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enthusiastic fervor, has it?

MR. LARSEN: That would be an accurate description, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Which brings me back to my point, is this the city attorney’s fight?

MR. LARSEN: No, Your Honor. The city council has met since that August 10™
meeting is my understanding, and there’s been no action to direct the city attorney to dismiss
this or to authorize it, so the acquiescence of the city council by majority indicates that the
city attorney does have authority to go forward.

THE COURT: Yes, but there’s no majority. It’s deadlocked.

MR. LARSEN: That particular vote was. The city council’s -- there’s five members,

and there’s been no direction from the city council since then, despite the fact that counsel

has met, to take any [indiscernible] --

THE COURT: So it hasn’t been either ratified or ordered to be dismissed.

MR. LARSEN: Not affirmatively, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. LARSEN: But the city council’s acquiescence indicates that the city attorney
still has authority to go forward.

THE COURT: You said you were going to turn it over to Mr. Olsen.

MR. LARSEN: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Mr. Olsen, you now have the floor, and you’ve got to come to the
microphone. |

MR. OLSEN: Your Honor, no one has had longer experience of dealing with issues
regarding Boulder Creek Golf Course of the attomeys here present than I have. It’s been an
issue that we have looked at on and off for the past seven or eight years, and so I was
somewhat surprised at some of the factual allegations that were placed into the opposition.

First of all, it would be misleading to state that the $125 million worth of
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indebtedness that the city has -- currently finds itself under was caused by the Boulder Creek
Golf Club. That is not the case. Boulder Creek Golf Club, based on the findings by the
finance advisory committee was somewhere in the 20 -- $25 to $27 million range, and part of]
that was funded by a loan from the utility fund and the remainder was funded by revenue
bonds which must be repaid from the revenue of the golf course.

It’s also important to point out that selling of lots around the golf course was
always part of the original plan when the golf course was first approved by the original city
council. The fact that the voters have prevented the city from obtaining the necessary
funding to pay off that debt remains. But, nevertheless, the plan was to always sell lots
around the golf course, and our land sale ordinance requires voter approval of that. And at
the time that the city council made that decision, started the Boulder Creek planning and the
development of Boulder Creek Golf Course, that was always part of the plan.

The reality now is that if we had been able to sell those building lots around the
golf course, that debt would be paid and Boulder City financially would be breaking -- or
Boulder City -- Boulder Creek Golf Course would be breaking even today. But because of
the fact that we have the indebtedness to repay, that’s having to come from the revenues
from the golf course itself, plus pledged city general fund revenues.

THE COURT: Mr. Olsen, what is the impact of the voters saying twice, in two
separate municipal elections, you can’t sell lots around that golf course? What’s the import
of that to you as the city attorney? _

MR. OLSEN: Well, the import to me is that -- there are two things. Number one,
those who voted to disallow the sale of lots around the golf course may have issues with the
fact that Boulder Creek Golf Course was developed in the first place by the city council; and
secondly, the voters have that ultimate authority to approve land sales. They have approved

other land sales in other parts of the city.




