to move forward in conjunction with the retail, as 

	

254 	I mentioned earlier. When you add all those revenue sources to the State and to education with 

	

255 	the TID, it's a little over $2 million in new public revenue that would not otherwise exist should 

	

256 	the project not occur. 

	

'7 	To education, monies that are actually potentially available for education, as Brian had 

	

258 	mentioned, this sums to 1.5 million. Now, as the School District have requested in their written 

	

259 	letter to Ms. Fretwell and to the City Council, the School District require, requested that the City 

	

260 	Council consider setting aside the estimated expenditure of $824,759. As Brian had mentioned, 

	

261 	this is not the net cost to education based on the report by plot analysis. This is just the cost. 

262 When you account for the new revenues generated by the project and available to the State for 

	

263 	education, this leaves a net potential impact on the education system in the State of $679,344. 

	

264 	So, I thought it was important to go through that and then also reference the backup 

	

265 	documentation that is supported and was available to the public as part of this public hearing. 

266 Just, wanna summarize again what findings you're making today. The, today's Council 

	

267 	Resolution which you're voting on, makes the finding that there is positive fiscal affect from the 

	

268 	TID and the proposed project will benefit this area, the District. It establishes the increase 
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269 	finding and the preponderance finding. It approves the use of the TID proceeds by the City for 

270 public costs and it sends written notice to — the Nevada Commission on Tourism and to the 

271 	Governor. 

272 And in closing, before we take public comment, I wanted to invite Jeff Rosen from the CIM 

273 	Group, if he had any comments and just if I could, take the liberty, Mr. Mayor. Two of the 

274 common questions that we as staff has, have fielded on the project have been as follows: One 

275 	question is, is the developer receiving another tax incentive from the City or from the 

276 	Redevelopment Agency? The answer to that question is, no. This is the only tax incentive that's 

77 being contemplated by the City or the Redevelopment Agency. 

z78 	And a second question, and then I'll let Mr. Rosen comment on it, is would the developer 

279 	proceed without this incentive? I think it's real important to view this in light of the macro- 

280 economic climate of Las Vegas and Southern Nevada. And staff believes that this incentive, but 

281 	for this incentive, the project might not proceed. And with that, I'll turn it over to Jeff Rosen 

282 with the CIM Group. 

283 

284 MAYOR GOODMAN 

285 Thank you. Mr. Rosen. 

286 

;7 JEFF ROSEN 

288 Jeff Rosen with the CIM Group. Good day Mayor and Council. You know, I was gonna go back 

289 	to the timeline. While the first hearing might not have been since February, the TID process 

290 	actually started last July, when we entered into our DDA with the City, that had many, it's a 

291 	fairly complicated document and a very long process and you know, maybe today with the 

292 approval of the Smith Center, as you saw, it's a very long. When you want something significant 

293 	to be developed in downtown, many times, it takes a long time and a lot of things go into it. Part 

294 of that DDA was a collaboration between CIM and the City to work towards a creation of a 

295 Tourism Improvement District, as well as with the whole team from the — Mob Museum. 

296 	So, since that, we've all worked extremely well. A lot of thanks to Bill and everyone on his staff 

297 and, as well as Betsy and everyone overseeing the Mob Museum, where things are moving 
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298 	forward. It's a — tough economy out there but we continue to push things forward. This is one 

299 part of the many eras and the quiver to help redevelop this — part of downtown.' 

300 	So, on the Tourism Improvement District, while the first hearing might not have been until 

301 	February, we've been at this for almost a year now. And hopefully, we'll continue to — move 

302 	forward with that process. 

303 

304 MAYOR GOODMAN 

305 Okay. Thank you. 

1 06 

..,07 BILL ARENT 

308 Mr. Mayor, that concludes my presentation. I should also mention we have our Bond Counsel, 

309 	John Swenseid, here in the audience. 

310 

311 MAYOR GOODMAN 

312 	(Inaudible) 

313 

314 BILL ARENT 

315 	And so if there are any technical or legal questions in nature, I'll defer to Mr. Swendsein (sic). 

317 MAYOR GOODMAN 

318 	Very good. This is a public hearing. How many wish to speak on it? 

319 

320 DEE TAYLOR 

321 	We got a few of us. 

322 

323 MAYOR GOODMAN 

324 Well, I — wanna see so I know how to allocate — 

325 

326 DEE TAYLOR 

327 	Sure. 
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328 MAYOR GOODMAN 

329 — the time here. How many plan to speak? Alright then, we'll put the — 

330 

331 DEE TAYLOR 

332 A few. 

333 

334 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

335 	We'll give Mr. Taylor three minutes and the others two. 

1 36 

j37 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

338 	Mayor Goodman, I'm sorry. And Mr. Taylor, I apologize. May I just make one observation first 

339 before we go into public comment? Bill, if you don't mind, I just wanna make sure that the 

340 •record is clear for anybody that's watching this is, this site right now is owned by the City of Las 

	

341 	Vegas and because we are a — government entity, we are tax exempt. So, there are no revenues 

	

342 	that are going to the, I'm not sure4he word, the receiving entities, like the School District, at this 

	

343 	time. Is that right? 

344 

345 BILL ARENT 

	

16 	That's correct. The City owns it. There are deed restrictions from the GSA and there are 

	

347 	restrictions also from Interior, related to the museum itself, the Historic Post Office. But it's, it is 

	

348 	currently tax exempt. 

349 

350 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

351 	So, the recipients that will receive tax revenues in the future, once this project is up and running 

	

352 	and receipts are coming in and taxes are paid out, are not receiving anything right now. 

353 

354 BILL ARENT 

	

355 	From this specific property, that's correct. 
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356 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

	

357 	That's what I'm talking about. 

358 

359 BILL ARENT 

360 The — only minor exception would be, there are, there were some vending machines that paid 

	

361 	some very nominal fees that, as I mentioned the 120-day closure requirement, there cannot be any 

	

362 	retail. It was the opinion of our counsel, that in an abundance of precaution, we needed to close 

	

363 	down those vending machines. But other than any ancillary license fees associated with those 

	

64 	vending machines, as far as tax revenue, that's correct. 

65 

366 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

367 Okay. Thank you. 

368 

369 MAYOR GOODMAN 

370 Okay. 

371 

372 DEE TAYLOR 

373 Hi, my name is Dee Taylor, 1630 South Commerce. 

'4 

375 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

376 	Timer on, please. 

377 

378 DEE TAYLOR 

379 Thank you so much for letting me speak. I'm sure when you opened the paper today, you saw 

380 ready for coming cuts in the school budget. The Culinary Union, we have about 40 or 50 

	

381 	thousand of our members who have kids in K through 12 here in Clark County. I think 

	

382 	everybody here knows the schools are severely challenged and we're asking every political body 

	

383 	to step up for educational funding now and in the future. In fact, Assembly Leader Barbara 

384 Buckley and Senate Majority Leader Steven Horsford estimate we are 44 percent underfunded for 

385 just current services in education; 44 percent now. So, I find with that factual background, which 
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386 	I'm not the only one who has that, that I feel like I'm in Never Never Land here, when we're 

387 talking about diverting money away from schools. By proposing a TID on 5.5 acres in 

388 downtown Las Vegas, you're gonna rebate 75 percent sales tax for further development. That 

	

389 	sounds pretty nice. But what will the City do with taking that money away. You're gonna build 

	

390 	a parking garage for, obviously, the use of the multi-billion dollar put-of-state developer and a 

	

391 	public plaza for the same benefit. 

	

392 	Now, the analysis that was paid for by the developer, they themselves say they will divert $3.1 

	

393 	million every year for the next twenty years, which a high percentage of that would go to schools. 

	

'94 	I cannot understand why at this time, the City feels that they haven't done enough for this multi- 

	

.595 	billion dollar out-of-state developer. You are prepared to sell land for under appraised value, 

	

396 	that's already well known. You've already done it—a lot and that's great. But this is like Robin 

397 Hood in reverse. You're taking from the masses to give to the wealthy. You know, the question 

	

398 	that was just asked is, will they develope this even if they don't have this. Of course they will. 

	

399 	Somebody said they just spend $200 million. So, the idea that you would take money out of the 

	

400 	schools for a gigantic multi-billion dollar developer in this economic environment where we are 

	

401 	44 percent underfunded in schools right now, according to the State Legislature, is beyond belief. 

402 Now, I know I've been called evil. Our union's been called evil for opposing some measures, 

	

403 	but let's be frank, on this issue the Clark County County Commission is opposed to this. The 

	

)4 	Clark County School District voted six to nothing being opposed to this, and the Nevada 

	

405 	Legislature is dealing with this right now. And, in fact — 

406 

407 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

408 	Time's up. 

409 

410 DEE TAYLOR 

	

411 	Well, I'm gonna have just a minute, Mayor. 

412 

413 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

414 	No, you're not. 
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415 DEE TAYLOR 

416 	I've been very patient. 

417 

418 MAYOR GOODMAN 

419 	No, you're not. Time's up. 

420 

421 DEE TAYLOR 

422 	No, no. I've very patient. 

1 23 

-1.24 MAYOR GOODMAN 

425 	Have a seat. Have a seat. 

426 

427 DEE TAYLOR 

428 	Let me finish, please. 

429 

430 MAYOR GOODMAN 

431 	No, I put a three-minute timer. 

432 

;3 DEE TAYLOR 

434 You know what, Mr. Mayor, people come up here — 

435 

436 MAYOR GOODMAN 

437 	A three-minute timer. 

438 

439 DEE TAYLOR 

440 	Well, listen, I'll do a tag team. 

441 

442 MAYOR GOODMAN 

443 	All right, fine. Fair enough. Go ahead. 
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444 DEE TAYLOR 

445 	So, no, no, no. Folks, folks, folks. No, folks, no, folks, please. 

446 

447 MAYOR GOODMAN 

448 As I said — 

449 

450 DEE TAYLOR 

451 	Please. 

1 52 

-63 MAYOR GOODMAN 

454 	— we play by rules here. I said three minutes for Mr. Taylor, two minutes for you folks. 

455 

456 DEE TAYLOR 

457 Okay, I just got two minutes from somebody else. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

458 

459 MAYOR GOODMAN 

460 	All right — 

461 

;2 DEE TAYLOR 

463 So— 

464 

465 MAYOR GOODMAN 

466 — then why don't they sit down, then? 

467 

468 DEE TAYLOR 

469 	Yes, they will. They've been very patient. They're taxpayers and I'm sorry you don't feel like 

470 	you should listen to them. So, just last week — 

471 

472 MAYOR GOODMAN 

473 	Wait — a second. Wait a second. 
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474 DEE TAYLOR 

475 	Excuse me, can I finish, please? 

476 

477 MAYOR GOODMAN 

478 	No, not 'till I say this. I said I would listen to everybody and I gave them two minutes and I gave 

479 you three. You're taking their time away from being able to talk, not me buddy. 

480 

481 DEE TAYLOR 

1 82 You know what, Mr. Mayor — 

,83 

484 MAYOR GOODMAN 

485 You heard me. 

486 

487 DEE TAYLOR 

488 	— with all due respect. 

489 

490 MAYOR GOODMAN 

491 You heard me. Now — 

493 DEE TAYLOR 

494 	Mr. Mayor, please, I just wanna finish. I don't want to make this personal. I'm very — •  

495 

496 MAYOR GOODMAN 

497 	It's not personal. 

498 

499 DEE TAYLOR 

500 — very passionate about this and very concerned about it — 

501 

• 502 MAYOR GOODMAN 

503 	And I'm very concerned about it too. 
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504 DEE TAYLOR 

505 	— because of the schools. 

506 

507 MAYOR GOODMAN 

508 	— and I expect that the truth is gonna be said. I don't want to put people under oath. You heard 

509 the question that was asked by Councilman Wolfson, right now zero taxes, zero money is coming 

510 	from this property. So, don't say we're taking away money from the School District. 

511 

12 DEE TAYLOR 

J13 	Excuse me. The analysis done, paid for by the developer himself, for the TID would take $3.1 

514 	million per year. That is what their analysis is. 

515 

516 MAYOR GOODMAN 

517 There's nothing now — 

518 

519 DEE TAYLOR 

520 	I also — 

521 

!2 MAYOR GOODMAN 

523 	— Mr. Taylor. 

524 

525 DEE TAYLOR 

526 	Excuse me, can I please finish? 

527 

528 MAYOR GOODMAN 

529 No. I said no — 

530 

531 DEE TAYLOR 

532 Well, you know what — 
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533 MAYOR GOODMAN 

534 	I'm telling you if you're gonna say something tell the truth. There's nothing now. There're no 

535 	taxes because the City owns that property. So, we're not taking anything away from the School 

536 	District. 

537 

538 DEE TAYLOR 

539 Well — 

540 

41 MAYOR GOODMAN 

J42 	What we're doing, is we're trying to get a project where it can give money to the School District. 

543 

544 DEE TAYLOR 

545 	Excuse me, Mr. Mayor, but the School District doesn't agree with you. They voted six to 

546 	nothing against this proposal. So, to finish up — 

547 

548 MAYOR GOODMAN 

549 	All right. 

550 

;1 DEE TAYLOR 

552 	The City testified last week, I am sure, by the approval of the City Council, against this exact 

553 	same bill up in Carson City, put forth by Marilyn Kirkpatrick, that would, in fact, band the 

554 	diversion of sales tax for schools in TIDs. They understand this problem; that's why they've 

555 	addressed it. They had a hearing last week; the City — opposed that, I am confident. Just like the 

556 Clark County School District, just like the Clark County County Commission, the Nevada 

557 	legislature has come out firmly against this practice. So, today you have the opportunity. You 

558 	can vote for children in schools or you can vote for the benefit of large, multi-billion out-of-state 

559 	developers. And as my mother once said, it is not what you say, it's what you do. 

560 	So, I appreciate the time you've given me, and I would turn this over to a— woman who is a 

561 	long-term member. Thank you. 
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562 MAYOR GOODMAN 

563 Thank you. 

564 

565 DIANE WOOLMAN 

566 Hello. My name is — 

567 

568 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

569 	Timer, please. 

70 

,)71 DIANE WOOLMAN 

572 — Diane Woolman. My address is 9029 Blue Raven Avenue. 

573 

574 MAYOR GOODMAN 

575 Your name, again, Ma'am. 

576 

577 DIANE WOOLMAN 

	

578 	Diane Woolman. I'm — here today, I've — been with the union for appro, about 18 years. I've 

	

579 	been in this town for about 20 years. I've raised three children in this town, and I have eight 

	

:0 	grandchildren, and they go to various school districts within Clark County. 

	

581 	I've worked with the schools very, very closely through the years with my children and now my 

	

582 	grandchildren. I've helped as many ways as I can to get funding, to help the schools because 

	

583 	they've already been on short budgets and short incomes for years and years. We're talking 15 

	

584 	years ago, and we're still going on with this. This economy is horrible for all of us, grant, 

	

585 	granted, but to substidize (sic) casinos that are being built at our children's expense, to me, is an 

	

586 	atrocity. These children have paid a high enough price now, with the cuts that are taking place. 

587 And there are many, many developers here in this town that have not had to be substidize (sic), 

588 that have made a good living and have gone, had businesses for years and years here and made a 

589 lot of money. 
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590 	Please, I'm beggin you, on not just behalf of my own children and grandchildren, do not take 

591 	anything more from their education. We already are low in the standings, you know that. We're 

592 	suffering very, very much in our school systems. 

593 

594 MAYOR GOODMAN 

595 Ma'am, did you hear? 

596 

597 DIANE WOOLMAN 

98 And I beg you — 

J99 

600 MAYOR GOODMAN 

601 	Did you — hear that right now, because the City owns that property, there're no tax dollars that — 

602 

603 DIANE WOOLMAN 

604 	Yes. 

605 

606 MAYOR GOODMAN 

607 — to education? Did you hear that? 

)8 

609 DIANE WOOLMAN 

610 	I did hear that, but I also know that — 

611 

612 MAYOR GOODMAN 

613 	And what we're doing is, is that we're — 

614 

615 DIANE WOOLMAN 

616 — if you substidize (sic), you're gonna have to get that money from somewhere, and our children 

617 have already been affected by these cuts. I'm begging you, please, don't take any more money 

618 	from them. Yes, they will bring revenue to the schools, but so does every other casino in this 
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619 town, and they're not asking you to bail them out or help them with anything. They've made 

	

620 	money in this town without the City's help. 

621 

622 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

623 	All right. Thank you. 

624 

625 DIANE WOOLMAN 

	

626 	Please. 

27 

028 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

629 	Next, please. 

630 

631 MARIA GANDARA 

	

632 	Good afternoon. My name is Maria Gandara. I live in this city since last nine years. I'm 

	

633 	member for the Culinary 226 Local, and I'm a wondering parent. I have two kids, that they go to 

634 Kirk Adams. I'm really wondering about what happened right now with the schools. We know 

	

635 	the budget is in crasis (sic) in the schools. Right now, like parent, I'm (sic) try to help the school 

	

636 	that my kids, assist, because they send us a list, we can help with supplies for keep the programs 

	

r7 	after schools. My kids have, involve in projects at schools, but they send us, for the next year, 

	

638 	they gonna cut the projects because they don't have the budget. I have other kids, three years old, 

	

639 	and I'm wondering what's gonna happen with him if this is still like the way it is right now. 

	

640 	As a citizen, as a parent, I'm available, and I'm trying to do everything that my government say 

	

641 	that I need to do for help, but I'm really scared. I'm in panic, when they say they gonna, or could 

642 we take money from the taxes from the schools because everybody in this city, we love this city. 

	

643 	We live the, we love the visitors, but I want my kids, in the future, be part of the big city. I don't 

644 want to be traveled (sic) or go to other place, that way they can have good jobs. And I think my 

	

645 	best investment that I can give to my kids is education for (inaudible) so they can work in this — 

	

646 	building, this big project. That's why we are here, I'm talking as a parent, to ask for your help. 

	

647 	To keep, no, the possibility to take away something for the kids; in place, give more for the kids. 

648 Thank you. 
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649 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

650 	Thank you. Next, please. 

651 

652 ANDREW BROWNSON 

653 Hello, Mr. Mayor. Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much for having me. My name is 

	

654 	Andrew Brownson, I'm a Las Vegas resident. I've lived here since 2003. I have a child who's 

	

655 	going to be going to school, public school, next year. We just registered him. We're looking 

	

656 	forward to that. It's going to be exciting adventure for all of us, I think, my wife and I as parents. 

	

57 	Just to qualify, I am a Culinary member and generally speaking, I always walk (inaudible) in step 

	

,58 	with the union, in terms of labor relations with management but, ideologically, sometimes differ. 

659 I happen to be a Republican, and I haven't changed my party at any point and time. So, this 

	

660 	offers sort of balance perspective, as to where I'm coming from and how this issue affects 

	

661 	everyone. And you might look at it through a different lens that way. 

	

662 	Yeah, I stood up here and — you know, it's — frightening to think that, of course, our schools in as 

	

663 	bad a shape as — I think they are, and everyone has acknowledged this. Even as — rosy as times 

664 were a decade ago, we still had schools that were ranked fairly low. We have police departments 

	

665 	that are probably underfunded and could use better creating and help Fire departments, which 

666 need equipment and so forth. 

	

7 	The first gentleman that came up here and spoke, he talked about economic projections for the 

668 next few years, which were based upon the previous decade, which we all know has no relevance 

669 to what's going on right now and probably won't. Rather than a — stellar climb like we 

	

670 	experienced for the past decade, we're looking at either something that's going sideways or 

	

671 	perhaps negative growth, like what we're experiencing right now. 

	

672 	Then the last fellow that finished up, and wrapped up his presentation said, well in this current 

	

673 	macro economic climate, we have to look at what's going on, look at the big picture. We're 

	

674 	gonna have to apply for these, this tarp, par, sorry, TIP (sic) , sorry, semantics, this program of 

	

675 	funding, which is clearly wrong. If— this pr ioject actually had merit, they could find it within the 

	

676 	private sector. And you, being the lender of last resort in this case, probably understand that, and 

677 it is probably a bad move right now at this point and time. But anyway, thank you very much. 
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678 MAYOR GOODMAN 

679 Thank you. 

680 

681 JOSEPH MICHAEL CORDOVA, III 

682 Good afternoon, Mayor, City Council. My name is Joseph Michael Cordova, the Third. I'm a 

683 	born/raised native of the Las Vegas area. I've been here 44 years. I currently have two children, 

684 	one, I'm sorry, one child in the Clark County School District. I'm also the President of the Turtle 

685 	Creek Homeowner's Association in the Honorable Steve — Ross District. 

At this point and time, everything that my predecessor, the gentleman before me, has said, a lot 

,87 	of things are here based on projections, based on things that are going to happen in the future. As 

688 	you well know, our education is suffering an unsurmountable (sic) mountain of issues. Each 

689 	year, each and every one of us, as parents, are asked to contribute financially, whether it be on — a 

690 	volunteer basis or simply as being given a sheet of necessities that our — children are going to 

691 	need to be successful in school. 

692 	I beg you, at this time, to consider this seriously in the nature. And I, Mayor, I do understand 

693 	you, that there is zero going out right now, but we need to look at the future and look at what the 

694 	people, previous to us, or previous to you, have voted on. Thank you again for your time. 

695 

'6 MAYOR GOODMAN 

697 Thank you. Anybody else like to be heard? 

698 

699 TEDDY RUSSELL 

700 Your HonOr, Council, my name is Teddy Russell, resident of Las Vegas. I've only been here for 

701 	seven years. This acquired a life of its own, long before I got here. For better or for worse, I 

702 	understand that there are controls. In fact, on the board for the Mob Museum, is a special agent 

703 	retired for the FBI, to ensure that in, by no we, way, means or form, we glorify the Mob — years. 

704 	If I might have the overhead. This past weekend, we had an excellent article called "Quiet 

705 	Kingmaker". It celebrates the life of the banking power, gentleman named Mr. E. Perry Thomas, 

706 	who does give you straight scoop, like it or not, about the Mob years. 
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707 	If I had my druthers and I'm entitled to my opinion, as I say, this started long before I got here, I 

	

708 	would have like to have seen the courthouse be a courthouse for senior citizens, victims of crime, 

	

709 	and I would have liked to seen the Post Office retained as a post office. 

710 Thank you for your time and have a great day. 

711 

712 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

713 	Thank you. Anybody else like to be heard during the Public Hearing? All right. Seeing none, 

714 we'll close the Public Hearing. Mr. Arent, did you want to make any comments at this point 

	

1 15 	before there's a motion? 

,16 

717 BILL ARENT 

	

718 	Mr. Mayor. Thank you. I just wanted to offer a point of clarification for what actually took place 

	

719 	at the Clark County School District Board of Trustee's hearing. The hearing was called for fiscal 

	

720 	effect on the Clark County School District, of a project to be constructed in the Tourism 

	

721 	Improvement District, proposed by the City of Las Vegas, to be located in the Las Vegas 

	

722 	Redevelopment District The Trustees did take an action at that meeting. The action was to 

	

723 	provide written comments to the City of Las Vegas, and I wanted to read directly from the letter. 

724 I did not want the words to be my own but rather the words of the employee responsible for the 

	

15 	School District. In Jeff Weiler's letter, he, again, Mr. Weiler is the Chief Financial Officer, and 

	

726 	this is part of your backup documentation. Mr. Weiler writes: "Following the public hearing, the 

727 bull, Board of School Trustees took action on an agenda item, requesting that, pursuant to NRS 

	

728 	271A.110, any agreement entered into by the City of Las Vegas and owner of property interest, 

	

729 	within the Tax Increment District defray, in whole, the initial $824,759, additional expenditures 

	

730 	identified in the report by Applied Analysis." 

	

731 	And I just wanted to make it abundantly clear, not only to this body but also to the listening 

	

732 	public as well, that the school board did not take position for the project. They did not take a 

	

733 	position against the project. They simply directed staff to make written comments to the City of 

	

734 	Las Vegas, which is the requirement that the law sets out. So, they requested that expenditure be 

	

735 	defrayed. We believe that we addressed that in the body of the presentation here today at the 

	

736 	public hearing. 
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737 MAYOR GOODMAN 

738 Very good. Thank you. 

739 

740 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

741 Mayor Goodman? 

742 

743 BILL ARENT 

744 Thank you. 

/46 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

747 	I'm sorry. 

748 

749 MAYOR GOODMAN 

750 Yes, Councilman. 

751 

752 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

753 	A few minutes ago, after Mr. Taylor made his comments about the School District or the Board 

754 	of Trustees voting 6/0 against this and the County Commissioners voting 6/0, again, against this, 

I asked our City Attorney, Mr. Jerbic, if that was true, because I was reading in my backup the 

'756 transcript from the County Commission meeting, and unless I'm reading something different 

757 	than anybody else, it didn't even go to a vote. 

758 

759 BRYAN SCOTT 

760 What they did, Councilman — 

761 

762 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

763 	So, Mr. Taylor, I, I'm not invite, excuse me, I'm not inviting you to comment back — 

764 

765 MAYOR GOODMAN 

766 No. 
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767 DEE TAYLOR 

768 	No, I — didn't say the County Commissioners, I said the School District — 

769 

770 MAYOR GOODMAN 

771 	No. 

772 

773_ COUNCILMAN REESE 

774 	You said both. 

175 

76 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

777 	You said both. 

778 

779 MAYOR GOODMAN 

780 	Yes, you did. 

781 

782 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

783 Well, Mayor Goodman, I — thought I — heard him say both — 

784 

MAYOR GOODMAN 

786 	He did. 

787 

788 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

789 	— But for the record, I just thought I'd ask, Mr. Jerbic, and if you know the answer, because that 

790 was something that I'd be curious about. Did the County Commission take a vote on this matter 

791 	that is before us? And I think Mr. Arent just explained what the school board did. 

792 

793 BRAD J1ERBIC 

794 	They took a vote; the vote was not for or against. They had a discussion at the County level, and 

795 I just read the motion in Mr. Adams' backup. The motion was to forward their comments to the 

796 	City, and that motion passed. 

Page 27 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF • 

May 6, 2009 
VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

797 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

798 Now was that the School Board of Trustees or was that the County Commission? 

799 

800 BRAD JERBIC 

	

801 	That's the County Commission. 

802 

803 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

804 Okay. Thank you. 
0 05  

.06 MAYOR GOODMAN 

807 Thank you. 

808 

809 SCOTT ADAMS 

	

810 	If — I can interject here, this is Scott Adams, Chief Urban Redevelopment Officer. I handled the 

	

811 	matter for the City at the County Board of Commissioners meeting, and it was simply a public 

	

812 	hearing. And the only, the process simply provides for a public hearing. It was simply a public 

813 hearing, and the Commissioners made comment. And the vote was to direct those comments in a 

814 formal memorandum or set of minutes to the City, so we could place those comments on the 

	

5 	record. 

816 

817 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

818 And, Mayor Goodman, if you don't mind. And Mr. Adams, you're right 'cause that transcript I 

819 read had part of your testimony in it. In fact, I just want to make another observation. When I 

	

820 	was reading the transcript, it appeared that, at least one particular County Commissioner, was 

	

821 	pretty much in favor of what we're doing. So, there was no vote against what we're doing. 

822 

823 SCOTT ADAMS 

	

824 	That's correct. 
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825 MAYOR GOODMAN 

826 Okay. Thank you. All right. Councilman Barlow. 

827 

828 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

829 	Yes, Mayor, I have, this question is posed to Mr. Arent or possibly even Mr. Adams, you can 

	

830 	chime in. Explain, once again, the amount of monies. I know that there's (sic) no monies today 

	

831 	that is allocated because of the City's tax exempt status. But in the future, in regards to the TID 

832 and the questions and comments that have come forward in regards to monies going back to the 

	

0 33 	developer and — not to the School District, break that out for me so that I'm clear in regards to, 

	

,34 	that, the — statement that exists today. 

835 

836 BILL ARENT 

	

837 	Councilman, I'll address, answer that in two parts. 

838 

839 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

840 Okay. 

841 

842 BILL ARENT 

	

3 	The revenue that would be generated, we outlined in that last slide, and again, it's part of the 

844 backup documentation. 

845 

846 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

847 	Right. Go back to the last slide for the sake of the audience. 

848 

849 BILL ARENT 

850 The revenue that would be generated, again, I think Councilman Wolfson did a good job of 

	

851 	articulating that. Today, there is new, no tax revenue from businesses operating on the property. 

	

852 	The property is tax exempt. So what the report by Applied Analysis attempted to do is to 

	

853 	delineate the exact revenue sources that would be created, as a result of this project. And in 

	

854 	doing so, they identified what funds would inure to the State, for the State and potentially 
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855 	education, but then, also, what is specifically delineated for education. And that outline, sales 

	

856 	and use tax, property tax, modified business tax and transient lodging tax. Now, that money goes 

	

857 	to the State, and it's part of a budgetary process for the State for education. 

	

858 	We believe the net effect to that is that there'd be new public revenue inuring to the State of 1.5 

	

859 	million, and that's the conclusion determined by Applied Analysis. 

860 

861 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

862 	Now, the 1.5 million will go back to the State, and then the State will divvy up in the respective 

	

0 63 	sources, but a percentage of that 1.5 million, you're saying, will go towards education. Is that 

	

064 	accurate? 

865 

866 BILL ARENT 

	

867 	It's our belief, and I — can invite Mr. Gordon if I — 

868 

869 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

870 	Yes. Mr. Gordon, if you'll come forward, please, because I wanna really be able to flush this out 

	

871 	because I — don't want to do anything to affect education, because that's — something that we 

	

872 	need to figure out ways in order to get more dollars to fully fund education. So, I am concerned 

	

7 3 	about that, so if you can walk me through that and be diligent in the process, I will be greatly 

	

874 	appreciative. 

• 875 

876 BRIAN GORDON 

	

877 	Sure. Essentially on the — slide that is on the — screen here, at the moment, is — a breakout of all 

	

878 	the major revenue sources that would go both to education as well as the State General Fund. 

	

879 	Education is generally funded from direct revenue sources, as well as allocations that potentially 

880 inure from the State General Fund. We paired back some of those during the last biennium at the 

	

881 	State level, the General Fund. About 35 percent of those proceeds went towards education, so 

	

882 	we took that same share of the revenues and allocated those to the revenue side of the equation 

	

883 	that you see on the slide, and those are broken down by each element. Education is funded 

884 through the Nevada plan, where funds go in various, different directions. Some go directly into 
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885 	the School District, some go up to the State level, and then they're reallocated on a per pupil 

	

886 	basis down to the various school districts throughout the State. 

	

887 	As part of that process, they account for direct revenues that would go to the local school district, 

	

888 	the Clark County School District, and adjust that contribution rate from the State level. So, there 

	

889 	is a mandatory per pupil funding amount that would go to the Clark County School District, 

890 based on the number of students — 

891 

892 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

0 93 	In your — 

.94 

895 BRIAN GORDON 

	

896 	— in enrollment. 

897 

898 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

899 	In your slide, right now, I'm looking at the Clark County School District, and as far as education, 

	

900 	it has 289,000, 289,890. 

901 

902 BRIAN GORDON 

	

)3 	That represents just the portion of the room tax that would go directly to the Clark County School 

	

904 	District. 

905 

906 COUNCILMAN I3ARLOW 

907 Okay. 

908 

909 BRIAN GORDON 

	

910 	The column to the left would be all potential revenue sources that would go to either to fund 

	

911 	education or the State General Fund, which is used as the back stop to fund education. That's a 

	

912 	$2 million dollar number. 
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913 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

914 Right 

915 

916 BRIAN GORDON 

	

917 	Then it's paired down to a $1.5 million dollar number in—potential revenues that would inure to 

	

918 	— education. So, this break out is just, represents the sources of where those revenues are coming 

	

919 	from. 

920 

'11 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

22 	Right. 

923 

924 BRIAN GORDON 

	

925 	At the end of the day, that's the potential pool, and then you see the — potential expenditure 

	

926 	number, then that affect being a positive number. 

927 

928 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

929 	Now, there was — comment in regards to this tax in, this Tourism District (sic), TID, hurting 

	

930 	education. How does this hurt education, if at all? 

;1 

932 BRIAN GORDON 

933 	Purely from a dollars and cents perspective, education would result in a positive financial impact 

934 	or positive fiscal impact, which is what you're looking at on the slide. The assumption is that a 

935 	portion of the students in the School District would be incremental or — would migrate into 

936 	Southern Nevada to — fill positions at this project. And — those incremental students would have 

937 	a cost associated with them. So, you see the cost side at about $824,000, and the revenues 

938 	generated by the — overall project that would potentially go to the pool for education would be 

939 	1.5 million, so that the net effect, again, is a positive number. Does that answer your question? 
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940 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

941 	Yes, and one additional question. As far as monies going back to the developer, I was informed 

942 	in — a couple of briefings that monies would not go back to the developer. Does money, or does 

943 	money go (sic) back, or do money go back to the developer in this, within this District? And if 

944 	so, explain that process and why. 

945 

946 BRIAN GORDON 

947 	Essentially, the — creation of the Tourism Improvement District, the City is the — applicant for 

'48 	that District. The dollars would inure back to the City. My understanding is that the City has 

A9 	chosen to use those funds to invest in public infrastructures, such as the public plaza, the parking 

950 	structure and street improvements — 

951 

952 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

953 	Not back into the District, I said to the developer. 

954 

955 BRIAN GORDON 

956 	My understanding is that the developer is getting no direct investment or dollars from the 

957 Tourism Improvement District. 

8 

959 BILL ARENT 

960 Councilman, if I — could just add, I thumb back to the point in the PowerPoint where we address 

961 	that, that the parking structure, the public plaza and the street improvements. Street 

962 	improvements, that one's obvious, the City owns streets, will continue to own Stewart Avenue. 

963 	The public plaza, that's gonna be open to the public. And then the parking structure, one of the 

964 realities of doing business in an urban downtown, which Las Vegas is rapidly becoming, is that 

965 	parking is at a premium, and on a competitive basis, we're less competitive than the rest of the 

966 	region because of existing parking. We don't have the available land that the suburbs have to 

967 	build two, three-story parking structures. So, one of the things that is part of this project is that 

968 	the City, through the use of the TID funds, would be building a parking structure. 'Cause it's 

969 public funds, we would own — it and potentially operate it. We might lease the management of 
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970 	the operation, but as far as the funding, as far as who gets to use the garage, it would be open to 

971 	all the residents of the city of Las Vegas. 

972 

973 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

974 So, the City of Las Vegas would own the garage? 

975 

976 BILL ARENT 

977 	Correct. 

'78 

>79 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

980 Okay. Not the developer? 

981 

982 BILL ARENT 

983 	Correct. 

984 

985 MAYOR GOODMAN 

986 Thank you. 

987 

;8 SCOTT ADAMS 

989 	Could I add — to that, 'cause I — know this section of the agreement intimately. This is Scott 

990 	Adams again. That, there's a provision in the agreement that, we don't even, we haven't even 

991 	sized the garage. At the point where they develop, are ready to develop the retail space on their 

992 	block, we would look at a radius of the site, in terms of the supply of parking that's in the radius, 

993 	a walking distance radius site, to determine; and then through an independent study, how big we 

994 	should make that garage. The intent there would be to make it as small as we possibly can to 

995 	meet their needs on the site, and I — wanted to add that to the record. 

996 

997 MAYOR GOODMAN 

998 	All right. Councilwoman. 
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999 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1000 	Yes. I want to get back down to this, very specifically, what is the subsity (sic) that is being 

	

1001 	mentioned, that we're giving to the applicant? 

1002 

1003 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1004 	Nothing. 

1005 

1006 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

'07 	You're saying nothing. They're, are you telling us that there is no direct subsity (sic) being given 

	

.J08 	to the applicant? 

1009 

1010 BILL ARENT 

	

1011 	Councilwoman, Bill Arent, Acting Director. That's essentially correct. The tax revenue that 

	

1012 	would be retained within the Tourism Improvement District, the City would use for these three 

	

1013 	uses. So — 

1014 

1015 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1016 	All right. Now the public, and the public plaza sort of takes the place of the public park that we 

	

7 	had. We, you know, we — don't have the public park in the plaza, so I see that as a City use. 

1018 And what were the other two? 

1019 

1020 BILL ARENT 

	

1021 	The parking structure and then Stewart Avenue; there're some street improvements, streetscape — 

1022 

1023 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1024 	And — the streets, yeah, that's an obvious, and then the other was the parking structure. And if 

	

1025 	we wanted to, if we vote, we could, ourselves, run the parking structure, could perhaps, collect 

	

1026 	monies off of it. Is that correct? 
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1027 BILL ARENT 

1028 That's correct, and we do that in a number of parking garages downtown already. 

1029 

1030 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1031 	So there's — no subsidy, which was one of the big problems. And the other is, if we're taking 

1032 money from the School District. And that's what I'm really having a hard time understanding 

1033 	because I would never want to take money from the School District. My understanding is that 

1034 	it's just like what we have, the Marketplace, where we have the large buildings. 

'35 

o36 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1037 World Market Center. 

1038 

1039 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1040 World Market Center, where the World Market Center is, before we had nothing but lots full of 

1041 	weeds and dirt. I passed it every time I came out in this direction, I passed it, so I know it didn't 

1042 	look very good at all. And then we gave some help to them to build, and they built, and it has 

1043 	added a lot more money, as far as taxes. And a lot more of that from the information you've 

1044 	given us has gone to the School District. In other words, they got their — percentage of zero was 

less than their percentage — of what they're getting from high taxes now. Am I correct in that? 

1046 

1047 BILL ARENT 

1048 	Councilwoman, that is correct. Essentially, I would make one distinction. For this project, it 

1049 	involves the use of sales and use taxes. 

1050 

1051 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1052 	Okay. 

1053 

1054 BILL ARENT 

1055 	So the World Market Center, different project — 
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1056 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1057 	It's a little different. 	 • 

1058 

1059 BILL ARENT 

	

1060 	— different incentive. It was property tax but essentially the same. 

1061 

1062 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1063 	Now, we had no in — state business that wanted to build there, did we? I'm, as long as I've been 

'64 on the Council, I'm not aware. This was the one company that wanted to build and take that over 

	

u65 	and — develop properties. 

1066 

1067 COUNCILMAN WOLFSON 

1068 The World Market Center or — 

1069 

1070 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1071 	No, I'm talking about the-  CIM project now —. At the time, did we have other people who came 

1072 to us who wanted because, you know, a lot of people don't want to build downtown and some 

	

1073 	do? 

74 

1075 BILL ARENT 

	

1076 	Essentially, that's correct. It's been an evolving part public private partnership with the CIM 

	

1077 	Group. They did close on an equity position and the Lady Luck property. It's a very heavy lift to 

1078 get that property up and running again and become a new (inaudible) of property for downtown. 

1079 

1080 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1081 	And — that's what I've been told since I've been on the Council. Then the last thing is, the 

1082 percentage of money that would come from this project, we don't know for sure how much 

	

1083 	would go to the School District, but we're — counting on the 35 percent that they usually give. 

	

1084 	And the reason why I say that is because it goes to the State. You know, we can't guarantay (sic) 

	

1085 	what the State will do, but it's the State that the determines how much money goes to the Clark 
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1086 	County School District. And in the past, for years, they should have had a larger amounts (sic) 

1087 	going because of the urbanality of what was happening within that School District. 

1088 	So basically, quite honestly, I feel the State, whatever they're doing in the legislature right now, 

1089 the State for years could have made a difference, as far as the amount of monies going to CCSD. 

1090 	But, when some people say, well, they might not get that 35 percent, we don't know where it's 

1091 	gonna go. That's because we all know it goes to the State, and the State determines the amount. 

1092 	I'm just verifying this, so I'm saying, is that correct? 

1093 

" '94 BILL ARENT 

.u95 	That's correct. I'm not an expert on school funding, but it's my understanding typically what 

1096 happens, and maybe Mr. Gordon could allude to this. If the tax revenue generated from some of 

1097 these local taxes coming in from Clark County exceeds what is budgeted for at the State level for 

1098 	education, that money's still going to the State. It's still intended to be for education, but 

1099 	practically, what happens in the budgetary process, is that that money shifts away from education 

1100 	into the State General Fund. 

1101 

1102 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 	 • 

1103 	As it — 

)4 

1105 BILL ARENT 

1106 	And essentially — 

1107 

1108 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1109 	— has shifted — for the past two, three decades. 

1110 

1111 BILL ARENT 

1112 	And I, Councilwoman, I think you've highlighted a budgetary problem and a legislative problem 

1113 	that, quite frankly, that the City has no control over. 
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1114 COUNCILWOMAN TARICANIAN 

1115 No, I know that. And that's why I feel some anguish here because I know the City does not have 

1116 as much control as the State does. And the State could send the whole amount of the money to 

	

1117 	the School District, if it wanted to, and that's in — for wherever they're getting money. 

	

1118 	Anyway, thanks (sic) you for answering those questions. I — appreciate it very much. I don't 

	

1119 	want us to do anything that's inappropriate. I don't want us to cannibalize any other entity. I 

1120 just, I cannot see where we're not helping the School District in this. That's the problem, and 

	

1121 	I'm trying to learn and maybe I need, I've been out of town awhile because of an illness in the 

	

. 12 	family, and maybe I need to take more time and go through this, so I understand it better. But, in 

	

.123 	any case, the questions you answered for me now help. 

1124 

1125 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1126 	Mayor Pro Tern. 

1127 

1128 COUNCILMAN R1EESE 

	

1129 	Yes, Your Honor. You know, I — listen to the presentations we have here, and I — listen to what 

	

1130 	people are saying about this Council. And — I really get a little bit of heartburn because I have 

	

1131 	children that are school teachers. I have kids in school, college. I have grandchildren in school. 

)2 And to think that I sit up here and have people think that I'm gonna try to take money away from 

	

1133 	their education. I pay for three children to go to college. 

	

1134 	And we look at this redevelopment area, and Lois alluded to, with the Allure Towers, with the 

	

1135 	Chelsea Mall, with the World Market Center, we had follow ground that was creating very, very.  

	

1136 	little to our School District. But through the redevelopment area, we created businesses, 

	

1137 	structures that quadrupled the amount of money that was going to the School District through the 

	

1138 	City. 

	

1139 	And I — can't understand why people continue to say that this Council is trying to rape the School 

	

1140 	District. It's ludicrous to me. I — had a lady come to my house and talk to my sweet wife, and try 

	

1141 	to convince her what a bull I was because I was taking money away from the School District. 

	

1142 	My wife tried to explain to her, this is when she was trying to get her to sign a — petition, my wife 

	

1143 	tried to explain to her what was going on. She called my wife a liar. In essence, she's calling all 

Page 39 of 46 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF 
May 6,2009 .  

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT — ITEM 74 

	

1144 	of us sitting up here liars. And I — take offense to that. I would never do anything to take away 

	

1145 	from the schools. 

	

1.146 	What we're trying to do is create. We created money with the World Market Center. We created 

1147 money with the Allure Towers. We created money with the Chelsea Mall. Through what we do, 

1148 we create jobs. We create more money for the State. We're creating more money for education, 

1149 more public infrastructure, but note, we're not raising taxes. 

1150 

1151 MAYOR GOODMAN 

' 52 Thank you. 

153 

1154 COUNCILMAN REESE 

	

1155 	I — really feel like that, when people work together, they could accomplish a lot, but when people 

	

1156 	attack and won't listen, we're destroying what we're trying to do. 

	

1157 	We — sit through here today and we see a beautiful structure that's gonna be constructed here, 

	

1158 	called the Performing Arts Center, creating jobs. And before that structure's finished, they're 

	

1159 	gonna build a hotel, non-gaming, Charlie Palmer Hotel, which is gonna be just as beautiful as 

	

1160 	what you seen at, in the Performing Arts Center. 

	

1161 	I —just can't understand it. I — really feel like that what we're doing is a positive. What we're 

	

;2 	trying to do is to, and I'm not saying that this will ever be developed, but if it is, the school's just 

	

1163 	gonna benefit from it. 

	

1164 	And Your Honor, I — really appreciate all the comments, the questions asked by the other 

	

1165 	Councilmembers, your comments, and even the comments from those opposing this project. But 

	

1166 	I — really wish that we could — sit down and I guess, have a more applica, amenable — type 

	

1167 	discussions and stuff But I — know that some people don't want to listen to what we're trying to 

	

1168 	say, and — I feel sorry for them. Thank you. 

1169 

1170 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1171 	All right. Thank you Councilman Barlow, do you have a motion, please? 
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1172 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1173 	Yes, Mayor, I do. I would like to move forward for approval of this item. And in closing, just 

	

1174 	state that I am all for education. I warma make sure that we do all that we can to assi, to assist 

	

1175 	our young people in this community. And, although, this is a very complex puzzle that we're 

	

1176 	trying to put together, not only for the benefit of developing downtown, but also to give back to 

1177 our community. The city of Las Vegas can't fully fund education on its own, but we can do our 

	

1178 	part, and I believe that we have done our part, and we continue to do our part. And as long as 

	

1179 	I'm on this Council, I will push to make sure that we continue to do so. 

	

' SO 	With that being said, what is the next step? Is it to move to the tourism and then to the 

	

81 	Governor, Bill? 

1182 

1183 BILL ARENT 

1184 That's correct. With your approval today, we would move to the Nevada Commission on 

	

1185 	Tourism. Notice requesting a hearing has already been sent. We, at the staff level, are actively 

	

1186 	working with the Commission to schedule that. That will be a public hearing. So certainly, the 

1187 public will have another opportunity to comment on this incentive in the Tourism Improvement 

	

1188 	District. 

1189 

1 0 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1191 	Okay, and it's my understanding from the information that I not only have been briefed on but 

	

1192 	the information that I've read, if in fact the Tourism Committee or Commission votes this down, 

	

1193 	the TID is denied. Is that accurate? 

1194 

1195 BILL ARENT 

1196 That's essentially correct. We need approval from Nevada Commission on Tourism and from 

	

1197 	the Governor. 

1198 

1199 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1200 	Correct. 
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1201 BILL ARENT 

	

1202 	So, it's — a multi-step process. 

1203 

1204 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1205 	It's a multi-step process — 

1206 

1207 BILL ARENT 

	

1208 	We are not finished yet. 

09 

z10 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1211 	— but I'm just asking the question in regards to if, in fact, the tourism commission votes it down, 

	

1212 	the TID is denied, it's dead. Correct? 

1213 

1214 BILL ARENT 

	

1215 	That's correct. 

1216 

1217 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1218 	And if, in fact, it's approved and it come (sic) before the Governor, and the Governor deny (sic) 

	

,9 	it, then it's dead as well. Correct? 

1220 

1221 BILL ARENT 

	

1222 	That is correct. 

1223 

1224 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1225 	Okay. And with that being said, I'll, I will move for approval of this item. 

1226 

1227 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1228 	Mr. Arent, is that sufficient with the findings being required? 
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1229 BILL ARENT 

	

1230 	Yes, I think approving the Resolution, the Resolution itself, contains the findings. 

1231 

1232 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1233 	All right. Thank you. 

1234 

1235 BILL ARENT 

	

1236 	So, the motion's just needed to approve the Resolution. 

37 

1z38 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1239 Very good. 

1240 

1241 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

1242 And I move to approve the Resolution. 

1243 

1244 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1245 	Before we vote on that, Mr. Mayor, could I just ask is there a possibility, I mean I know these are 

	

1246 	good people in the audience. They obviously believe, at least, I think they believe what they're 

	

1.7 	saying to us. And, so I'm wondering is there a possibility we could, maybe, meet and talk as you 

	

1248 	said, in a way that, we're not full of anger, but in a way that we can get a better understanding of 

	

1249 	how we're feeling? Are we at total loggerheads? And I ask that, as I said, because I know there 

1250 are good people who have spoken here about their concerns, and I spoke with one that I knew 

	

1251 	well, and — she was, she believes with her heart, that she's right, and that it, and you know, that, 

	

1252 	is there a possibility we can do that? Would the, would Mr. Taylor be willing for us to meet and 

	

1253 	— 

1254 

1255 DEE TAYLOR 

	

1256 	I'd be glad to if I have more than three minutes. 
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1257 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1258 	Well, yeah, and, we don't have to meet here. We can meet some place else that you can have 

1259 more than three minutes, I — would think, right, Mr. Mayor? 

1260 

1261 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1262 Whatever you want to give them, you can give them. 

1263 

1264 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

'55 	You have the motion. I'm just asking because it's in your District, your Ward. It's in your 

1266 Ward. 

1267 

1268 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

1269 	Yes. 

1270 

1271 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1272 	I'm just wondering, you don't have to have the meeting, I'm just saying — 

1273 

1274 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

75 No, I mean — 

1276 

1277 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1278 	I'm just saying this doesn't seem good. We're using energy that we could be using for positive 

	

1279 	things, and I just think, let's put our energy in and let's move together, if we possibly can. And 

1280 that's what I'm asking, in your motion, could you recommend that we hold a meeting in the next 

	

1281 	couple of weeks or something? 

1282 

1283 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1284 No. 
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1285 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1286 No. 

1287 

1288 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1289 You can meet with anybody you want, Councilwoman. I've had my meetings. 

1290 

1291 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

	

1292 	Well, I'll ask — 

93 

1294 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

1295 Thank you, Councilwoman —. In my motion, I would also ask that we have an opportunity to 

	

1296 	meet with the representatives from the Culinary Union, in regards to their concerns because the 

	

1297 	Councilwoman is right, in regards to hearing what it is that they're concerned about and making 

	

1298 	sure that the motion that we move forward is benefit for the entire community. And so, I would 

	

1299 	like to move for approval of the Resolution, with the condition of having an opportunity to meet 

1300 with Mr. Taylor and — the Culinary Union — 

1301 

1302 MAYOR GOODMAN 

	

)3 	Well. 

1304 

1305 COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 

1306 Mr. Barlow, I — was just gonna say, maybe we have to check with legal, I'm sorry. I'm hearing, 

	

1307 	maybe we can't do that in a motion. 

1308 

1309 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

	

1310 	Well, well how about we do this? If— this is okay with you, Brad. I'll move for approval of 

	

1311 	the item. We vote on the item and then Councilwoman, you and I will have an opportunity to set 

	

1312 	up a subsequent meeting to meet with Culinary. Would that be (sic) suffice? 
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COUNCILWOMAN TARKANIAN 1313 

1314 	Would that be all right? 

1315 

1316 BRAD JERBIC 

1317 	That's fine. 

1318 

1319 COUNCILMAN BARLOW 

1320 	Okay. Then, that'll be my motion. 

1.322 MAYOR GOODMAN 

1323 	All right. That's the motion. Let' 

1324 Thank you. 

1325 

1326 	/lc, da, ac; ac 

(END OF DISCUSSION) 

s vote. Post. Motion carries. (Motion carried unanimously.) 
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City Council 
City of Las Vegas 
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Board of County Commissioners 
Clark County 
500 Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Board of Trustees 
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Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 

RE: Proposed Tourism Improvement District 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Applied Analysis ("AA") is pleased to present this executive summary report, 
Proposed Tourism Improvement District: An Analysis of Selected Regulatory 
Requirements, to the City of Las Vegas (the "City"), Clark County and Clark County 
School District. The City is in the process of working with CIM Group (the "Company") 
to create a tourism improvement district pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 
Chapter 271A - Tourism Improvements. The proposed tourism improvement district is 
comprised of approximately ±5.49 acres and is generally defined as the area located 
within the City that is bounded to the north by US-95, to the south by Stewart Avenue, 
to the east by 4th Street, and to the west by Casino Center Drive (the "District" or the 
"TID"). 

Assuming the District is created, NRS Chapter 271A provides for certain fiscal 
incentives, which are analyzed in detail in the accompanying report. These 
incentives are anticipated to fund selected improvements programmed within the 
District boundaries. Currently, these improvements include a multi-story parking 
garage, an open-aired public plaza, and other supporting improvements in the area. 
For purposes of this analysis, these improvements are hereafter referred to as the 
"Project". 

In connection with the creation of the District, the Company is anticipating the land 
acquisition and construction of a mixed-use development located within the District. 
In addition to improvements contemplated for the Project, the mixed-use 
development is expected to incorporate various elements, including retail shops, a 
museum, professional office space, a hotel, other supporting uses, and a potential 
casino. For purposes of this analysis, the proposed improvements, including the 
Project, are hereafter referred to as the "Mixed-Use Development". 
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The analysis contained herein does not determine the feasibility or appropriateness of 
the District, Project, Mixed-Use Development and/or any following financing structure 
(e.g., STAR bonds), rather it addresses specific questions as they relate to selected 
regulatory requirements. Specifically, this analysis addresses several key questions: 

10100W. Charleston Blvd. 
Suite 200 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89135 

Urban Economics 

Market Analysis 

Financial Advisory Services 

Public Policy 

Hospitality & Gaming Industry 

information Technology 

1. Will the Project and the financing thereof have a positive fiscal effect on the 
provision of local government services? (addressing requirements outlined in 
NRS 271 A.080.3(a) - (d)) 

2. As a result of the Project, will retailers locate their businesses within the District 
and will there be a substantial increase in the proceeds from the sales and 
use taxes remitted by retailers within the District? (addressing requirements 
outlined in NRS 271A.080.6(a)) 

3. As a result of the Project, will the preponderance of the increase in proceeds 
from sales and use taxes be attributable to transactions with tourists who are 
not residents of the state of Nevada? (addressing requirements outlined in 
NRS 271A.080.6(b)) 

Based on representations of the Company, construction of the Project is an integral 
element of the overall Mixed-Use Development that is required to allow the Mixed-
Use Development to move forward as currently programmed. Given the Mixed-Use 
Development's dependency on the Project, the three requirements identified above 
have been evaluated for the Mixed-Use Development. 

This report summarizes our approach, the limitations of our research and our salient 
findings. This report was designed by AA in response to your request. However, we 
make no representations as to the adequacy of these procedures for all your 
purposes. Our findings and estimates are as of October 2008 (the most recent 
available dataset) and are dated as of the last day of our fieldwork (November 30, 
2008). The information provided in this summary, and the conclusions reached herein, 
are based on the findings of our research and our knowledge of the market as of the 
date of this report. We have no responsibility to update this report for the events and 
circumstances that may occur after this date. 

Our report contains demographic, employment, economic, fiscal, gaming, hotel and 
residential market data. This information was collected from third parties and is 
presented in this summary report; it was assembled by AA. While we have no reason 
to doubt the accuracy of the data reported herein or utilized in the formation of our 
findings, the information collected was not subjected to any auditing or review 
procedures by AA; and therefore, we make no representations or assurances as to its 
completeness. 

Thank you again for allowing us to assist you with this important project. We welcome 
the opportunity to discuss this report with you at any time. Should you have any 
questions, please contact Jeremy Aguero or Brian Gordon at (702) 967-3333. 

Sincerely, 

ojd 

Applied Analysis 

'446(11-#5 

Attachment 
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* The Mixed-Use Development is expected to generate identified and 

quantifiable public revenues of $32.4 million annually, with approximately 90.5 

percent (or $29.3 million) remaining with public entities, with the balance 

inuring to the TID. Proceeds inuring to the TID will revert back to the City and 

are expected to be invested in the Project. It has yet to be determined if the 

Mixed-Use Development will include a casino. Assuming the casino is omitted, 

total public revenues remaining with public entities declines from $29.3 million 

to $23.1 million. 

* With revenues only being half the equation, total incremental expenditures are 

expected to be $20.3 million annually. Assuming a casino is not developed, the 

total anticipated expenditures decline to $17.6 million annually. 

• On a net basis, total revenues of $29.3 million (which excludes $3.1 million 

inuring to the TID) are expected to be offset by $20.3 million in incremental 

public costs resulting in $9.0 million of positive fiscal effects annually. The net 

positive fiscal effect is $5.4 million assuming the Mixed-Use Development 

excludes a casino. 

Summary of Fiscal Impacts 
After Allocation of Revenues to the District 

	

Including 	 Excluding 

	

Casino 	 Casino 

Revenue: 

Sales and Use Tax 	 $1,856,808 	 $1,856,808 

Property Tax 	 $1,700,362 	 $1,584,622 

Gaming Percentage Fees 	 $2,881,281 	 $0 

Other Gaming Fees and Charges 	 $554,900 	 $0 

Modified Business Tax 	 $452,706 	 $408,770 

Transient Lodging Tax 	 $1,962,331 	 $1,962,331 

Other State and Local Revenue (a) 	 $19,936,022 	 $17,245,729 

Total Revenue 	 $29,344,411 	 $23,058,260 

Expenditures: 

Education/Clark County School District 	 $953,420 	 $824,759 

Police Protection/LVMPD 	 $652,230 	 $574,475 

Fire and Rescue/Las Vegas Fire Department 	 $512,304 	 $455,472 

Other State and Local Expenditures (a) 	 $18,224,805 	 $15,765,434 

Total Expenditures 	 $20,342,759 	 $17,620,141 

Net Fiscal Effect 	 $9,001,651 	 $5,438,119 

Pro Forma Adjustment (a) 	 ($1,711,217) 	 ($1,480,294)  

Pro Forma Adjusted Net Fiscal Effect (a) 	 $7,290,434 	 $3,957,825 

(a) Other state and local revenues and expenditures reflect estimates of all government activity 
(excluding those specifically identified). The estimates are based on US Census of Governments datasets 
and account for all government activity. While the gross revenues and gross expenditure figures are 
material, the net impact is $1.7 million and $1.5 million in the including and excluding casino scenarios, 
respectively. A pro forma net fiscal effect excluding these items is presented for presentation purposes. 
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• The programmed development ($247.1 million) will have a positive effect on 

this relatively mature area, benefiting surrounding property owners. 

• Retailers are expected to locate their businesses within the Project due to the 

market dynamics taking place within the immediate area, the locational 

attributes of the Project site, the critical mass of visitors expected in the area, 

and other factors. 

• Based on the current spending profile of residents and consumers in the Mixed-
Use Development's trade area, retail sales activity will be dominated by visitors 
at a rate of approximately 2 to 4 times resident spending. There will be a 

substantial increase in the proceeds from sales taxes attributable to 
transactions with tourists who are not residents of Nevada. 

• In addition to the fiscal effects resulting from the Mixed-Use Development, there 

will be a material economic impact, adding significantly to the employment 
base, increasing the productivity of under-utilized property, and generating 

millions of dollars in state and local tax revenues. 

• Including indirect and induced impacts of the Mixed-Use Development's 
development and construction, a total of 2,003 person-years 1  of employment is 

anticipated to be created, increasing aggregate personal incomes within Las 
Vegas by $73 million. Assuming a casino is not developed with the overall 

Mixed-Use Development, total employment impacts include 1,835 jobs and $66 
million in wages and salaries. 

• Assuming the Mixed-Use Development includes a casino, its on-going 

operations are anticipated to directly employ approximately 1,895 people who 

will earn approximately $85 million in wage and salary payments each year. 

Including indirect and induced impacts, the Mixed-Use Development is 

estimated to stimulate 3,123 employees within Clark County. Combined, these 

employees will earn $130 million annually in wage and salary payments. Total 

economic output sourced to the Mixed-Use Development is estimated at $333 

million annually. 

• Excluding a casino within the overall Mixed-Use Development design, on-going 

operations of the development are anticipated to directly employ 
approximately 1,639 people who will earn approximately $76 million in wage 

and salary payments each year. Including indirect and induced impacts, the 

Mixed-Use Development is estimated to stimulate 2,660 employees within Clark 

County. Combined, these employees will earn $114 million annually in wage 

and salary payments. Total economic output sourced to the Mixed-Use 

Development is estimated at $267 million annually. 

1  A person year of employment is defined as one person employed for one year. 
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TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT LOCATION 

The proposed TID is generally located in downtown Las Vegas within the boundaries 

of the City of Las Vegas. The exhibits that follow generally illustrate the location of the 

District and Mixed-Use Development, and its proximity to the region's central 

business/gaming district. 

EXHIBIT 1 

MARKET AREA MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT LOCATION MAP AND 

APPROXIMATE PROPOSED TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (TID) BOUNDARIES 
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MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMING 

The proposed development is comprised of multiple uses with varying degrees of 

density and design. The following highlights the programmed elements and their 

approximate sizes, which will be located on ±5.49 acres. As with many projects in the 

pre-development stages, design elements are only summarily identified and will likely 

continue to be refined over time. Specifically, as of this date, it is unclear if casino 

gaming will be present within the TID. As such, the analysis contained herein reviews 

development programming with and without a casino. 

Exhibit 3 
Mixed-Use Development Programming 

Size (SF) 

Programming 	 Gross 	 Net 

Retail 	 200,000 	170,000 

Museum/Pavilion (Former Post Office) 	 51,419 	40,403 

Office 	 150,000 	142,500 

Hotel 	 350,000 	297,500 

Casino 	 30,000 	28,500 

Total Improvements (SF), Including Casino 	 781,419 	678,903 

Total Improvements (SF), Excluding Casino 	 751,419 	650,403 

Exhibit 4 
Mixed-Use Development Costs (in millions) 

(Exclusive of Infrastructure Costs) 

	

Including 	Excluding 

Element 	 Casino 	Casino 

Land (a) 	 $28.0 	 $14.0 

Hard Costs 	 $178.8 	$163.8 

Soft Costs 	 $29.3 	 $26.9 

Financing Costs 	 $10.9 	 $10.0 

Total Investment 	 $247.1 	$214.7 

(a) Land values based on City's appraisal and contracted price. 
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REVENUE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Nevada has several hundred taxes, fees, exactions and charges that are levied on 

businesses, residents and visitors. The vast majority of collections, however, can be 

sourced to three primary levies: 1) retail sales and use tax, 2) ad valorem (property) 

tax, and 3) gaming tax. Combined, these sources account for nearly 70 percent of all 

state and local own-source tax revenues. In this section, we consider these three 

primary sources as well as several other public revenue generators (e.g., modified 

business tax and transient lodging taxes). Taxes inuring to the federal government, 

while significant, are omitted from this analysis as our scope of work is specific to state 

and local impacts. 

In this analysis, fiscal impacts reflect only the direct consequence of the proposed 

development. This approach is a function of the "near impossibility" of accurately 

predicting the secondary fiscal consequences of growth as well as the potential for 

double counting.2  As such, the impacts cited herein should be considered 

conservative, order-of-magnitude estimates. Additionally, this analysis reviews the 

fiscal impacts associated with the Mixed-Use Development's operation upon 

completion of construction. Fiscal impacts during the construction phase are 

expected to be negligible relative to the recurring impacts associated with a going 

concern. 

RETAIL SALES AND USE TAXES 

In Nevada, retail sales and use taxes are imposed on the sale of tangible personal 

property not specifically exempted by statute. 3  A companion "use" tax is levied on 

property purchased outside the state and brought into the state for use. The 

combined total rate in Clark County is 7.75 percent. A breakdown of this levy and its 

distributions are provided in the table that follows. 
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2  See Burchell, R.W. and Listokin, D., The Fiscal Impact Handbook: Estimating Local Costs and 
Revenues of Land Development. Center for Urban Policy Research. New Jersey (6th ed. 1988). 
3  See Nev. Rev. Stat. §§ 372, 377, 377A, and 543.600 et seq. 
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Tax 

Exhibit 5 

Nevada Retail Sales and Use Taxes 

Rate 	 Distribution 

State Sales & Use Tax 

Local School Support Tax 

Basic City-County Relief Tax 

Supplemental City-County Relief Tax 

County Options - Water & Wastewater 

Infrastructure 

2.00% 	 State General Fund 

2.25% 	 To the school district in the 

county of origin 

0.50% 	Deposited in the "local government 

tax distribution fund:" redistribution 

is based on a formula 

1.75% 	Deposited in the "local government 

tax distribution fund:" redistribution 

is based on a formula 

0.25% 	Clark County - Water Operations 

County Options - Regional Transportation 	 0.25% 	Clark County - Regional Transportation 

County Options - Flood Control 	 0.25% 	Clark County - Flood Control 

County Option - Police Protection 	 0.25% 	Clark County - Metropolitan Police 

Department 

County Options - Mass Transit 	 0.25% 	Clark County - Mass Transit 

Urban Economics 

Market Analysis 

Financial Advisory Services 

Public Policy 

Hospitality & Gaming Industry 

Intormation Technology 

To estimate potential taxable retail sales activity, AA reviewed taxable sales activity 
reported by the Nevada Department of Taxation to estimate a baseline sales figure 

per square foot. These estimates were applied to the programmed uses to generate 

the projected retail sales by use in instances where specific Company-prepared 

estimates were not available. 

SALES - COMMERCIAL RETAIL 

AA identified taxable revenue sources typically located within retail shopping centers 

and related developments throughout southern Nevada. The sales figures were then 

compared to total improved retail space based on data extracted from the Clark 

County Assessor's Office after adjusting for taxable revenue-generating floor space 

within each building type. For example, a 500,000-square-foot hotel may only have 

50,000 square feet of retail shop space as the majority of the building is comprised of 

hotel rooms, which do not generate retail sales and use tax (they are taxed through 



APPLI LYSIS 

Page 8 CIM Group 
Proposed Tourism Improvement District: 
An Analysis of Selected Regulatory Requirements 

transient lodging levies). The analysis that follows resulted in an average taxable 

sales per square foot of retail space of $266 throughout southern Nevada. 

Exhibit 6 
Estimated Taxable Retail Sales Activity Per Square Foot (PSF) 
For Similar Uses Identified within the Mixed-Use Development 

(Based on County-Wide Spending Estimates) 

	

Annual 	Share of 

	

Estimate (a) 	 Total 

Computation of County-Wide Sales PSF of Selected Revenue Sources  

Commercial Retail Sales Categories (b) 

Food Services and Drinking Places 	 $6,046,378,567 	37.8% 

General Merchandise Stores 	 $2,996,061,036 	18.7% 

Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores 	 $2,769,815,283 	17.3% 

Accommodation 	 $1,456,439,866 	 9.1% 

Miscellaneous Store Retailers 	 $891,407,188 	 5.6% 

Furniture and Home Furnishings Stores 	 $772,262,369 	 4.8% 

Amusement, Gambling and Recreation Industries 	 $570,788,329 	 3.6% 

Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book and Music Stores 	 $494,285,025 	 3.1% 

Museums, Historical Sites and Similar Institutions 	 $45,287 	 0.0% 

Taxable Retail Sales Activity 	 $15,997,482,948 	100.0% 

Effective Commercial Retail Space (SF) (c) 	 60,201,304 

Effective Taxable Retail Sales Activity Per SF 	 $266 

(a) Based on trailing 24-month average data annualized from the Nevada Department of Taxation 
(September 2008). 

(b) Reflects sales categories that are typically located within retail shopping centers and related developments. 

(c) Reflects estimated effective rental shop space for revenue-generating operations identified in (b) above based 
on Clark County Assessor's Office data adjusted for floor space generating taxable sales. 

In addition to the market average sales estimates per square foot for similar uses 

identified at the proposed development, the Company generated internal estimates 

based on its anticipated programming and additional third-party data sources. The 

Company's revenue estimates for the retail portion of the Mixed-Use Development 

are as follows. 
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Exhibit 7 
Estimated Taxable Retail Sales within the Mixed-Use Development 

Retail Shop Component 

	

Programmed 	Est. Sales 	 Retail 

	

Space 	 PSF (a) 	 Sales 

Restaurant with Liquor 	 75,000 	 $253 	$18,975,000 

Women's Specialty 	 22,500 	 $354 	$7,965,000 

Apparel (Mixed) 	 15,000 	 $267 	$4,005,000 

Women's Ready-to-Wear 	 15,000 	 $253 	$3,795,000 

Home Furnishing/Decor 	 10,000 	 $261 	$2,609,736 

Jewelry 	 7,000 	 $948 	$6,636,000 

Drugstore/Pharmacy 	 6,000 	 $454 	$2,724,000 

Cosmetics/Beauty Supplies 	 5,000 	 $260 	$1,300,000 

Telephone/Telecom Store 	 3,000 	 $415 	$1,245,000 

Quick-serve Restaurants 	 3,000 	 $261 	 $782,921 

Coffee Shop/Cafe 	 2,000 	 $261 	 $521,947 

• Wine Shop 	 2,000 	 $261 	 $521,947 

Juice Bar 	 1,000 	 $261 	 $260,974 

Other 	 3,500 	 $261 	 $913,408 

Total 	 170,000 	 $307 	$52,255,932 

(a) Sales PSF estimates based on Dollars & Cents of Shopping Centers/The Score, Urban Land Institute, 
International Council of Shopping Centers. Due to a lack of available data for each use category, market 
average sales estimates were utilized for selected categories. The market average estimate of $261 is 
based on the $266 per square foot value noted in Exhibit 6 after adjusting for identifiable retail sales 
categories. 

To further assess the reasonableness of the sales estimates provided above, AA 
reviewed data obtained from the Urban Land Institute and International Council of 

Shopping Centers that provides actual sales performances for existing shopping 

centers. Based on these results, it appears the forecasted sales activity within the 

retail shop space component of the proposed development is generally in line with 

key metrics of other shopping venues. The following highlights key metrics for these 

properties. 
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Exhibit 8 
Retail Sales Activity Comparative Analysis 
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Median Retail Sales PSF (b) 

Center Type (a) 	 National 	Western Region  

Super Regional 	 $271 	 $316 

Regional 	 $237 	 $273 

Community 	 $275 	 $323 

Neighborhood 	 $275 	 $353 

Average 	 $265 	 $316 

Open Air Shopping Centers 	 $273 	 $323 

Enclosed Shopping Centers 	 $243 	 $248 

Average 	 $258 	 $286 

Overall Average 	 $262 	 $306 

(a) Source: Dollars & Cents of Shopping Centers/The Score 2006; Urban Land Institute; International Council 
of Shopping Centers. 

(b) Based on sampling of 832 shopping centers. 

In addition to these averages, destination retail venues tend to report higher-than-

average sales rates. According to Shopping Centers Today, the Forum Shops at 

Caesars Palace achieved nation-leading rates of $1,300 per square foot. 4  Other 

destination retail outlets have also achieved sales figures above the averages 

reported by the Urban Land Institute. Miracle Mile, formerly the Desert Passage, on 

the Las Vegas strip reported nearly $700-per-square-foot in sales, while the Fashion 

Show Mall generated $1,000 per square foot during 2006. 5  Based on these 

comparative sales figures, estimated retail sales activity at the proposed 

development appears conservative. 

SALES - MUSEUM (FORMER POST OFFICE)  

To evaluate potential sales and use taxes generated by the Museum programmed 

within the Mixed-Use Development, AA reviewed a report prepared to assess the 

viability of the proposed museum. 6  The analysis contained a financial pro forma, 

including potential sources of revenue. The following summarizes those findings and 

estimates the potential sales taxes generated by sUch uses. The results are as follows. 

4  See http://www.icsc.ora/srch/sct/sct0605/index.oho?reaion=  
5  See htto://www.lvd.com/business/11182071.html   
6  See Feasibility Assessment - Final Results prepared by PIEITIR Productions, dated January 2008. 
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Exhibit 9 
Estimated Taxable Retail Sales Activity 

Within the Mixed-Use Development 
Museum (Former Post Office) 

	

Projected 	 Share 	 Taxable 

Stabilized Revenue (a) 	 Revenues 	Taxable (b) 	 Sales 

Museum 	 $9,179,000 	 0% 	 $0 

Memberships 	 $343,000 	 0% 	 $0 

Programs 	 $31,000 	 0% 	 $0 

Private Events 	 $1,355,340 	 25% 	 $338,835 

Museum Store 	 $2,740,000 	 95% 	 $2,603,000 

Fundraising 	 $3,520,000 	 0% 	 $0 

Total 	 517,168,340 	 17% 	 52,941,835 

(a) Based on Feasibility Assessment conducted by PIEITlR Productions (January 2008). 
(b) Assumes substantially all sales at the museum store are subject to sales tax, while a portion of private 
events (e.g., food and beverage) are subject to tax. 

SALES — COMMERCIAL OFFICE 

AA identified taxable revenue sources typically located within commercial office 

space and related developments. The sales figures were then compared to total 

improved office space based on data extracted from the Clark County Assessor's 

Office after adjusting for net floor space. The analysis that follows resulted in an 

average of taxable sales per square foot of office space of $7.18, generating $1.0 

million of taxable sales activity annually within the District. It is worth noting a large 

share of professional office users do not pay retail sales and use tax. As mentioned 

above, the sale of tangible goods is taxable while services such as professional 

services are exempt from Nevada's sales and use tax. 
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Exhibit 10 
Estimated Taxable Retail Sales Activity 

Within the Mixed-Use Development 
Based on County-Wide Spending Estimates 

Commercial Office Space 
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Annual 	Share of 

	

Estimate (a) 	 Total 

Computation of County-Wide Sales PSF of Selected Revenue Sources  

Commercial Office Sales Categories (b) 

Real Estate 	 $53,481,713 	 2.6% 

Rental and Leasing Services 	 $1,340,918,103 	64.0% 

Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 	 $271,669,025 	13.0% 

Management of Companies and Enterprises 	 $74,834,810 	3.6% 

Administrative and Support Services 	 $352,967,175 	16.9% 

Taxable Retail Sales Activity 	 $2,093,870,825 	100.0% 

Effective Commercial Office Space (SF) (c) 	 49,192,717 

Effective Taxable Retail Sales Activity Per SF 	 $7.18 

Computation of Estimated Taxable Retail Sales Activity at Mixed-Use Development 

Effective Taxable Retail Sales Activity Per SF 	 $7.18 

Total Programmed Office Space (SF) (Net) 	 142,500 

Estimated Taxable Retail Sales Activity 	 $1,022,465 

(a) Based on trailing 24-month average data annualized from the Nevada Department of Taxation 
(September 2008). 

(b) Reflects sales categories that are typically located within commercial offices and related 
developments. 

(c) Reflects commercial office space based on Clark County Assessor's Office data adjusted for net 
floor space. 

SALES -HOTEL 

Based on information provided by the Company, the programmed gaming hotel will 

incorporate approximately 500 rooms and a limited number of food and beverage 

and retail outlets. While hotel room revenue is not subject to sales and use tax, the 

Company estimates approximately $7.6 million of revenue generated by food and 

beverage outlets with a nominal amount of retail sales originating from other retail 

outlets (e.g., gift shop). 

The following provides a comparative analysis of food and beverage revenues on a 
per-room, per-day basis for selected market areas within southern Nevada. Based on 
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publicly available data generated by the Nevada Gaming Control Board, AA 

reviewed food and beverage sales for all Clark County hotel-casino properties (160 

locations) and compared those results with the forecasted performance for the 

subject property. The results suggest the Company's estimates are on par with the 

average reported by other downtown hotel-casino operations. This analysis was also 

performed for all Las Vegas Strip properties (38 locations) and for the downtown area 

(17 locations). The results suggest the food and beverage revenue estimates for the 
programmed hotel are below market-wide average revenue estimates. Based on 

these estimates, it appears the Company's food and beverage revenue estimates 
are reasonable relative to market average performances. 

Exhibit 11 
Analysis of Food and Beverage Sales Originating from Hotel 

	

Clark 	Las Vegas 

	

County 	 Ship 	Downtown 

Market Average Sales Per Room Per Day (a) 

Food 	 $77 	 $78 	 $50 

Beverage 	 51 	 $32 	 $20 

Weighted Average 	 $64 	 $65 	 $41 

Programmed Hotel (b) 	 $41 	 $41 	 $41 

Variance to Selected Market Areas 	 -35.0% 	 -36.0% 	 0.0% 

(a) Source: Nevada Gaming Abstract 2007. 

(b) Source: Company based on $7.6 million in food and beverage sales and 500 hotel rooms. 

RETAIL SALES AND USE TAX SUMMARY 

Based on the analyses in the preceding subsections, the following summarizes sales 

activity for the major uses within the District and estimates total sales and use taxes 

inuring to public agencies within Nevada. It is worth noting no sales and use taxes 

are anticipate from the casino. 
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Share Allocable to Tourism Improvement District 

Gross Tax Amount Not Subject to County Options (a) 

Proposed (Maximum) Amount Allocable to TID (75%) 

Less: Deduction of 0.75 Percent 

Proposed Net Amount Allocable to TID (b) 

Share Allocable to Public Entities 

Total Proceeds 

Tax Rate 

Total Tax, Gross 

$4,942,455  

7.75% 

$4,942,455 

$4,145,285 

$3,108,963 

($23,317)  

$3,085,646 

$1,856,808 
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Exhibit 12 
Sales and Use Tax Summary and Proposed Allocation 

Estimate  

Revenue: 

Retail 	 $52,255,932 

Museum (Former Post Office) 	 $2,941,835 

Office 	 $1,022,465 

Hotel 	 $7,553,376 

Casino 

Total Taxable Revenue 	 $63,773,608 

(a) Pursuant to NRS 271A.070, mandatory rate of 6.5 percent is eligible (excludes county options) 
out of total 7.75 percent rate in Clark County (see Exhibit 5). 

(b) Proceeds inuring to the TID will revert back to the City and are expected to be invested in infrastructure 
in and around the District. 

AD VALOREM (PROPERTY) TAXES 

The first fiscal impact element is property taxes. Generally speaking, each year 

county assessors are required to "[a]scertain by diligent inquiry and examination all 

real and secured personal property that is in [their respective counties on] July 1 

which is subject to taxation . . ." 7  Each assessor is required to note the "[n]ames of all 

persons, corporations, associations, companies or firms owning the property.. ." and 

"[d]etermine the taxable value of all such property.. ." 8  for the ultimate purpose of 

levying ad valorem taxes. NRS § 361.260 requires that all real property is reappraised 

at least every five years; in Clark County, real property is appraised annually. 9  The 

assessments analyzed herein are for FY 2007-08. 
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7  Nev. Rev. Stat. § 361.260 (1). 
8  Id. 
9  Nev. Rev. Stat. § 361.260. 
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Real property value assessments are bifurcated into land and improvement 

elements. 10  The taxable value assigned to vacant land is its full cash, or market value, 

taking into consideration factors such as its location, character and potential use. 

Taxable value of improved land is to be consistent with its improved use (e.g., as a 

single family residence, a hotel-casino or an office building). The taxable value of 

improvements, in most cases buildings, is based on estimated replacement cost less 

depreciation. 11  Depreciation is calculated at 1.5 percent of the replacement cost 

each year, up to a maximum of 50 years; and thus, the residual value of any given 
improvement is 25 percent of its replacement cost. Property taxes are computed by 
multiplying taxable value by 35 percent to obtain assessed value. 12  Assessed value is 

then divided by $100 and then multiplied by the tax rate to determine tax liability. 

There is often a disconnect between the cost to construct improvements and the 

assessed value. Overall costs of development generally include certain soft costs, 

financing charges during construction and other considerations. Nevada 
Administrative Code requires the Nevada Assessors to use Marshall & Swift Building 

Cost Service to determine improvement replacement costs, minus depreciation. 13  

Based on discussions with the representatives of the Clark County Assessor's Office, 
the Marshall & Swift estimates may not equate to actual replacement cost or may 
have a material timing lag. Various factors for this variance exist, including the 

relatively rapid pace of increase during the past several years due to increased 
demand for material and labor, periodic reporting by Marshall & Swift, localized 
nuances and various other considerations. 

Based on prior discussions with the City of Las Vegas in 2007, the City reviewed 

several newly-constructed properties and compared their reported construction 

costs with the assessed value (based on taxable value) and determined that on 

average for those selected properties, assessed values were 55 percent of the 

construction cost. While there are a number of instances where assessed values as a 

percentage of reported construction cost were much higher, this estimate has been 

utilized based on the City's experience and to present a conservative estimate. 

Therefore, basing taxable value on 55 percent of the Mixed-Use Development's 
construction cost (estimated at $219.1 million) plus the fair market value of the land 

($28.0 million) and applying the 55 percent discount factor, total taxable value 

equates to $148.5 million, with an assessed value of $52.0 million (35 percent of 

taxable value). 14  Assuming a casino is not incorporated into the Mixed-Use 

Development, the taxable value declines to $138.4 million with an assessed value of 

$48.4 million. 

10  Nev. Rev. Stat. § 361.227 (1). 
11  Nev. Rev. Stat. § 361.227 (1)(b); see also Nevada Taxpayers Association, Understanding Nevada's 
Property Tax System. 2000 edition. Page 7. 
12  Nev. Rev. Stat. § 361.225. 
13  See htto://www.accessclarkcounty.com/deots/assessor/pacies/aboutao.asiox   
14  Analysis assumes a change in use. 
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It is also worth noting that Clark County property values have witnessed 

unprecedented escalations during the 2004 to 2006 timeframe; a condition not fully 

reflected in the latest tax collection figures because of the limitations imposed by AB 

489 (2005 Nevada State Legislature). AB 489 limits tax bill escalations to 3 percent for 

existing owner-occupied residential properties and 8 percent for all other properties 

(including commercial uses). This limitation is not uniformly applied to newly 

constructed properties or properties with a change in use. Thus, it would follow that 

the subject site would generate substantially more taxable value per acre than 

would comparable properties in the same tax district. 

The Mixed-Use Development is located in the Las Vegas City Redevelopment Tax 

District 203. This district has a combined tax rate of $3.2714 per $100 of assessed 

value.I 5  The proceeds of this levy inure to several public entities; however, the 

increment generated from an increase in value inures to the redevelopment agency. 

Please note the subject property is currently exempt from paying tax and as such, the 

entire value upon acquisition by the Company will generate incremental taxes. 

Exhibit 13 
Estimated Property Tax Collections Annually 
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GAMING PERCENTAGE FEES 

Gross gaming revenues of non-restricted gaming licensees are subject to a 

percentage fee.I 6  The levy is based on gaming operation winnings less the total paid 

out as losses, annuities purchased to fund losses to pay out over several years and 

the cost of personal property won by a player. 17  It also excludes foreign coins 

collected, entry fees, counterfeit bills and any adverse impacts associated with 

fraudulent acts. The tax rates imposed are 3.5 percent of the first $50,000 in net 

winnings per month, 4.5 percent of the net winnings greater than $50,000 but not 

greater than $134,000 per month, and 6.75 percent of net winnings greater than 

$134,000 per month. 18  The vast majority of these revenues inure to the State's 

15  See htto://trweb.co.clark.nv.us/county/TaxRate-DistrictBreakdown2007-8.htm#203.  

16  Nev. Rev. Stat. § 463.370. 

17 1d. 

181d. 
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General Fund. A calculation of percentage fee revenues is provided below based 

on projected gaming revenues and the industry's seasonality during 2007. 

Exhibit 14 
Estimated Gaming Percentage Fees 

Estimated Tax Payments Total Gaming 
Month 	 Revenues 	Tier 1 (3.5%) 	Tier 2(4.5%) 	Tier 3 (6.75%) 	 Total 

January 	 $4,063,056 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$265,211 	$270,741 

February 	 $3,568,057 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$231,799 	$237,329 

March 	 $3,537,367 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$229,727 	$235,257 

April 	 $3,344,844 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$216,732 	$222,262 

May 	 $3,909,372 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$254,838 	$260,368 

June 	 $2,944,853 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$189,733 	$195,263 

July 	 $3,442,432 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$223,319 	$228,849 

August 	 $3,601,957 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$234,087 	$239,617 

September 	 $3,343,352 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$216,631 	$222,161 

October 	 $3,445,936 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$223,556 	$229,086 

November 	 $4,159,720 	$1,750 	$3,780 	$271,736 	$277,266 

December 	 $3,949,581 	 $1,750 	$3,780 	$257,552 	$263,082 

Total 	 $43,310,527 	$21,000 	$45,360 	$2,814,921 	$2,881,281 
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ADDITIONAL GAMING FEES AND CHARGES 

In addition to gaming percentage fees described above, gaming operators are 

required to pay additional fees. They include county gaming fees, slot license fees, 

slot machine excise taxes, and state gaming license fees. The following summarizes 

the various fees and charges. 

Exhibit 15 
Additional Gaming Fees and Charges 

	

Statutory 	 Basis 	 Tax 	 Revenue 

	

Reference 	of The Tax 	 Rate 	Distribution 	Estimate 

County 	 NRS 463.390 	Unit-based tax 	$25 per month 	City General 	$129,600 
Gaming Fees 	 imposed on 	for each table 	 Fund 

	

casino games, 	game of poker, 

	

slot machines or 	bridge, whist, 

	

any game of 	solo and 

	

chance 	panguingui, $50 
per month for all 

other table 
games, and $10 

per month for 
each slot unit 

Slot License Fee 	NRS 463.375 	Unit-based tax 	$20 for each slot 	State General 	$80,000 
- Non-Restricted 	 imposed on 	machine each 	 Fund 

	

each slot 	calendar 

	

machine 	 quarter 

_ 	 -  
Slot Machine 	NRS 463.385 	Unit-based tax 	$250 for each 	 Higher 	$250,000 
Excise Tax 	 imposed on 	slot machine 	Education Fund; 

	

each slot 	each year 	 Higher 

	

machine 	 Education 
Special Capital 

Construction 
Fund; State 
Distributive 

School Account 

State Games 	NRS 463.380; 	Unit-based tax 	Graduated rate; 	 County 	$16,000 
License - 	 NRS 463.320 	imposed on 	top tier is $16,000 	governments 
Annual Fees 	 each table 	plus $200 for 

	

game 	each game in 
excess of 16 

State Games 	NRS 463.383 	Unit-based tax 	Graduated rate; 	State General 	$79,300 
License - 	 imposed on all 	top tier is $20,300 	 Fund 
Quarterly Fee 	 games 	plus $25 for 

	

operated in any 	each game in 

	

calendar 	excess of 35 
quarter 
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MODIFIED BUSINESS TAX 

The modified business tax is a tax based on gross payrolls defined in NRS 612.190. The 

tax, which was instituted by the 2003 Nevada Legislature, is paid in each calendar 

quarter and is currently based on 0.63 percent of gross payrolls, less any cost for 

providing employer-paid healthcare coverage. The following highlights the 

estimated proceeds generated by the modified business tax annually. 

Exhibit 16 
Modified Business Tax 

Tax 

Wage and Salary Payments (in millions) (a) 

Retail 	 $26.6 

Museum (Former Post Office) 	 $3.6 

Office 	 $34.6 

Hotel 	 $11.6 

Casino 	 $8.2 

Total 	 $84.5 

Taxable Wages, Accounting for Healthcare Adjustment 	 85% 

Tax Rate  

Proceeds of Modified Business Tax, Including Casino 

Proceeds of Modified Business Tax, Excluding Casino 

(a) See Economic Impact Considerations section. 

0.63% 

$452,706 

$408,770  

STATE AND LOCAL TRANSIENT LODGING TAX 

Hotels within southern Nevada participate in state and local transient lodging tax 

pursuant to Nevada NRS 244.335 and NRS 268.095. For hotels located in downtown 

Las Vegas, the combined tax rate is 11 percent, with collections distributed among 

the following entities: 
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Estimated Transient Lodging Taxes 

11.0% 

$1,962,331  
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Exhibit 17 
Local Transient Lodging Tax Allocation 

Entity 	 Rate 

State of Nevada 	 0.375% 

Clark County School District 	 1.625% 

Collecting Jurisdiction 	 1.000% 

Clark County Transportation 	 1.000% 

Fremont Street Experience 	 2.000% 

Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority 	 5.000% 

Total 	 11.000% 

Based on Company-provided estimates of revenue, the following calculates 
estimated annual local transient lodging taxes within the District. 

Exhibit 18 
Estimated Annual Local Transient Lodging Taxes 

Value 

Number of Rooms 	 500 

Average Daily Room Rate (a) 	 $115 

Occupancy (a) 	 85.0% 

Revenue 	 $17,839,375 
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(a) Reflects a discount to the market-wide average room rate ($123) and occupancy (88.4 percent) 
reported by the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority for the first nine months of 2008 for all hotels 
and motels. 

ADDITIONAL REVENUE IMPACTS 

In addition to the identified revenue sources, several others provide revenue to state 

and local municipalities. While the overall potential fiscal impacts (net) may not be 
material to the State or other local unit of government, it is important to model the 

effects. 

To estimate the impacts not identified in preceding subsections of this report, AA 

obtained the latest State and Local Government Finances report from the US Census 

Bureau. 19  These data represent estimates of all state and local government revenues 

19  The Census Bureau conducts a census of governments at five year intervals, and an annual 
survey for the intervening years. The state and local government finance statistics cover 
government financial activity in four broad categories of revenue, expenditure, debt, and 
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and expenditures in the state of Nevada. To model the impacts associated with the 

proposed development, AA converted all state and local revenue and expenditures 

estimates (excluding those modeled previously) to a per-employee amount and 

applied those pro rata costs to the subject property based on the estimated number 

of employees. An additional analysis on a per-visitor basis was undertaken, resulting 

in a more aggressive result. As such, the more conservative per-employee 

methodology was employed. Allocations on a per-resident basis were also 

considered but resulted in invalid estimates given the lack of full-time residents on the 

site. The following highlights the revenue results of the analysis, while the expenditure 

estimates are included in the Expenditure Impact Analysis section of this report. 

Exhibit 19 
Other Revenue Impacts Generated by Proposed Development 

Based on State and Local Government Finances: Fiscal Year 2005-06 

	

Including 	 Excluding 

	

Casino 	 Casino 	Notes 

Revenue  

	

Intergovernmental Revenue 	 3,542,669 	 3,064,599 

Taxes: 

Property 	 (a) 

Sales and Gross Receipts: 

General Sales 	 (a) 

Selective Sales: 

Motor Fuel 	 621,712 	 537,814 

Alcoholic Beverage 	 56,660 	 49,014 

Tobacco Products 	 205,560 	 177,820 

Public Utilities 	 270,965 	 234,400 

Other Selective Sales, Gaming 	 (a) 

Other Selective Sales, All Others 	 1,196.614 	 1,035,135 	(a) (b) 

	

Total Selective Sales 	 2,351.511 	 2,034,183 

Total Sales and Gross Receipts 	 2,351,511 	 2,034,183 

Motor Vehicle License 	 240,552 	 208,090 

Other Taxes, Modified Business Tax 	 (a) 

Other Taxes, All Others 	 1,647,773 	 1,425,412 	(a) (c) 

Total Taxes 	 4,239,836 	 3,667,685 

Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue 	 6,547,286 	 5,663,753 

Utility Revenue 	 1,523,837 	 1,318,201 

Insurance Trust Revenue 	 4.082,395 	 3,531,490 

Total Revenue 	 19,936,022 	17,245,729 

Source: US Census Bureau (see http://www.census.gov/govs/estimate/0629nvsl_l  .html) 
(a) Fiscal impact accounted for in preceding subsections of this report. 
(b) Excludes gaming revenue estimates for fiscal year. 
(c) Excludes modified business tax estimates (non financial institutions) for fiscal year. 

assets. For purposes of this analysis, AA considered revenue and expenditures. The latest 
available report is for the 2005-06 fiscal year. 
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC REVENUE SOURCES 

To summarize the various elements reported in the preceding subsections, the 

following highlights the identified and quantified sources of public revenue. 

Exhibit 20 
Summary of Revenue Impacts 

Including Gaming  

Beneficiaries 

Source 	 Public 

Sales and Use Tax 	 $1,856,808 

Property Tax 	 $1,700,362 

Gaming Percentage Fees 	 $2,881,281 

Other Gaming Fees and Charges 	 $554,900 

Modified Business Tax 	 $452,706 

Transient Lodging Tax 	 $1,962,331 

Other State and Local Revenues 	$19,936,022 

Total Identified 	 $29,344,411 

Share 	 90.5%  

The District 

$3,085,646 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$3,085,646 

9.5% 

Total 

$4,942,455 

$1,700,362 

$2,881,281 

$554,900 

$452,706 

$1,962,331 

$19,936,022 

$32,430,057 

100.0% 

Note 

(a)  

(b)  

(c)  

(d)  

(c)  

(d)  

(d)  

Excluding Gamin 

Beneficiaries 

Source 	 Public 

Sales and Use Tax 	 $1,856,808 

Property Tax 	 $1,584,622 

Modified Business Tax 	 $408,770 

Transient Lodging Tax 	 $1,962,331 

Other State and Local Revenues 	$17,245,729 

Total Identified 	 $23,058,260 

Share 	 88.2%  

The District 

$3,085,646 

$0 

$0 

$0 

_$O 

$3,085,646 

11.8% 

Total 

$4,942,455 

$1,584,622 

$408,770 

$1,962,331 

$17,245,729 

$26,143,907 

100.0% 

Note 

— 
(a)  

(b)  

(c)  

(d)  

(d)  

(a) Public benefit excluded 0.75 percent fee. Assumes 75 percent allocation of eligible amount 
to the TID. 

(b) Assumes no tax increment financing (TIF) is provided to the Company. 

(c) Inures to the state. 

(d) Inures to various public agencies. 
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EXPENDITURE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

With revenues representing only one-half of the equation, NRS 271 requires the 

determination of the fiscal effect of the Mixed-Use Development consider "any 

increase in costs for the provision of local governmental services, including, without 

limitation, services for education, including operational and capital costs, and 

services for police protection and fire protection, as a result of the Mixed-Use 

Development within the district." 20  The following subsections address each of the 

identified services in order. 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Typically, demand for education services, specifically the Clark County School 

District, is generated by incremental households and/or population. The District is 

programmed for commercial retail and office uses, along with hotel-gaming uses. 

The Mixed-Use Development is not considering any residential uses, thereby 

eliminating the need to provide incremental education service. That said, 

employment growth associated with the Mixed-Use Development has the potential 

to generate demand for education services; this demand may be partially (if not all) 

offset by pulling from existing resources (e.g., existing labor pool). Additionally, AA 

contacted the Clark County School District to determine if any unforeseen costs 

would be incurred as a result of the Mixed-Use Development and a response that 

there would be no impact was obtained. 

In addition to the response obtained from the Clark County School District, AA 

prepared an estimate of potential impact for consideration. For modeling purposes, 

AA assumed approximately 25 percent of direct employment growth sourced to the 

Mixed-Use Development will originate from outside the market, while the balance will 

be sourced to the existing labor pool. This assumption is based on current conditions, 

including unemployment levels at 7.6 percent (1.1 points higher than the national 

average); job growth remains below historical averages and continued economic 

weakness is likely to persist in the near to mid-term. Based on these assumptions, total 

expenditure impacts would be $953,400 (including casino) and $824,800 (excluding 

casino) 21 

20  See NRS 271A.080.3 (c) 
21  Based on total direct employment, average number of employees per household, average number of 
children per household and the average per-pupil cost of education. 
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LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 

As part of this analysis, the objective is to estimate the incremental costs associated 

with the proposed development. Currently, the District hosts various uses including a 

bus terminal, park and post office. The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 

(LVMPD) is providing services to the area contemplated for the TID. 

While the intensity of development programmed for the site is higher than currently 

exists, the redevelopment of the area is also expected to improve conditions in the 

surrounding area. With over $200 million in investment programmed for the site, the 

environment on and around the site is likely to transform. Determining the impacts to 

the LVMPD with precision is challenging. 

That said, the following analysis assumes the property were vacant today and 

additional police protection services would be required for the proposed 

development. The approach reviews the costs of police protection operations on a 

per-acre basis of land and per-square-foot basis of improved property. The following 

also evaluates the cost on a per-employee basis. These estimates are intended to 

provide an order-of-magnitude range of estimates. 

Exhibit 21 
Police Protection Impact 

Range of Estimates 

Improved 

Acres 	Property (SF) Employment 

Service Area (a) 	 416,374 	1,365,905,206 	 688,050 

Total LVMPD Budget (b) 	 $487,702,802 	$487,702,802 	$487,702,802 

Average Expenditure Per Unit 	 $1,171.31 	 $0.36 	 $708.82 

Mixed-Use Development Size (c) 	 5.49 	781,419 	 1,895 

Potential Impact on a Per-Unit Basis, Including Casino 

Potential Impact on a Per-Unit Basis, Excluding Casino 

	

$6,430 	$279,009 	$1,343,075 

	

$6,430 	$268,298 	$1,161,832 

(a) Acreage based on LVMPD 2007 Annual Report stating 7,560 square miles (adjusted for vacant property). 
Improved property based on Clark County Assessor's Office information. Employment estimated based on 
market area covered and Applied Analysis. 

(b) Based on total expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2007. 

(c) Acres and improved property based on Company programming. Employment based on estimated 
employment at subject site (see Economic Impact section). 
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A fourth impact estimate was prepared on a full-time equivalency population 

(accounting for full-time residents and the equivalent share of visitors residing in the 

area). While no full-time residents are expected to live on-site at the proposed 

development, the equivalent visitor population resulted in costs attributable to the 

Mixed-Use Development within the ranges noted above. 

This estimate assumes no patrols and/or services are being provided to the site today. 

Also, this summary analysis also assumes a linear relationship between costs and 

service area. For example, the addition of an office building in southern Nevada 

does not necessarily require additional time, effort and cost at every level within the 

LVMPD. 

In addition to the estimates prepared above, AA obtained estimates directly from 

the City of Las Vegas. The following highlights the annual costs during the first five 

years of the Mixed-Use Development (assuming a two-year development timeline 

and the first three years of operations). The annual recurring expenditure estimate 

reflects estimated costs in 2008 dollars and is in line with the estimated ranges 

computed above. 

Exhibit 22 
Police and Public Safety Expenditure Estimates 

	

Including 	Excluding 

	

Casino 	 Casino 

Year 1 	 $346,761 	$317,667 

Year 2 	 $346,761 	$317,667 

Year 3 	 $707,715 	$623,346 

Year 4 	 $717,103 	$631,789 

Year 5 	 $726,772 	$640,486 

Annual Recurring Expenditure During Operations (2008 Dollars) 	 $652,230 	$574,475 

Source: City of Las Vegas based on Mixed-Use Development assumptions. 

CITY OF LAS VEGAS FIRE DEPARTMENT 

Consistent with the methodology employed to review police protection costs, AA 

reviewed similar metrics for the City of Las Vegas Fire Department. It is noteworthy 

that fire protection services are currently being provided at the site. With a lack of 

available information regarding the precise cost associated with providing those 

services, AA estimated these costs on a per-acre, per-square-foot and per-employee 

basis. 
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Exhibit 23 
Fire Protection Impact 

Range of Estimates 

Improved 

Acres 	Property (SF) 	Employment 

Service Area (a) 	 58,233 	466,395,503 	347,666 

Total Fire and Rescue Budget (b) 	 $104,338,733 	$104,338,733 	$104,338,733 

Average Expenditure Per Unit 	 $1,791.74 	 $0.22 	$300.11 

Mixed-Use Development Size (c) 	 5.49 	781,419 	 1,895 

Potential Impact on a Per-Unit Basis, Including Casino $9,837 	$174,814 	$568,654 

Potential Impact on a Per-Unit Basis, Excluding Casino 	 $9,837 $168,102 	$491,916 

(a) Acres based on City of Las Vegas Fact Sheet (July 2008) stating 133.2 square miles (adjusted for vacant 
property). Improved property based on Clark County Assessor's Office information. Employment based on 
estimates provided by Claritas. 

(b) Based on total expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2007. 

(c) Acres and improved property based on Company programming. Employment based on estimated 
employment at subject site (see Economic Impact section). 

Consistent with the police protection analysis above, a fourth impact estimate was 

prepared on a full-time equivalency population (accounting for full-time residents 

and the equivalent share of visitors residing in the area). While no full-time residents 

are expected to live on-site at the proposed development, the equivalent visitor 

population resulted in costs attributable to the Mixed-Use Development within the 

ranges noted above. 

Also similar to the police protection analysis, this estimate assumes no services are 

being provided to the site today. This summary analysis also assumes a linear 

relationship between costs and service area. For example, the addition of an office 

building in southern Nevada does not necessarily require additional time, effort and 

cost at every level within the City of Las Vegas Fire Department, rather, existing costs 

are spread over a larger tax base. 

In addition to the estimates prepared above, AA obtained estimates directly from 

the City of Las Vegas. The following highlights the annual costs during the first five 

years of the Mixed-Use Development (assuming a Iwo-year development timeline 

and the first three years of operations). The annual recurring expenditure estimate 

reflects estimated costs in 2008 dollars and is in line with the estimated ranges 

computed above. 
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Exhibit 24 
Fire Protection Expenditure Estimates 

	

Including 	Excluding 

	

Casino 	 Casino 

Year 1 	 $272,369 	$251,103 

Year 2 	 $272,369 	$251,103 

Year 3 	 $555,885 	$494,219 

Year 4 	 $563,259 	$500,903 

Year 5 	 $570,854 	$507,787 

Annual Recurring Expenditure During Operations (2008 Dollars) 	 $512,304 	$455,472 

Source: City of Las Vegas based on Mixed-Use Development assumptions. 

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURE IMPACTS 

In addition to the services identified in NRS 271A, various state and local governments 

experience a modest increase in administrative costs associated with the 

development. Additional revenue sources are also likely to be generated. While the 

overall potential fiscal impacts may not be material to the State or other local units of 

government, it is important to model the effects. 

To estimate the impacts not identified in preceding subsections of this report, AA 

obtained the latest State and Local Government Finances report from the US Census 

Bureau. 22  These data represent estimates of all state and local government revenues 

and expenditures in the state of Nevada. To model the impacts associated with the 

proposed development, AA converted all state and local revenue and expenditures 

estimates (excluding those modeled previously) to a per-employee amount and 

applied those pro rata costs to the subject property based on the estimated number 

of employees. An additional analysis on a per-visitor basis was undertaken, resulting 

in a more aggressive result. As such, the more conservative per-employee 

methodology was employed. Allocations on a per-resident basis were also 

considered but resulted in invalid estimates given the lack of full-time residents on the 

site. The following highlights the expenditure results of the analysis, while the revenue 

estimates are included in the Revenue Impact Analysis section of this report. 

22  The Census Bureau conducts a census of governments at five year intervals, and an annual survey for 
the intervening years. The state and local government finance statistics cover government financial 
activity in four broad categories of revenue, expenditure, debt, and assets. For purposes of this analysis, 
AA considered revenue and expenditures. The latest available report is for the 2005-06 fiscal year. 
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Exhibit 25 
Other Expenditure Impacts Generated by Proposed Development 

Based on State and Local Government Finances: Fiscal Year 2005-06 

	

Including 	 Excluding 

	

Casino 	 Casino 	Notes 

Expenditures  

Intergovernmental Expenditures 	 9,383 	 8,116 

Direct Expenditures by Function: 

Education 	 (a) 

Social Services 	 4,304,350 	 3,723,494 

Transportation 	 2,858,406 	 2,472,675 

Public Safety: 

Police Protection 	 (a) 

Fire Protection 	 (a) 

Corrections 	 822,701 	 711,680 

Protective Inspection and Regulation 	 289,234 	 250,203 

Total Public Safety 	 1,111,935 	 961,883 

Environment and Housing 	 1,877,148 	 1,623,834 

Government Administration 	 2,850,472 	 2,465,811 

General Expenditures 	 1,195,428 	 1,034,109 

Utility Expenditure 	 2,442,293 	 2,112,715 

Insurance Trust Expenditures 	 1,575,391 	 1,362,798 

Total Expenditures  	 18,224,805 	 15,765,434  

Source: US Census Bureau (see http://www.census.govigovs/estimate/0629nvsl_l  .html) 

(a) Fiscal impact accounted for in preceding subsections of this report. 
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC EXPENDITURES 

To summarize the various elements reported in the preceding subsections, the 

following highlights the identified and quantified public expenditures potentially 

associated with the Mixed-Use Development. 

Exhibit 26 
Summary of Expenditure Impacts 

	

Including 	 Excluding 

Service/Entity 	 Casino 	 Casino 

Education/Clark County School District 	 $953,420 	 $824,759 

Police and Public Safety/LVMPD 	 $652,230 	 $574,475 

Fire and Rescue/Las Vegas Fire Department 	 $512,304 	 $455,472 

Other Expenditures/State and Local Governments 	 $18,224,805 	$15,765,434 

Total 	 $20,342,759 	$17,620,141  

IMPACT ON SURROUNDING RETAILERS 

NRS 271A requires the determination of the fiscal effect of the Project consider the 

"[e]stimates of any increases in the proceeds from sales and use taxes collected by 

retailers located outside of the district and of any displacement of the proceeds from 

sales and use taxes collected by those retailers, as a result of the properties and 

businesses expected to be located in the district." 23  As previously discussed, due to 

the integral nature of the Project within the Mixed-Use Development, this analysis is 

based on the anticipated performance of the Mixed-Use Development. 

To address this requirement, AA reviewed this from two perspectives. While the term 

referring to retailers outside of the district is not specifically defined, we assume this to 

mean adjacent property owners, as well as those located within the general area. 

Any negative impacts, or reduced demand for retailers, for adjacent property 

owners is expected to be negligible. In fact, the impacts are likely to be positive. The 

property sits on its own block with travel lanes surrounding the property. The site is 
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23  See NRS 271A.080.3(d) 
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bounded by US-95, City of Las Vegas City Hall, the Company's Lady Luck 

development and a parking lot. No sizable retailers exist on the first three adjoining 

properties noted. The Lady Luck is a former hotel-casino property that is owned by 

the Company that is under-going a major re-design with a substantial investment. 

Currently, no material sales activity is being generated at surrounding properties. 

Addressing the question of impacts to retailers in the general market area, it is 

reasonable to assume this $200-milion-plus investment will spur demand by tourists, 

and residents to some extent (see Sources of Taxable Retail Sales section that 

follows.) In reality, the District sits in the middle of a redevelopment area that has 

many aging properties and properties that have become functionally obsolete. The 

type of investment is expected to spur additional visitation in the area and seed the 

growth of future development and redevelopment activity. 

Historically speaking, investments within the market have expanded the overall size of 

the market, rather than cannibalize consumer spending within the market. During 

the course of the past decade, total expansions in the number of hotels generated a 

comparable number of visitors to the area. Despite a healthy compound annual 

growth rate in hotel room inventory and visitor volume of 2.4 and 2.5 percent, 

respectively, aggregate visitor spending on eating, drinking and shopping has 

expanded at a rate approximately 3.6 times that level. We believe these trends hold 

true as it relates to the proposed investment at the subject site. 

Exhibit 27 
Market Expansion Impact on Consumer Spending 

	

1997 	 2007 	CAGR (a) 

Market Inventory and Visitation Growth Rates: 

Number of Hotel Rooms (b) 	 105,347 	 132,947 	2.4% 

Number of Visitors (b) 	 30,605,128 	39,196,761 	 2.5% 

Spending Per Trip (b) 

Food and Drink 	 $123.87 	 $254.49 	7.5% 

Shopping 	 $74.77 	 $114.50 	4.4% 

Total 	 $198.64 	 $368.99 	6.4% 

Aggregate Spending (c) 	 $6,079,402,626 	$14,463,212,841 	 9.1% 

(a) Compound annual growth rate. 

(b) Source: Las Vegas Visitors and Convention Authority. 

(c) Spending per trip multiplied by number of trips (visitors). 
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RETAILER DEMAND 

This section of the report reviews indicators of demand for retailers to locate their 

business in the District and specifically addresses the requirements outlined in NRS 

271A.080.6(a). Generally speaking, retailers evaluate several factors when 

determining in which locations to open retail shops. According to Market Analysis for 

Valuation Appraisals: 24  

Shopping centers are based on the principle of cumulative attraction which 

recognizes that a location in a retail cluster brings a retailer more customer 

traffic than the retailer would have if it were located by itself. The benefits of 

increased customer traffic outweigh the negative effects of the store's 

proximity to competitors. 

The author continued to discuss the market dynamics present with new retail 

development: 25  

Some directions already evident are the creation of new center types, an 

interest in middle market communities, the focus on in-fill locations previously 

bypassed or ignored, and the revitalization of downtown areas. However, if 

these directions are to succeed, and if the industry is to continue to grow, 

more sophisticated levels of site location and center planning, design, and 

operation are required. No longer is a location accessible to a large 

population the only criterion for success. Today a shopping center developer 

must have a clear and reliable understanding of all the dynamics of the 

marketplace before committing time and money to a project. 

Based on our discussions with the Company, it appears they understand the market 

dynamics taking place in downtown Las Vegas and similarly-situated markets 26  and 

have committed significant funding to the area to date. 

The following provides the elements identified as key criteria and their rating the 

Project site. While this analysis is subjective, these criteria 27  are identified as elements 

24  Stephen F. Fanning, MAI, Terry V. Grissom, MAI and Thomas D. Pearson, MAI, Market Analysis for Valuation 
Appraisals, Appraisal Institute. 
25 Id. 
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26  According to CIM's website, The cornerstone of CIM Group's success has been its proprietary approach 
in determining what creates value in densely-populated areas. During the past 14 years, CIM has qualified 
83 urban communities and has made investments in 30 of them. Each community must meet such criteria 
as improving local economic and demographic trends, public sector commitment to real estate 
redevelopment, private sector real estate activity, and opportunities for additional real estate 
transactions." 
27  Stephen F. Fanning, MAI, Terry V. Grissom, MAI and Thomas D. Pearson, MAI, Market Analysis for 
Valuation Appraisals, Appraisal Institute. 
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to consider during the valuation process of a retail center. We believe these retailers 

will also consider these criteria when considering a location at the Project. 

Project 
Rating Comments 

Adjacent to US-95 

The area is dominated by temporary residents (hotel guests) 

The area is dominated by temporary residents (hotel guests) 

Average daily traffic volumes along US-95 are 155,000 cars 

A multi-story parking garage is programmed on-site 

Landscaping will likely be limited given the project density 

Access from major thoroughfares & frontage provides access 

Visibility is significant and substantial signage is programmed 

The level of programmed investment is significant  

Criteria  

Location: 

Proximity to Major Highway 

Proximity to Res. Housing 

Proximity to Other Customers 

Traffic Volume by Site 

Parking 

Landscaping 

Exterior Access 

Visibility 

Building Improvements  

High 

Low 

High 

High 

TBD 

TBD 

High 

High 

TBD 

The forecasted retail sales activity reported in the preceding sections demonstrates 

the market potential of the Mixed-Use Development. It is also worth noting the 

Mixed-Use Development has the potential to receive certain public financial 

incentives, which should provide for a competitive pricing structure to retail tenants. 

Based on the Mixed-Use Development forecasts combined with qualitative 

characteristics that retailers seek out and the source of taxable retail sales noted in 

the following section, it appears reasonable that retailers will locate to the Mixed-Use 

Development. 

SOURCE OF TAXABLE RETAIL SALES 

This section of the report analyzes the source of the preponderance of the increase in 

proceeds of sales and use taxes and specifically addresses the requirements outlined 

in NRS 271A.080.6(b). On the surface, it is logical that development designed to 

target tourists, which includes lodging on-site, will cater primarily to out-of-town 

visitors, rather than local residents. That said, it is necessary to analyze the 

anticipated spending volumes by reviewing the current mix of consumption in the 

area. The following provides a graphical representation of land uses within the area; 

it is worth noting the commercial (inclusive of tourism) uses in the downtown area. 
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Exhibit 28 

Market Area Land Use 

Legend 
Vacant 
Residential 
Industrial 

Commercial 
Non-profit 
Ag, ranching, wildlife 
Transportation 

Minor improvements 

o 25 
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I■1 

The spending patterns of visitors and residents were modeled independently. The 

results of the analysis follow. 

VISITOR SPENDING 

Given the proposed uses at the site, the primary sources of taxable sales activity will 

be eating and drinking places (restaurants and bars), along with general 

merchandise stores and outlets. As such, AA conducted a multi-step approach to 

estimating visitor spending. The first step was to determine the number of full-time 

equivalent visitors in the area based on the number of hotel rooms, occupancies and 

occupants per room. To evaluate the impacts on an order-of-magnitude basis, AA 

reviewed trade areas within 1, 3 and 5 miles of the site. 

In the second step of this analysis, AA reviewed the average consumer spending on 

eating, drinking and shopping, the primary sources of taxable revenue on the site. In 

the immediate area, estimates were derived from consumers surveyed in the 

downtown area, which is encompassed by a one-mile radius from the site. Broader 

estimates were utilized for the larger 3 and 5-mile regions that are more reflective of 

the average consumer spend on these categories. 
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The third step in the analysis was to convert the full-time equivalent visitors into the 

actual number of trips by visitors. This was necessary as spending data was 

calculated on a per-trip basis, rather than per day. These factors were then 

converted into total taxable spending. The results are delineated below. 

Exhibit 29 

Computation of Non-Nevada Visitor Taxable Spending by Market Area 

1 Mile 3 Mile 	 5 Mile 

Number of Full-Time Equivalent Visitors 

Number of Hotel Rooms (a) 	 11,161 	 28,836 	 80,481 

Average Occupancy Estimate (b) 	 85% 	 85% 	 85% 

Average Number of Occupants Per Room (c) 	 22 	 22 	 22 

Total Number of Visitor Nights to Market Area Per Day 	 20,871 	 53,923 	 150,499 

Total Number of Visitor Nights to Market Area Per Year 	7,617,941 	19,682,012 	54,932,307 

Total Number of Non-Nevada Visitor Nights 
to Market Area Per Year (d) 	 7,549,379 	19,504,874 	54,437,916 

Consumer Spending Per Trip by Visitors (e) 

Food and Drink (f) 	 $142.70 	$221.30 	 $221.30 

Shopping (g) 	 $65.95 	$104.09 	 $104.09  

Total 	 $208.64 	$325.39 	 $325.39 

Average Length of Stay (In nights) per Visitor 	 3.6 	 3.6 	 3.6 

Total Number of Trips (Visitor Nights/Length of Stay) 2,097,050 	5,418,020 	15,121,643 

Total Taxable Spending by Non-Nevada Visitors 
on Eating, Drinking and Shopping 	 $437,530,780 $1,762,951,050 	$4,920,379,506 

(a) Source: Extracted from Clark County Assessor's Office parcel-level data. 

(b) Based on a discount to the market-wide average of 89.3 percent reported by the Las Vegas Convention 
and Visitors Authority for the first six months of 2008 for all hotels and motels. 

(c ) Per Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority Visitor Profile 2007. 

(d) Adjusted for Nevada visitors by AA and allocation methodology confirmed as reasonable by the LVCVA. 

(e) Analysis considers spending categories likely available at the subject site. 

(f) Per Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority Visitor Profile 2007 and adjusted by AA for non-taxable 
consumption, including gratuities. 

(g) Per Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority Visitor Profile 2007 and adjusted by AA for non-taxable 
consumption, including items shipped out of state. 
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RESIDENT SPENDING 

With spending estimates for visitors determined, the second phase of the analysis is to 

perform a similar analysis for estimated spending by residents. AA obtained market 

data from Claritas, a national provider of demographic and consumer data. For the 

same trade areas, AA estimated total consumer resident taxable consumer spending 

based on the population and their spending profile on selected goods likely to 

dominate the tenant mix at the subject site. These categories included eating and 

drinking outlets, apparel and a number of other categories comparable to those 

profiled in the visitor spending section above. The results are as follows. 

Exhibit 30 
Computation of Resident Taxable Spending by Market Area 

1 Mile 	 3 Mile 	 5 Mile 

Population (a) 

Taxable Spending Per Capita (b) 

Total Taxable Spending by Residents 	$116,040,305 

(a) Source: Claritas 

(b) Source: Claritas - Based on various spending categories, including eating and drinking, apparel, 
entertainment, housewares, personal care, etc. Estimates adjusted for non-taxable spending, including 
gratuities and items shipped out of state. 

PREPONDERANCE COMPUTATION 

Based on the results of the two preceding subsections, the following compares the 

estimated consumer spending by source. 

	

25,166 	 185,646 	 477,926 

	

$4,611 	 $5,085 	 $5,814 

	

$943,927,763 	$2,778,489,310 
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Exhibit 31 

Comparison of Resident and Visitor Taxable Spending by Market Area 

Spending by Non-Nevada Visitors 

Share of Spending by Non-Nevada Visitors 

Spending by Residents 

Share of Spending by Residents 

Total Taxable Spending by 
Non-Nevada Visitors and Residents 

	

$437,530,780 	$1,762,951,050 

	

79.0% 	 65.1% 

	

$116,040,305 	$943,927,763 

	

21.0% 	 34.9% 

	

$553,571,085 	$2,706,878,812 

$4,920,379,506 

63.9% 

$2,778,489,310 

36.1% 

$7,698,868,816 

Urban Economics 

Market Analysis 

Financial Advisory Services 

Public Policy 

Hospitality & Gaming Industry 

intormallon Technology 

Non-Nevada visitors are estimated to comprise 64 to 79 percent of taxable consumer 

spending in the area. The results are primarily attributable to the large number of 

hotel rooms within the area that cater to non-resident consumers. Similar profiles and 

spending patterns have supported retail venues such as the Forum Shops at Caesars 

Palace, the Grand Canal Shoppes at The Venetian, Miracle Mile at Planet 

Hollywood, the Las Vegas Premium Outlets downtown and the newly opened Town 

Square. Proximity to lodging accommodations has been a principal driver of success 

and sales. That said, the expectation that visitors will dominate the customer mix at 

the subject site is reasonable. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS 

In addition to the quantifiable fiscal impacts associated with the proposed 

development, it is also important to note that a number of economic benefits will 

likely inure from the proposed development. Potential benefits include economic 

expansion and diversification, expansion of the overall employment base and 

creation of wage and salary payments for local residents. 

To identify and model the impacts in the southern Nevada economy, IMPLAN 

(Impact Analysis for Planning) software and databases were used. IMPLAN is an 

input-output model (or econometric system). It utilizes complex economic equations 

to explain how the "outputs" of one industry become the "inputs" of others, and vice 

versa. This relationship is sometimes referred to as the "multiplier effect," illustrating 

how changes in one sector of the economy can affect other sectors. 

The notion of multipliers rests upon the difference between an "initial effect" and the 

"total effects" of that change or stimulus. Generally speaking, these effects are 

segmented into direct impacts, indirect impacts and induced impacts. Each is 

described below. 
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1. Direct impacts measure the effects of the specific impacting force being 

considered. In this case, for example, retail-related positions generated by the 

Mixed-Use Development are considered direct jobs and the wages and 

salaries they are paid are considered direct personal income. 

2. Indirect impacts consider how other businesses respond to the impacting 

condition. Employees of clothing suppliers, for example, are considered 

indirect employees to the extent their jobs are dependent, in full or in part, on 

the suppliers' income generated by the Mixed-Use Development-related 

purchases. 

3. Induced impacts measures the effects of increased (or decreased) consumer 

expenditures resulting from wage and salary payments sourced to an 

impacting condition. In the present case, for example, if a new person were 

to be employed by the Mixed-Use Development, she might be expected to 

spend a portion of her monthly salary at the supermarket, the local movie 

theater or on a family vacation. Induced effects capture the impacts of this 

spending as it "ripples" through the local economy. 

4. Total effects are the sum of direct, indirect and induced effects. 

Input-output models, as is the case with all econometric models, are not without their 

limitations. The statistical model used in this analysis, IMPLAN, for example, assumes 

that capital and labor are used in fixed proportions. This means that for every job 

created or lost, a fixed change in investment, income and employment results. In 

reality, developers, consumers and governments respond to stimuli in complex ways, 

including changing the mix of capital or labor as well as the types and frequencies of 

investment. Importantly, each impacting force has its own unique characteristics, 

affecting how consumers and businesses respond to the given change. 

From an economic impact perspective, this analysis considers the effects during the 

construction phase and the operations following the completion of construction. 
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

Exhibit 32 
Construction Phase Impact Summary 

(One-Time Impacts; $ in Millions) 

	

Wage & Salary 	 Economic 

	

Employment 	 Payments 	 Output 

All Programmed Uses (Including Casino) 

Direct 	 1,125 	 $48 	 $208 

Indirect 	 427 	 $13 	 $52 

Induced 	 450 	 $12 	 $49  

Total 	 2,003 	 $73 	 $309 

All Programmed Uses (Excluding Casino) 

Direct 	 1,031 

Indirect 	 392 

Induced 	 412 

Total 	 1,835 

Exhibit 33: Construction Employment Impacts 

Total Clark County Impact = 2,003 Person Years of Employment 

Urban Economics 

Market Analysis 

Financial Advisory Services 

Put:ft Po:Icy 

Hospitality & Gaming industry 

Information Technology 



APPLI LYSIS 

W
ag

e  
&

 Sa
la

ry
  P

ay
m

e
nt

s  
(In

  m
ill

io
ns

)  

• Including Casino 

• Excluding Casino 

$60 

$50 

$40 

$30 

$20 

$10 

Direct Indirect Induced 

Page 39 CIM Group 
Proposed Tourism Improvement District: 
An Analysis of Selected Regulatory Requirements 

Exhibit 34: Construction Wage & Salary Impacts  

Total Clark County Impact = $73 million: Average Annual Direct Salary = $42,690 

Exhibit 35: Construction Economic Output Impacts  

Total Construction Costs = $208 million (excluding land and finance costs) 

Aggregate Spending in Clark County = $309 million 

For Every $1.00 Spent a Total of $1.49 Is Spent Throughout Clark County 

• Including Casino 
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OPERATIONS PHASE 

Exhibit 36 
Operations Phase Impact Summary 

(Annual Impacts; $ in Millions) 

Employment  

	

Wage 8. Salary 	Economic 

	

Payments 	 Output 

Proposed Development 

Direct 

Retail 	 505 	 $27 	 $52 

Museum (Former Post Office) 	 89 	 $4 	 $17 

Office 	 846 	 $35 	 $68 

Hotel 	 199 	 $12 	 $25 

Casino 	 256 	 51 	 $43  

Total 	 1,895 	 $85 	 $206 

Indirect 

Retail 	 102 	 $4 	 $11 

Museum (Former Post Office) 	 74 	 $3 	 $7 

Office 	 190 	 $7 	 $18 

Hotel 	 46 	 $2 	 $6 

Casino 	 79 	 5A 	 $10 

Total 	 492 	 $19 	 $51 

Induced 

Retail 	 189 	 $7 	 $19 

Museum (Former Post Office) 	 90 	 $3 	 $9  

Office 	 255 	 $9 	 $26 

Hotel 	 75 	 $3 	 $8 

Casino 	 laZ 	 51 

Total 	 736 	 $26 	 $76 

Total 

Retail 	 796 	 $37 	 $83 

Museum (Former Post Office) 	 253 	 $9 	 $33 

Office 	 1,292 	 $51 	 $112 

Hotel 	 320 	 $16 	 $39 

Casino 	 462 	 $16 	 $66 

Total 	 3,123 	 $130 	 $333 
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Exhibit 37: Operations Employment Impacts  

Total Clark County Impact = 1,895 Persons Employed Annually 
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Exhibit 38: Operations Personal Income Impacts 

Total Wages & Salaries Paid = $85 million 

• Casino 

• Hotel 

• Office 

• Museum (Former Post Office) 
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Exhibit 39: Economic Output Impacts  

Direct Annual Economic Output = $206 million 

Total Economic Annual Output = $333 million 

For Every $1.00 Spent a Total of $1.62 Will Be Spent Throughout the Economy 

• Casino 

• Hotel 

• Office 

• museum (Former Post Office) 

• Retail 

Indirect 	 Induced 

INTENDED USE OF THIS STUDY 

The objective of this analysis is to address three key specific requirements identified in 

Chapter 271A - Tourism Improvements of the Nevada Revised Statutes: 

1. Will the Project and the financing thereof have a positive fiscal effect on the 
provision of local government services? (addressing requirements outlined in 
NRS 271 A.080.3(a) - (d)) 

2. As a result of the Project, will retailers locate their businesses within the District 
and will there be a substantial increase in the proceeds from the sales and 
use taxes remitted by retailers within the District? (addressing requirements 
outlined in NRS 271A.080.6(a)) 

3. As a result of the Project, will the preponderance of the increase in proceeds 
from sales and use taxes be attributable to transactions with tourists who are 
not residents of the state of Nevada? (addressing requirements outlined in 
NRS 271A.080.6(b)) 
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PERTINENT DATES 

Preparation of this written summary was completed on November 30, 2008. Generally 

speaking, the data referred to herein are as of October 2008, the most recent data 

available at the time this report was drafted. 

EXTENT OF THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESS, MARKET RESEARCH, AND 

UNDERLYING ANALYSES 

At the time this report was drafted, incomplete information was available regarding 

the programmed tenant mix and potential performance. As such, several 

assumptions were derived from publicly-available datasets to supplement our 

analysis. Note that totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Included in this report is an overview and analysis of the potential economic and 

revenue impacts associated with the Mixed-Use Development in Las Vegas, Nevada 

after giving effect to the creation of the District. Data used in this analysis were 

obtained from the Company and third-party data providers, including state and 

local governments and agencies. While we have no reason to doubt the accuracy 

of the information referenced herein, we have neither audited these data nor 

performed thorough review and assurance procedures, and as such, AA can make 

no representations or assurances as their completeness or usefulness for all purposes. 

AA was not retained to perform a market or financial feasibility study for the District. 

The analysis contained herein assumes that the construction and operation of the 

Mixed-Use Development is feasible, that sufficient demand exists to support the 

Mixed-Use Development as planned and management will be both competent and 

effective. Operational impacts assume stabilized performance in hypothetical future 

years. Unless stated otherwise all figures are expressed in constant 2008 dollars. 

Fiscal estimates were developed by AA based on information available from public 

state and local sources, including, without limitation, the Nevada Department of 

Taxation, the Nevada State Gaming Control Board, the Clark County Assessor's 

Office, the Nevada Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation and 

Clark County. We have focused on the largest sources of revenue due to the volume 

and de minimis nature of minor sources. 
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January 16,2009 

City of Las Vegas 
400 Stewart Avenue 
List Vegas, NV 89101 
Attn: City Council 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

We (the "Developer") and you (the "City') have entered into a Disposidon and Development 
Apeement dated July 2, 2008 (the "DDA"). Terms not otherwise defined herein have the meanings 
ascribed to than in the DDA. 

The DDA concerns the development of certain peals of land in the City, including the Lady 
Luck Site and certain of the properties situated in the am bounded by Casino Center Drive, US. 
Highway 95,4 Street sod filarial Avenue (the ale bounded by Casino Cede Drive, U.S. Highway 
95,4* Street end Stewart Avenue is herein the 'MD site). The Developer is requesting that die City 
thnn a Tourien Improvement District (the "1110") under Clasper 271A of Nevada Revised Statutes 
("NRS") whose boundaries generally consist of the TID site. The mom of this letter is to provide 
the City with certain infbrmadon to assist it in making the findings it Is reqWred to make nada 
Paper 271A of NRS in order to him the TID. 

Developer intends to premed with the development of the Lady Luck Site and achieve the 
requirements of the Lady Luck Threshold in a timely kchlora, so as to satiety the condition precedent 
deteribed In Section 8.02 of the DDA to acquisition oldie DNA Conveyance Site. 

In addition, Developer intends to proceed with the acquisition and development of the RNA 
Conveyance She in a timely fashion, in the manner described in and in MI oomplisnce with the 
requkements of Section 8.04 of the DDA and Exhibit I thereto. That development is described as the 
'141ixed•Use Development" in the repot added "Proposed Malan Improvement Dirertet. An 
Analyea of &Mood Rauh:tory Roqubwmnia" prepared by Applied Analysis, dated November 30, 
2008. 

Developer has the financial ability to carry out the development of the Lady Luck Site end the 
acquisition and development of the DNA Conveyance Site as described in the preceding two 
paragraphs, as Author evidenced by the attached two "COMMIENT TO FUND mum AND 
MORTGAGE LOAN" letters from AM Ftmd III, L.P. Developer and CIM Fund III L.P. have 
throbbed inthrmadon about 

(i) the cost of development of the Lady Luck Site end the acquisition and development 
of the DNA Conveyance Site as described in the preceding two paragraphs carrying 
and 

(ii) their respective financial conditions that demonstrate the financial ability of the 
Developer and C1M Fund III, LP. as described in this paragraph to Kayser Manton 
Associates, Attn. Timothy C. Kelly (the "Reviewed. Developer understand' that the 



Pop 2 

Review will MAW this inthnnstion and provide a steamed to the COI bend on tble 
inthrmadon to mad the City in oonlbming the flnandal ability of Drifter sad Clii 
Pund JD, LI. to Gamy out tho dovelopmat of the Lady Leak Bite tad the aoqWon 
and developmet of the INA Conveysnoe Bite as tiseoribed in the prenng two 
PariVIPIIL 

Nothing in this letter shall emend or waive any rights or responsibilities od fixtb In the DDA, or 
impose any additional obligadons not awe* ant heth in the DDA, and all snob rights sro moved. 

Thank you very mug Mx your ordesmos as this point 

thicaely, 

CB= Mud" LLC 

/411  By: 
-NishelsOhidoalg 
Barmy 

oo: 	Moe of Dodson & Development, Attn: flout Adm. Director 



OW FUND la LA 

COISNT M FUND ZQUITT AND 1101111114011 LOAN 

homy 16,2009 

CONLL Manama  LLC 
6922 Hollywood Blvd., 9*  MOW 
Los Angeles, CA 900211 

Re: Property Name: 	Lady Luck Hood & Casino 

Ladies and Oendemen: 

Mt Fund HI, L.P. CCM FUND" or the °Leader") is pleased to blew tide 
Commitment (this *Commitment") to MEAL Wow, LLC (the 'Developer', So mob (I) orn 
ecdty contribution to Developer (the °Equity Ontribudon") and (11) a Ard mortpp ben (the 
"Loan") to be secured by the pomp/ described in Baldbft A (the 6Propesty") on the terms and 
oondkions est fere hentb, In tildbilo A mad B Washed hereto and made a pest .ofd in the 
Final Approval Lena (defined below), Visaed. 

CRA FUND 0$1110 10 Ink% or come to be mode, the Equity Contribudon end the 
Loan to an entity or entitle. phisrily Misted with the Develops (the ''Hoffower") povided that 
the items set thrift below ere sodded. 

Fund'a egreement to Amd the &pity Contribution and the Loan Is condepat 
upon he reo@pt and appall of the Mowing 

1. The City of Lee Vegas (dr yawl shall not have impnwerly withheld 
bounce deny and all building permin (Inolan. without Amitotic@ 
arcandoo, psding and building pwmite, referred to oollectively as the 
Iseernite") @puked 6* 6* oornmeneeamot end condonation of 
oonstruotion dike hotel end easino rehabllitadon on the Property (the 
"Project"), and such Wanes shell not be prevented or delayed by lay 
moratorium on the lestunee deny or all Fondle. 

2. The This °many his brevoably oommitted to Issues Lender's Tide 
Policy. 

3. Developer shell have obtained a tab out oorendtment Rom a pemmican 
kinder reasons* aceeptable to Loader in an amotmt no lees than the 
amount of the Loin. 

Notwithstanding anything contained In this Commitment to the =stray, under no 
circumenutees shall Developer or Borrow be entitled to speoiAo pare:memo of this Commitment 
or any term or oondidon hereof. Developer specifically acknowledges fbr itself and on behalf of 

Inklal Herr 
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C1M FUND III, LP. 
by CIM Fund IR OP, LW, general 
partner 

By: 

Title: 

BOTTOWer that it has an adequate remedy at law in the event of any breach of this Commitment by 
Lender. 

This Commitment shall expire and be of no further force and effect on the Outside 
Closing Date (as defined in Exhibit A), by which time the Loan must be closed subject to all of the 
terms and conditions contained herein and in the Final Approval Letter, if issued. 

The provisions of this Commitment cannot be waived or modified unless such 
waiver or modification is in writing and signed by both CIM FUND and the Developer. The Loan 
Commitment and related materials submitted to CM FUND shall survive the issuance of this 
Commitment. 

This Commitment may be executed In one or more counterparts each of which 
shill constitute an original document and all of which together shall constitute one document 
Developer has executed this Commitment for itself and on behalf of Borrower, and there are no 
third party beneficiaries to this Commitment. 

Your signature below will evidence your acceptance of the terms of this Commitment. 

Very truly yours, 

hand MN 
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This Commitment is hereby 
confirmed arid accepted 
as of  •S#o 1,1_....2ge 

CIM/LL Manager, LIZ 

By: 	  
Name: Nichohir V. Motosoff.0 
Title: swam  

Initial Here 

C04 U. Munger Eqviry arid Li Corrnitmest.U. 



Name: 

Use: 

ibILE1991111X 

Lady Luck Hotel and Casino 

Extensive rehabilitation ofc dating Lady Luck Hotel and Cadno. Oared 
improvements meld of 631 hotel rooms, 50,000 pude het of casino 
space and 72,000 squire het of retell woe. 

Land Area: 	627 wen 

Approved Development $117,921,075 (Includes bard Dods, plum soft oods equal to 20% of hard 
Cost Estimate: 	cods) 

Equity Amount 	The acme of the Approved Development Met Estimate owe the Lam 
Amount 

Loan Amount 	An awed of up to 60% of the Apgeoved Devolves:at Cost Estimate. 

Loan Twat 	Five yeas from the Bret day of the het Wender month hllowbs the 
Cosies Date, or snob other term ea weed upon by Developer and Leader. 

hared Rate: 	2.35% over the 90 day LIBOR rats, or such othw interest roe as agreed 
upon by Developer sad Leadw. lowest on the Loan will be payable 
monthly In MIN and dull be eompused on the bads of the laud number 
of days elapsed b die period hr whisk such Marlene payable by a daily 
IWO based on s 360 day per. 

Rep:lady Behedukci 	Mr the ormenuotion period, ths male* scheduled monthly prinolpul 
MI Payment 	and interest payment will be odoulated by Leader based on a coolant 

stream of level monthly mood of principd and inbxest which would be 
sufficient to Aft mortis the Lain over thkty (30) yean nom the and of 
the easehnotion period. 



Closing Data 

Outside Closing Dea: 

PtvMum* 

Lam Documentation: 

Borrower 

Loan COMMIS: 

Collateral: 

This harems Policy 
and Financing 
Seitement 
CatifIcates: 

Recording Cate: 

=NU 

The borrower identified below (the Ilaroweri) will be e newlphrmal, 
single purpose, benlamptcy remote entity including a =aging member that 
Is also a single pupas entity (Bmkruptcy remote status will require a Dow 
ameolidatioo opinion and an Independent director) hailed molusively hr the 
mom of owning and operating the Property which mate the requiremaits 
set bah on the BRE/SPE Addendum ansched Maio. 

The Loan Coastal shell be (I) the awn of twelve (12) Regularly Scheduled 
Pal Payment' divided by (H) the Leen Amount. 

That lien on the land and ell lapeverneets located at the property described 
in WM A. First security sediment of all Nun, rents and antra* 
Meting the Property. First lien on all reread property, Minxes and 
equipment oldie Borrower on or used in °canoed= with the Property. 

The Closing Dale will be the date the Lam is bawdy fimded, which doll 
mut ft or bean the Outside Closing Date. 

Deeember 31, 2010 

The Borrower may not prepay the Proposed Loan other then pursued to the 
terms hereof. 

It le tmderstood diet the mortgage loan dooms" banding, but not limited 
to, dm promissory noes, mortpp and related collaterai documents required 
by Lender (collectively, the °Lam Doeuments"), on be on Lender's haw 
without shatanial drops to enable the Lem to be eligible for inclusion in a 
peed* seemitleation pool. The Lam neat most sernbeds ibr the 
commercial mawgs searithstica market an determined by Cilid FUND 
from dme to time. Borrower and Developer mist &Imre caraplisioe hi this 
Mei =1;mi  11 deliver to Lender a prelimbriry tide mat sod, it dabs, a 

mortgagee's tide inaunnos policy, issued by Old Republicilide 
Camay or another company eppamed by Lender together with nab 
andereements as may be required by Lando'. The him and motet of the 
title imams policy shall be salter:bey to Leader. In eddidon, Applicant 
will deliver to Lander 'ablator) ,  judgement, tenlien, UCC and bentruptcy 
searches in those jurbdiodons and spinet those bdividiala and midden 
required by Leader. Applicant shell pay all tide insursnos end search costs. . 

BefrOWOr shall pay all recording mete, mortgage Mae, transhr axes, 
Intangible ma, documentary amps, filing hes end any other coats as may 
W necessary to affect the recording of the mangey instrument, fiHng and 
recording of financing statemenb and recording of any other necessery 
inaruments. 

Nail Mrs 
C ll IL lieu" Rift mid las Cumbesiii. 



°wig betow: 	Starting on the aosing Date, Borrower dull deposit with Leader soma to 
assay adequate annul of Rods to pay reel estate bias, ineursue, copies 
maintenuce reserse, and losing oomminions end tenant *rovernenm, all 
In amounts deemed 'demob by Lender, but not less then such minimum 
amteumiyb.no(.dInIbiWt A.  

Required 	 Borrower or Developer shall provide all items outlined In (a) through (0 in the 
lamed= 	Commitment in Rem end siMmos satkiketory to Lender not less then five 

busbies days prior to the Rate Lock Date. 

alrrent As-built 	Borrower shell deliver to Under a ourrent as-built ALTWACIIM Pavvy of 
Survey: 	 the Property, certified withb 10 days of cluing, with such detail u required 

by Leads. 'The widow inust be prepared by a dor-Wand surveyor end be 
seeeptible to Lady in all :upsets. Borrower dun pay all survey costs. 

itupenue: 

 

Borrower endtor Developer dull pay *epees of dodo* the Lou balding. 
but not limited to, Borrower's legal thes e  CBI Pund's lepl fees and expenses 
as described above, costs of all third pony studies (inoluding amounting, 
envisamentel, engineering end appraise), title banns GOO and all 
seceding and filing tees and taus. 

Seeencluy Pluming: No additional floaneing of may We win be allowed on the Proper% the 
Borrower or oonstbast interests in the Borrower. 

Reporting 	Dwing the Loan Tin; Borrower end ill indursiton and gunmen of the 
Requirements: 	Loan shall keep adequate boob and records of amount in asordenee with 

OAAP end Smith to Lender the knowing, all u more pa:doubly set forth 
India Loan Doom"! 

(i) 	0a a monthly bob, rata rolls ind property opera*g sassmews for 
the inenediately precedes month or such prior period u Lender 
dull require, or if the Loan hu been secorideed or sold us whole 
loss by Lender, querudy and enamel rent rolls end property 
°grating staternenU; 

OD 	annual property cyanid:kg slaismeds sod orndas budgets; 

(di) quarterly sad usual balms sheets and profit and loss Marna* for 
the Property; and 

(iv) 	such other additional finerwial and management Information as 
Lender may require from time to time. 

Auumability: 	An usumpdon of the Loss will be permitted on a three-time basis after the 
first year of the Loan Tam, on payment of a we most (1%) fee for the first 
assumption and a one-half penal (0.5%) the for the 2nd and 3rd 
usureptions, end subject to Lender's approval of the transfuse. Not 
withstanding the above, en auumption will be permitted during the first 12 

haslet Ileve 

coo L&Fi left NI Leo Onaviewh 



mouths if the BCOTOWit provides the Leader with 90 days written nodes. 

Sele of Loma or 	In the avast the Lola is eseuridald or sold se a whole Ives, &ROW SIMS 
SSOUride& 	 to Med with repreerattelivee of the seder' eredit Ma/ sparks lad 

prospoodve pureheeers and investors to dense dr Unlade sad °pastime of 
the Property and to cooperate with the resarable requests of lush 
represeatetivee, problem, Worms and OM FUND. 

laderosIty and 	The Loma Domes* dal ooatein an eaviroammtel indemnity and 
Oversaw: 	gumenty dreams, °Wisdom from Borrower and Developer, each of which 

Shall be sedethetory In ell respects to CM PIM. 



11201=1"r C 

IMPIt Addend= 

PM Fats mgammeN IN bones% Why elmelmse am Ist theth Maw. 

An SAS Borrower is rewbv ihnoed Mad petimeldp, lashed IMblilty oimpsay es e emponalea The 
Borrower owls the eammthend reel mmie mad hobbled mond 	enemy thr the vends, of 
wadi reel soma The CD4 FUND 	II the Beerowoes oily debt 	the a liabNiee ireetred by 
the &mow h the °few ems olbobuileorthat an Meted So the oweembip older nal WO) od 

DONNYOW epees is the "esperiemee sovesseir iodised la CM rote ematiald merlse. The =W  CMMON O 	IMO mho be Waded the Boaoware Mdeea. deems& Oa low emir U 
IWI um ea* (SAS) h asked. For here Sem SS milboa vp SIO NM% 

cepahoi 

i :CA !,—i-itIt17.1 Ft-  c't 

An RS will have one of two manamees (i) a limbed pestamehip Borrow wi solo ampoule pawl 

re= CU) limbed Malty empeay Borrower with s sole empire% aremplea =dm The 
mom ell the:Ergs ihr an  SAS shove. ha Whim, the capmeis peemeel prim or 

mamba member, ea met la its thrmatics downtime epee is, mom other Oder (a) the 
sepasieesse ammo 	is above emi (b) to limb he eotivides m the moment of the Borrow. 
rot loos tom SiO WSW. up is 15 edit" ma NB le mired. 

d 	ir7Fi-rfTit7  

A Borrower dot h beeimpiey mow, =Toes lathy PM mesa all dm letpthemrate of weal 
above. In Wilde; (I) as mower 	member wr wird 	most We et imm tee 
ladspeodem dimmer, (U) the maims motet the dirmices le k =tab ardor misled is the 
jaunt pertemimeoesing masher eed Borrow latish panda M benimptoy aed oaken maw es st theth 
h the ibileviep  
c 	

pAh sa(ii) Boatmee eeensel delvon a sbstnthy eawnembhshm 
sapabh to CMc 

 

The wandmoue 00110101 of the Anion h required with usçsot 10 the pastel pulsar or Olmaglig mentor 
susd1WBouznwurso(QflIooun1sothsRlo.bçkyoihiotanypothIiwIM 
imitate boolveney promediess or otherwies seek relief seder any lass reletboo the relief from debts or 
the proviciloa of debtors seaerelly; (10 seek or sonmat to the appointment of a receiver, liquIthior, 
wipes, trustee, logneatrator, ettiodien or any other similes official ex the rem' permerinemailas 
member or the Borman (Ul) nob any essigement Ow the benefit of oration of the pasmi) 
pesteadmeniabs member Of the Borrower; or (tv) take any wilco th Antherweee deny of the exepolas. 

A baniaspeay nay* RR la mitred on all bane of!!! =Moo and above. 

t 

Mild are 
COI IL Wow If* Las Conimi141. 



7111 mortgage lots hub the eepersimem oovenene speed to by tbe Bomar end totbe Met required 
and applicable, id vowel pour or mangles mamba. b order to =leads Its WS Mal. 

The &WOW oarsman end wee that it doe not sad AA aot and habit (A) If Borrow 6 a bodied 
partnefeWp, ke corporate mod weer doe aot sad shall sat or (0) If Borrow Iii limbed &My 
corgosny, its corporate mangles amber doer aot sad sb.11 aob 

I. *gess in say business or activity or dun du ownership, "entice sad mehaessaco of the 
property, and activities WOW throb; 

2. solute or own say =bid Besets odier then (i) be prow% .4 (11) sob Widened parsons! property 
u may be necouery ibr the *peados of the progeny; 

3. merge 1000 01 ousolldere with any person or Wily or dimwit% *mew or kidders in whole or e 
pati, husk or otherwise depose of ell or rthaI.n 1d1ysUotlts sums or cheap ib Issal stmotas, 
without la leg cue badges ormses% 

4. 64 to poussvs ke Nadeau es an ashy dily wombed, validly sables sod in good dandles (if 
çp&sbli) tube the laws of tbe Jukdiotioa of its orisibetice or exam*" sad gadded:fa to  do 
burbles la the stab wture be property I boded, If **ebb, or without the prier wines °meat of 
bridal emend, mod*, bolds or 60 to amply wkb be provider of B4JIIQWIIi pertenhip 
seesaw; while or catikals of boorposadon, utilise of oronebstion or Adler aroardsetkosi 
dooms" as das one may be; 

S. own say subabbery or make any Isuumeet in, wq pusoo or entity without tbs mesa of kadeu 

6. oonmdasb its web with be aessu of am of No members, mud mums, efilliuse, principals, or 
way .  other person or astby, nor 60 lo bald on of b weds Is is own sem; 

7. We say debt, secured or usseased, fret or coollessal (Includios iptareateelen lay ablipdoo), 
odsr thea 6e dsbc grasp Ox leads nobles tbs Whig come °fib business of °wok,. and 
opscating the property, provided that sock dsbt is sot evlased by a nob aul Is pdd elms dog 

O. become trolling and 60 to pay Its dabs mad Milkier boto im Nests as dis ease shell bumps 6u; 

9. 611 to melabie its rewards, boob al mount red beak 11010111101 sweep mal open Dom boss of tbs 
members, poen, prim** eed stellate of Borarme, tbe Mimeo of a member, pater or 
pdoolpd of Borrower, .4 .7 otier moo or sulky; 

10. our boo eay comma or ammo with ray member, mud 9S11001 prlbOIpsI or affiliate of 
Boanwer, sturastor or lodeaskor, 01 .7 Ember, inaersi partner, prbolpsl or Mid* tbsreot 
MOO apes sums sad auditioas Out see imbeds* trir, aoramorobily reasonable sod substantially 
sisilas to boss that would be rabbis on ma anne4sogiit barb with tbkd parties ochre then say 
membar, Bawd Weer, prlbcs1 or Mims of be borrows', persator or inderankor, or say 
number, goners! pastor, pilbc.l or eaglets 6E84 

II. seek dis diseoludos or winding up la *bole. 01 10 put, of Borrower; 

12. 611 to tweet my bows misundontendep regardlos 611 scarab Idendty of &rowan 

13. bold itself out to be respoosibk th tbs debts of samba pew" 

14. nub any loans or advance to asy daird party, inoludIng soy member, general partner, principal or 
*Mu of Darrow, or say amber, mud partner, prineipal ar Mier durocC nor buy or bold 
evidsoos of ladebtedoess braid by any who person or entity (other than coda and evesbusatirede 
securides); 

IS. 64 to Ale its own ton returne,nor Ms a oossolidated haul locum tax rum with any Ara entity; 

Initial Here 

O4 U, ihripr Spiky and Use Csairdenspia. 



It 60 sithw to bold itself out to the publio ss a bpi entity swats sad Minot kern say othir unity or =or so goodurt its busbies 'only ht Ns owe aims ia Wog got (I) to mitned others as to the 
with which such or party is rrsamothig Whim or (II) misw 6st lknoww h 

Torponsible ibr the debts of soy third party (ineinding soy eamabsr, gensW paw prlecipd or 
affiliate otilerroww, or any amber, ipaeral pat" priselpsi or Winn 61n00; 

17. 60 animas adequire espial 6r the monad oblipdoss numbly ibresesable k a badness of is 
dm sad chasmic sod la lighI of its coramplated Waste opiredont; 

II. shag say comma logo wI6 or kid keit oat as or be unsitisred as a dwelling or division *CM 
soy pond partan. Idiot* member of Mims of Benoww, (ft) any Miser of a pima porton, 
primipal or man of Borrow, or (0) say othm person or sadly; 

19. 611 somaintsin wink flsoiwicIstnemma, diming in wen and MINN mann sod span tom 
those of say other pigeon or sadly; 

30. have its sows Usini on tbe ligandal stoma day e6w =thy; 

21. AU si eking di wind* mpoisadoad limidkiss; 

22. 60 sopsySbs salaries of in owa employees Woo) itom its owa fah; 

23. Wm maim& a indlignar Ember ofwiployem to light elk somsaipkted bushing @Firedogs; 

24. 60 to alkali ihirly and removably mg overbid opus' 6w we dared with ft 	koknes 
pay* ibr *Moe spew aid swims peribrmsd by say implopo etas eights; 

22. 60 to me wpm* eadoaery, invoismond iamb kerieg la own mime; 

26 pledge is awes fer the bank of soy odor perm or sod%whirdiss, with Impact to the Borrower, 
k mansetion with the magpie berg 

27. (w16 lemon to a lisidaroptoy mon SP11, 60 wavy time to ham or hut ons nidspudent director not 
st the tins of Mid indiums, or at say tiros stile swiss as a ablator of 6s gensal 
pernwirmanging imbue, aid hes mot been at say dr adng ihe pessedieg lics (S) Few (a) a 
woehholdir, diroaar (.16 the sampinn of swing se dis 66panhas Dimon of 61 
puteedangsging mankr), Alm mime, pots% stlansy or mums' of dw mend 
ponielmseggIng :number, the Borrower or way dna @lean of thsm; (b) a marmot, sunder or 
o6si puma who derives say of its Fuchsias or nimmies liola its sedvitim with the gourd 
pusafingasing ana6n, 6s Borrower or say sfilliato of sithot of thug (a) a pima or or entity 
controlling or =dm comma cadre, with lay such insinolder, pusoat, custemsr, smiler or or 
penalor (d) a cassaba of dis immediss 6mily of ay such wihlioMor, dkeetor, one% eagitope, 
poser, customer, midis' or othir person (As end honk tbs hem •ooshor moms ths Fussed" 
&soft or ladinedy, of do power to direst or mum ths Audio of oeungssmat, polions or setividas 
oft pima or wily, whethir through owned* of voting seterides, by °mitred or oftivrisan 

labia MN 
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CIM FUND IA LP. 

COMMITMENT TO FUND EQUITY AND MORTGAGE LOAN 

MULL Manager, 114 
6922 Hollywood Blvd, ob Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90021 

Wes and Nether= 

January 16, 2009 

Re: Propesty Nam 	Les 	Vegas 	11NA 
Conveyers°. Site 

AM Fund 111, L.P. rahli FUND or die Sender, id pleased to issue this 
Omnmitment (this Tonmitmenti) to CD&LL Masser, LLC (the 'Developer's) to sibs (i) an 
equity ocetribution to Developer (the liquify Cootribution, and (II) a first mortgage loan (the 
"Loan, to be enured by the windy desoribed in &Mit A (the 'Property" an die terms end 
auditions set finds Meek hi Ibrhibba A mid B anaehed hereto end made apart hereof end in the 
Final Approval Latta (defined below), if trued. 

C1M FUND egress to =box cause to be mode, the Equity Contribution rod the 
Lan to an entity or entidee prime* affiliated with the Developer (the "Borrovme, provided that 
the item est kith below are satisfied. 

CM Fund's externem to and the Equity Contribution end the Lem is contingeet 
upon Its 'veep( end approval oldie ibilowinf 

1. The City of Les Vegas (the Mtn &all have sodded all Coodisions 
Precedcet to Developer's Purchase of the BNA Site, as defined in de 
Disposition Dewlopmest Agreement between the Mot mid the Dewelow, 
dated July 2, 2008 (the I'DDA'). 

2. Developer, or say permitted nominee, assignee or sueoeseor hi intone, 
shall have satisfied ell Conditions Precedent to Developer's Parolees of 
INA Conveyance 11ts, as defined in the DDA. 

3. The City of Les Vegas (the *Cite) shall not have improperly withheld 
issuanos deny end all building permits (including without limitation 
sac too, pang end building permits, refend to collectively as the 
"Permits') required fix the aormneneement and continued= of 
construction of the mixed use project to be developed on the Property (the 
'Trojan, and such issuance shall not be prevented or delayed by lay 
moratorium on the issuance of any or all Permits. 

4. The Tide Company his Irrevocably committed to issue a Lender's Title 
Policy. 

Med MN 
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CIM FUND 
by: CIMOP, L its genera/ 
partneri,  

nu- By: 
Nash: Avraham Shemesh 
TI : Maurer 

5 

1 

Borrower that it has an adequate remedy at law in the event of any breach of this Commitment by 
Lender. 

This Commitment shall expire and be of no (lather force and *Ebel on the Outside 
Closing Date (as defined in Exhibit A), by which time the Loan must be closed subject to all of the 
terms and conditions contained herein and in the Final Approval Letter, if issued. 

The provisions of this Commitment cannot be waived or modified unless such 
waiver Of modificadon is in writing and signed by both CEA FUND and the Developer. The Loan 
Commitment and related materials submitted to CIM FUND shall survive the issuance of this 
Commitment. 

This Commitment may be executed in one or more counterparts each of which 
shall constitute an original document and all of which together shall constitute one document. 
Developer has executed lids Commitment for itself and on behalf of BOTTOM, and there are no 
third party beneficiules to this Commitment. 

Your signature below will evidence your acceptance of the terms (Odds Commitment 

Very truly yours, 

Initial Here 

- 2 



• 	This Conindiment Is hereby 
contimed and accepted 
u of  IAA 21  

CIM/1.1. Masser, LI.0 

By:  

Name: Nicholas V. Morose 	4e 
Tide: Seentlry 

bidet Mere 



WORM 

Name: 	 Las Veps ENA Convey's& Site 

Use: 	 Mixed Use Project including (a) 200,000 square het of retail, (b) 10,500 
sqwe het defile% (o) .500 room hotel, and (d) up to 30,000 square fb& 
of pming. 

Land Area: 	5A9 .w. 

Approved Development $311,939,377 (includes land acquisition, herd cook plus son costs equal to 
Cost Estimate: 	20% of hod mete) 

Equity Amount: 	The excess of the Approved Denlopment Cost Estimate over the Loan 
Amount. 

Loan Amami: 	An 'mount of up to 40% of the Approved Development Cost admits. 

Leen Teem 	Five pun kons the tint day of the Orst Weeder month hIlawhql the 
Closing Date, or such other teem u speed upon by Develop& and Leader. 

Interest Rats 	2.25% over the 90 day LIBOR rite, or such other interest rate es speed 
upon by Developer and Leader. hMrest on the Loan will be melds 
monthly in arrears and shall be computed on the bails of the mud amber 
of days shpsed k the period hr Mich mph totem& is payable by a daily 
nee booed on 360 day yew. 

Resnimly Scheduled 	Mx the eammotion period, the reguhrly echeided monehb,  priesipel 
Pal Payment 	and Menet lament will be Moulded by Lender bend on a °mete& 

strum of level middy payments of pried* and interest which wotdd be 
ancient to hlly arneetim the Lan over thirty (30) yews Sam the end of 
the canstmetion period. 

if 
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Borrower: 

Loin C.ongtant: 

Collateral: 

Closins Ws: 

Outside Closing Date: 

Prepayment: 

11111/MILtathliki 

The borrower identiSed below (the 69(111rOWO) will be a newly-kerwid, 
single purpose, benkruptay Mtge entity inciwiing a managing member that 
Is also. single plaque entity (Bandouptey remote status will require a none 
ansolkladon opinion and an independent director) formed exclusively for the 
purpose of owning and operating the Property which meats the requfremato 
set Roth on the BRJWSfl Addendurn attached Woo. 

The Loan Constant shell be (i) the sum of twelve (12) Regularity Scheduled 
Pal Payments divided by (ii) the Lose Antotutt. 

First lien on the lad and all impevvements located at the propeety described 
in Balt A. Find seetaity amignment of all lases, reels and eastrects 
afficting the Provenly. That Uan on all personal property, flames and 
equipment of the Borrower on or used in cconecdon with the Property. 

The posing Date wilt be ,  the date the Loon is Eictually headed, which eha/1 
NOW on or before die Weide Cluing Date. 

Ism 2, 201,5 

The Borrower may not prepay the Proposed Low other than pursuant to the 
I ams hereof. 

Loon Documentation: It is understood that the mortgage loan documents, including, but not limited 
to, the promissory note, umetgsge and Maud cameral documents required 
by Under (oollectively, the Man Documents", mud be on Lander's thins 
without subsisted:1i olumems to amble the Loa to be eligible for isthmian in a 
posed* seourftiodon pool. The Loan mum meet mandeeda is the 
oaannerolal mamma seouridaktiell mutest as determined by aM FUND 

- from time to dme. Borrower and Developer must inure conylionce in this 
Mud. 

Insuranoe Policy 
and Financing 
Statement 
*edgiest:is: 

Recording Costs: 

Applicant shall deliver to Lender a preliminary tido report and, at closing, a 
full-coverage mortgagee's this hteuranoe policy, Issued by Old Republiolide 
Company or another ampany approved by Lade: together with such 
endorsements u may be required by Lender. The them and content of the 
tide insurance policy shall be eaddrotory to Lander. In addition, Applimmt 
will deliver to Lender satisfactory Judgement, tax lien, UCC and benlauptcy 
aerobes in those Juriedicdons and apinst those individuals and entities 
required by Lender. Applicant shall pay all tide imams and search costs.. 

Borrower shall pay all recording oasts, mortgage taxes, tranahr taxes, 
Intangible taxes, documentary stamps, filing thee and any other oats as may 
be neoessery to saint the recording of the mortgage WM:mat, Sling and 
recording of financing stalemate and recording of any other noceseary 

WOW are 



withetandhls the above, so assumpdon will be permitted during the first 12 
months if the Di:mower provides the Lady with 90 days written nodes. 

tele of Lam et 	In the event the Lan is lecuritised or sold as a stole leen, &mower agrees 
teaveltien 	to meet with repress:datives of the national *edit mtles agencies end 

prospeadve pun:hems and investors to diem' the business end opmedons of 
the Property and to cooperate with the reasonable requests of mush 
mpreseotatives, pun:keen, invadors end OM FUND. 

Moe* end 	The Loin Documents shell oonnin en environmental Indeandty and a 
GNAW 	loserenty of reeouree obliptilee tom Donower and Developer, each of which 

shall be satisfactory in all respects to CDd FUND. 



11111 

SPI Addesdus 

ald Pate rophomums kr beam* sky ammo me ed kWh New. 

EVERRIMMEIS 

An EAR Borrow* is a Newly formed limbed pram*, limbed liability enemey or a avocado& The 
'WOW own the noombeed reel islem sod Indiumd mend pwiv ossemmy kr the 'punks of 
lush real moo. TM QM FUNDmsie. Is the Bownsen only debt (other then lobWee hewed by 
Go Borrower la do Winery sueffibsuhisu Om sue idmsd to the mem* of the red maw) rod 
the Ionower awes es the s'esperelmmes awasate* radioed lo Cild Fats stsoird mortsese. The =r somas mut she be Imbed k the Breowees hematke deamsols. On bus mita $5 

d.& same swig OM is disked Per loses us $5 onion op to 110 slam so BAB Is 
'poked 

i. 4 :1 1 ;.: 	I 	ir 

As IPS 'AU hove is don stronne: (4'  ithribed pawn* Borrowor with a nk esiporme 'meld 
(IQ a limbed Milky employ Borrow with e sole corporate waft member. The 

mess en the torphoment far so SAII alum k &dad" the carpools mini piker or 
mess• m opylisable, sot k thandots dogma Sc.. to, on other illy (s) the 
nparsimme oemonto rebind to akin sad (b) soUmb IN widths to the mnapmnt of the Boomer. 
For ions from NO maks. NESS WS* s11111 k required. 

171 :1 ' 	I 'd C.1 14 	I ; 

A Borrower that le a beolopsey mess, slasitimessposs rattly (RI) mew di the nediemide ors 1111 
above. Is addidee, (I) the ompesels 	maw or graeral 	mod have m issit ems 
kapsedem Amor, (II) Se ummimsoe mod the dreams OX OM& odor raid to dr 
gourd pertesdamessbe ormhor sel BOXOWN Okla porno So bsokoptoy and Amman se sat kith 
Is the hilowhis pimp* sod (IQ Btoroweee nerd damn a Mosotho oemeneoliklin opinion 
eoespodde to CD4 MID 

The neebootm Mad of the dhows=11 reqoked with 	to the inimi prow or menghts ranker 
sod the Borrower to (I) Me, or ammo the Mks of, a 	or inolvesey 'whin etimewiss 
Worm bmolveosy poseedkp or otherwise se* robe tmkr sey inm Melba to the Mkt Ilao debts or 
the pomades of Mows posrally; (II) rusk or emelt to the appal:dorm of a modyet, ilovidabx, 
assip.e, MUM, segoesomer, oomodin or say oder dealer °Maki kr the sesard 
meaber or the Borrower; (ill) maim ma esdismra kr the node of enditoisPliortme= 
pumschomassios member or the Borrow or (Iv) take say mks Is Maws= deny of the kresoles. 

A baokeptey resets Milk required es inn OM Willem sod above. 

: 
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Mos =Opp ests loth the espealsoms meows speed to by the Borrow ind ths admit required 
sod sppliosble, Its posed promo or mmeglig marbw, in Wm meloods Its BPS stem 

The Boom* commits end spell that it dose sot sad shall sot ami audor (A) If Borrow is a Bodied 
portemship, Os wpm* gems] parlor does mot and doll sot or (9) It Borrower is a MOW Milky 
coomany, Its caporal manse* somber dou not sod sbsII not 

I. apse I. soy buboes or activity odor don the ovoid*, months mul meloisamins of the 
prepay, sod oodvitise ineldmid thossi; 

L somiko or ow s soy mold mem odor dos (I) the props% sod (II) sock Inc4demel mood popety 
u nay be vocesury thr the °pored= of the property; 

3. mop Imo or occoolidete with my pesos or sedty or dissolve, Imbue co liquids* In whols or in 
put, Imam or othowise divas of ad or MOW* oil of its sum osdoop its legal studs* 
Without is sash use kalses oessag 

4. thil to 	its Edge= se as molly did),  spoked, validly *lobo and in good swift at 
qpllorbll) undo do laws of the *Medan of its orimissdon or Isamdes, sad quilidesdos to do 
bestow in dm awe whoa the poverty le loaded, if oppbeable, or without the pier wriest' emosst of 
kadsr, snood, modify, tendoste or did to empty with dm providoos of B owor• pettosieldp 
agnorosd, odds or wines* of locceporstks, trebles of orgembedoo or limb' orgenisetiood 
dominos* as do case troy be; 

L osssay *Mary or mike my hoimmist * sq poem or ashy without the coned of Wider; 

6. commingle its moats with the meets of my of its nombus, gond prom. Moms, pine** or 
ay odor prom cc entity, oar thil *hold di dim moos is its owo mros; 

7. bow say debt, secured or meowed, direst or mistispd (loolodlog pendesing say obliptios). 
mbse then ths debt, map thr lode maim Isths Whom course of its bodiless of ming sod 
opiates do windy, povided thst sub dohs is sot widowed by a nom sod is pdd whim dum 

I. become lingua sod Ali mpay is debts aid Whim Ism im uses es the miss shall bosoms ibe; 

9. 011ft mamma its remods, boo* of sommt end book KOINE 111111111111 sod mon tem these of do 
owe" poem pionipois sal MVOs of Boaosvm the Mos of s womb* prom or 
pledge' et Bonswer, end my odor mos or may; 

10. mar Imo soy coined ot weaned with isi rasobst, postal pens* prbeipal or Misr of 
Bonewer, gionsior or Indoonhor, or my month* poled pato* pindpl or alias &snot 
swept moos elm mid meditimie that me kiertheledly thfr, commodslly reesonsble sad substandsily 
did* no doss that would bo sods* al sa emmksph beds with ddrd prtiss or don eny 
member, pond maw, pdsciil or dillids of ths boacover, guirsolor or indsnmitor, or my 
member, gourd pets* pIsosl or adds dono4 

11. ugh the dissolution or wisdlog tm is whole, at Is pset, of Boaowcm 

ihd to axiom my knows misundersomdlep regarding die separate ideally of Bonower; 

13. hold itself out to be teigionsIblo the die debts of mothsr prom; 

14. make my loans or advances *say thhd piny, tholudlog ay member, general partner, ploslpi or 
Mime of Borrower, or fay amW, petrel pato* principal or sfillide themot sot buy or hold 
widows of indebtrolosse issued by any odim paves or so* (other thsa cash end inveltmmittrede 
secutitios); 

IL NI to Ole its own out :mum sot flu. cossolkidod Waal boons oix return with soy other estity; 

bellisi Oro 



14. all eldwr to bold hail out the public m a Ind 'oft swan sod Athol /Mat soy ober ea* of 
person ce to modem its Widow solely la he own mon la oaks not (i) to mislead ohm as to tbe 
ideality with which swab An petty le baosstan Wale, or (ii) lo pen tan Sam* = hr the debb of my hird pony (bad* say member, 'mind pater, pholpd 

BMW% at my arab% plod palm, pholpal or saline thentol); 
	or 

17. 611 to mein& adopme aphid lbr tho monad oblipdoos reason* Damnable is a balsam of ks 
she sad oberener sod lo ilibt of Its twolimpland bushels oprstiook 

11 share my ammo' lop with of hold kW out mar .00uldui,4us ipertment or division °SO) 
say panel paw, pdocipal, agmber or enlists of &WOW% (U) say Mises of a posed venom 
pencipal or amber of Borrower, or (Ul) my odor mem or malty; 

19. 611 m melanin amines ibnosisl snotromm, showlos its moo sod liabilities warms sod spa Dom 
done dun ohm moo or1101; 

20. here in moo Meted on dis amosisl 	of y odor miry; 

21. 611 to Ammo ell poplin& orponedmel ismatim; 

22. bun pay tbs salaries of its MI employees Of my) Dom in ow hods; 

33. fall anbobs a 'Monet maim of sonlopes I Usk of in matemphisd business "wedges; 

24. Wm snoods flirty sod mem* my overbuild exposes dat aro 'bead with as dame, able. 
pubis fx oaks space sod service pribeand by my Alisloym otos darn 

15. thU me squab strimemy, Wok% sod chab bombs Its own isms; 

26. pled. Us amen liar limo blink deo edit penoa or entity, other thee, with respect so tbs &mow% 
ammetice with theloortpp loam 

27. (with reopen to a boobvpiey rums OM 611 se say limo to kris at hut me indepodem Mostar oet 
at tbs lime of lokid appointment, se st esy tims wills monies as s aeon, of tbe pond 
peramthisoegins min, sod Ins mot boa at soy time 	ihe proosiegIv. (5) yoma (a) a 
noclikaider, Manor (1,06 So anspies of serving es is 	Dimmer 01 Os wad 
penoselmasegios amber), tam andops, puns% Marna or mooed of 6e pmial 
pertaselmsanglai =mbar, 61 Sangre or soy Obis of 116, of log (b) a aseemer, Peppin or 
other moo who helves say of in puntbmes or amass Dom Its Winkles with 61 pond 
punwhimegiss membre, 61 Donowes in say Mists rinds: of thern (o) u pones or Ohm unity 
eadroling or =dm mama otntrol siduay soda slod6oidor, puiw, antomer, oupplim or other 
pence; or (d) a member of dis immediate holly of soy sash losbholilur, direceor, oaken, seeployes, 
Wow, oustomer, swine or o6w lam (Mould husk tho tsna %WM* moms tbs pomades, 
dkeetly or lodireedy, of ths power to *sot or moss dis direedas of oningetank, petioles or as**, 
of palm or godly, Mother day* mud* of votbn secorldes, by matron or ohs/whoa 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 	Scott Auyong, Office of Business Development 
City of Las Vegas 

From: 	Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

Date: 	January 27, 2009 

Subject: 	Evidence of Financing - CIM Development of Lady Luck Site and 
ENA Conveyance Site 

The City of Las Vegas has entered into a Disposition and Development Agreement 
(DDA) dated July 2, 2008 with the CIM/LL Manager, LLC (the "Developer") that 
assumes that the Developer would have the financial ability to carry out the 
development of the Lady Luck Site as described in the DDA and to carry out the 
acquisition and development of the ENA Conveyance Site as described in the DDA and 
the report entitled "Proposed Tourism Improvement District, An Analysis of Selected 
Regulatory Requirements" prepared by Applied Analysis, dated November 30, 2008 (the 
"Report"). The City has requested that Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) confirm 
that the Developer has the financial ability to carry out the development Lady Luck Site 
as described in the DDA and development of the ENA Conveyance Site as described in 
the DDA and the Report (collectively, the Projects") based on the information provided 
by the Developer, including commitment letters dated January 16, 2009 for financing for 
the Developer from CIM Fund III, L.P. (the "Fund"), audited financial statements of the 
Fund, and other financial information provided by the Developer and the Fund. Pursuant 
the City's request, KMA has reviewed this information from the Developer and the Fund. 

REVIEW OF FINANCING 

The Developer has indicated that it will utilize financing from the Fund for the initial 
activities for the development of the Projects and then will obtain construction financing 
for some or most of the development activities. The Developer has represented, 
however, that it has sufficient funds available from the Fund to undertake the 
development of the Projects without construction financing, subject to the conditions in 
the commitment letters. Project development costs could amount up to $117,820,000 for 
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To: 	Scott Auyong, Office of Business Development 	January 27, 2009 
Subject: 	Evidence of Financing - CIM Development of Lady Luck Site and 

ENA Conveyance Site 	 Page 2 

the Lady Lucky Site development and $311,940,000 for the ENA Conveyance Site 
development, totaling up to $429,760,000, based on conceptual construction estimates 
obtained by the Developer from third party construction estimators and contractors. 

KMA has reviewed portions of the Independent Auditors Report prepared by Deloitte & 
Touche for the Fund for 2007, and internal CIM communication that indicate the status of 
funds and commitments through the end of 2008. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the information that KMA has reviewed, it appears that the Developer has 
access to sufficient funds from the Fund to undertake development of the Projects as 
described in the DDA and the Report. 
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