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May 11, 2007 
 
 
 
Brenda Siddall, Vice President - Finance 
Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority 
3150 Paradise Road 
Las Vegas, NV  89109 
 
Brenda: 
 
With regard to the transportation funding proposal that has been made by the Governor that 
seeks, among other things, to redirect room tax revenues in the future that would otherwise inure 
to the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority (“LVCVA”), the following comments are 
provided. 
 
We have reviewed the opinion prepared by John Swendseid, Bond Counsel for the LVCVA, 
regarding the impairment of contracts with bondholders of LVCVA bonds that would likely arise 
if the Governor’s plan were implemented.  We concur with all of the observations and concerns 
raised in Mr. Swendseid’s opinion. 
 
Beyond the legal concerns raised in Mr. Swendseid’s opinion, we feel it important to cite some 
additional credit market-related concerns relative to the Governor’s proposal. 
 
As you are keenly aware, the LVCVA sold refunding bonds this past Wednesday.  The purpose 
of refunding bonds is to allow the issuer (the LVCVA) to avail themselves of lower current 
interest rates than those that were in effect at the time of the original issuance, thus saving the 
LVCVA and its stakeholders the cost of higher interest.  Unfortunately, the Governor made his 
proposal after the sale of these refunding bonds, and in advance of the date on which the 
refunding bonds will close.  The reason that this is unfortunate is that the Governor’s proposal 
will likely be viewed as a “material event”, which will likely require additional disclosure to the 
winning bidder on the refunding issue.  This additional disclosure will likely take the form of a 
description of the proposal and its potential to cause harm to the LVCVA’s future revenue 
prospects.  If the prospects of the proposal are viewed as overly negative by the winning bidder, 
that bidder could have the right to withdraw their bid.  If the bid were to be withdrawn, the 
refunding transaction could be scuttled.  At risk, in this event, would be the $5.86 million in 
nominal savings that the LVCVA achieved when it conducted this transaction. 
 
Beyond the refunding issue discussed above, there are concerns that the Governor’s proposal, 
and the impairment issues associated therewith, could cause broader negative perceptions within 
the credit market.  These negative perceptions would not necessarily be limited to the LVCVA.  
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Rather, they could impact any Nevada issuer.  The likely concerns that would arise, leading to 
less than positive perceptions, would be based upon a fear that Nevada views its contracts with 
bondholders as less than iron-clad.  In this regard, the market might ask itself if contracts with 
bondholders can be impaired by legislative act with respect to LVCVA bonds, could the same 
things happen in Nevada with other large issuers?  If Nevada were to view a diversion of 
previously committed revenues as appropriate in the case of the LVCVA, would it also be so 
inclined in the case of revenues committed by other issuers such as the Southern Nevada Water 
Authority, the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada, the Clark County 
Regional Flood Control District, or McCarran Airport?  If this concern were to manifest itself, 
the result would be a far less positive view of Nevada credits and, consequently, higher costs of 
borrowing in general.  In essence, it would have likely impacts beyond just impairing LVCVA 
bonds. Interestingly, bonds issued by the State for future transportation projects, if an impairment 
were to occur, could also be negatively affected.   
 
This is not a trivial matter, as higher costs of borrowing in the future would cause tax and 
ratepayers to incur higher costs that would be unnecessary and avoidable.  In a state that is 
growing as fast as Nevada, and where the financing of large-scale infrastructure programs is an 
integral part of that growth, we should consistently strive to improve our position in the credit 
markets.  I am concerned that this proposal, with its potential for impairment of bondholder 
contracts, moves us in the opposite direction.  
 
I hope that the foregoing adds some perspective to the proposal and its impact upon not only the 
LVCVA, but upon credit matters in general. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Guy S. Hobbs 
Managing Director    
 


