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ARBITRATORS' AWARD

This Arbitration concerns a dispute between the State of Arizona and the Pasqua
Yaqui Tribe regarding the application of the Tribe's 2003 Gaming Compact (“the
Compact") to the Tribe's Casino Del Sol resort complex, located a short distance south
of the City of Tucson. The Tribe first opened a gaming facility at the site of the present
Casino complex in 2001. At that time the facility was solely a gaming facility; it did not
include any resort or conference-center facilities. In November, 2011, however, the
Tribe opened an expanded gaming-resort complex on the site. The complex includes a
newly-constructed hotel, spa, pool and canference center, in addition to the original
gaming facility. The present dispute between the State and the Tribe concerns the
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application of the Compact to the expanded facility and its employees.

The Arbitration was initiated by a Notice of Dispute filed by the State on
September 9, 2011, shortly before the opening of the expanded facility. That Notice
described the dispute as one: "regarding whether the regulatory requirements of the
Compact [will] apply to the entirety of the Tribe's newly-expanded faciiity." According to
the Notice, the State's position was that the Cbmpact was applicable to the entire resort
complex, while the Tribe's view was that, although the Compact would remain fully
applicable to the original gaming facility, it would not apply to the new "resort” portions
of the complex in which no gaming activity would be conducted. After the Arbitration
began, the State moved to amend its Notice of Dispute to include in the Arbitration the
additional question "whether employees of An's restaurant (a restaurant located within
the original part of the Casino complex) are gaming employees who need to be licensed
by the Tribal Gaming Office.” On January 27, 2012, we granted the State's motion to
amend. On February 24, the first day of hearings, we denied a motion to intervene in
the proceeding filed by counsel for the Ans, the proprietors of the restaurant that is the

subject of Part 3 of the Discussion section of this Award.

The Arbitration Panel toured the éxpanded facility on February 24, 2012, held
evidentiary hearings at the Casino the same day, and in Phoenix from February 27
through March 2, 2012.  The Panel heard live testimony from seven witnesses {Rudy
Casillas, Paul Bullis, Mark Brnovich, Keven Washburn, Philip Hogen, Kimberly Van
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Amburg and Peter Yucupicio), received numerous exhibits into evidence, and heard
opening and closing argument from counsel for the Tribe and the State. The Panel
greatly appreciates the excellent presentations of counsel as well as the extraordinary
degree of cooperation shown by the parties and their counéel to each other and to the

Panael.
DISCUSSION

I. WHAT PORTIONS OF THE COMPLEX ARE "GAMING FACILITIES"?

The first question we must decide is whether the new portions of the Casino Del
| Sol complex -- the newly-built hote!, conference center, spa and pool -- are "Gaming
Facilities” w’ith_in the meaning of the Comipact. Section 2(n) of the Compact dafines
"Gaming Facility" as "the buildings or structures in which Class IIl Gaming, authorized
by this Compact, is conducted.” The hotel (including the spa) .and the conference
center are physically connected to the original gaming faéility in which Class I} Gaming
continues to be conducted. That gaming activity, however, takes place en.tire!y within

what was the original gaming facility. No gaming activity of any kind is conducted in

any part of the new construction. One may pass between the hotel and the gaming

ifloor; between the conference center and the gaming floor, and between the hotel and
the conference center, through a centrally located and partly newly-constructed
"pre-function” room. The pre-function room opens directly onto the gaming floor
through a wide doorless opening; it apens onto the hotel lobby through a separate wide i
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doorless opening, which is set at a ninety-degree angle from the opening to the gaming
floor; and it is: connected to the conference center by a set of several side-by-side glass
doors'whic’h are also set ata ninety-degree angle from the opening to the gaming floor.
The glass doors to the conference center are to the left of, and approximately 100 feet
away from, the opening to the gaming floor, and the opening to the hotel lobby is to the
right of, and approximately 50 feet away from, the opening te the gaming floor. We
‘have aftached a schematic diagram, admitted into evidence as Tribe's Exhibit #2, that

shows this arrangement of spaces.

As we have noted, Class Il Gaming is restricted to what was the original gaming
facility and is not conducted in either the newly-constructed hotel and spa or
newly-constructed conference-center portions of the complex.  if the entire complex —
i.e., the original casino and the new construction - were to be considered a single
"building” or "structure” within the meaning of section 2(n) of the Compact, the entire
complex would constitute a single "Gaming Facility" within the meaning of the Compact.
On the other hand, if the hotel, the original gaming facility and the conference center
were each considered to be separate "buildings"” or “structures” for Compact purposes,
then the hotel component and the conference-center components would not be
"Gaming Facilities" within the meaning of the Compact, while the original gaming-facility

component would remain a "Gaming Facility."

The language of section 2(n) of the Compact alone does not seem to us to be
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'det'erm'inative of whether the Pasqua Yaqui casino-resort complex should be considered
one “building" or "str.ucture’l" for Compact purposes-or more than one "building" or
"étructure." The fact that each of the elements of the complex ~- the casino, the
pre-function room, the conference center, and the hotel and spa -- is physically
connected to.one or more of the other elements of the complex is a relevant factor, but
does notitself provide an énswer to the question of whether the Pasqua Yaqui complex

is composed of one "building * or "structure” or more than one "building" or “structure."

To illustrate this point, suppose that two homes share a common wall, as when
two townhouses are built side by side. The two homes might reasonably be
considered to constitute one building or structure, 'bgt they might just as reasonably be
considered to constitute two attached buildings or structures. If the two homes were
built at the same time, that would probably increase the likelihood of their being
considered to be one structure. If they were built at different times, as is the case with
the casino and the other elements of the Pasqua Yagui complex, that might, on the
other hand, suggest that the homes constitute two attached structures, ratﬁer‘than one
single "structure.” Whether one were able to go from 6ne home to the other without
going outside might also be relevant in deciding whether to characterize them as one
structure ortwo structures, but it is doubtful that the existence or non-existence of a
connecting door or interior passageway would determine which characterization to
use. Insofar as the Compact means to employ a common understanding of what
constitutes one "building” or "structure,” as opposed to what constitutes more than one
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“building” or "structure,” the Compact language itself doas not answer the question.

Custorn or usage also fails to provide a definitive answer to this question. The
State and the Arizona Tribes that conduct Class Il Gaming operafe under a standard
"Arizona Tribal Gaming Compact" that is applicable to every Arizona Tribe's gaming
operation. Section 2(n) thus applies, not only to the Pasqua Yaqui Casino, but to all
Indian gaming facilities in Arizona. Several Arizona Tribes have casino-resort
complexes containing hotels and conference centers that in many respects resemble
the Pasqua Yagui complex. Like the Pasgua Yagui Casino, the elements of these
complexes are physically connected with each other, and it is possible to move from
one slement of the complex to another without going outside.  If there were a
consistent understanding or practice throughout the State with regard to how to
determine whether the non-gaming portions of these complexeé are or are not "Gaming
Facilities,” that practice might well be determinative of the question in this case. |t
appears, however, that no such consistent understanding or practice exists. For
example, with regard to two of these other Arizona complexes that consist of physically
connected resort-gaming facilities -- the Tohono O'odham Nation Desert Diamond
Resort and Harrah's Ak Chin Resort — some parts of the compie);es have heen treated
by theStaté and the Tribe as.a "Gaming Faclility," while other portions, in which gaming |
is not conducted, have not been treated as "Gaming Facilities." Conversely, all
portions of other phfsically-connected Arizona tribal resort-gaming complexes -- for
example the Gila River Wild Horse Pass Hotel and Casino and the Tonto Apache resort
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and hotel --are freated by the State and the Tribes as constitutinig "Gaming Facilities.”
This issue of how fo treat the various parts of tribal gaming-Tesort complexes has been
a frequent source of disagreement between theVState and Arizona Tribes when Tribes
have either expanded existing gaming facilities into gaming-resort complexes or created

gaming-resort facilities where gaming had not previously been conducted.

in these circumstances, we have sought guidance by considering the practical
consequences of affixing the "Gaming Facility" label to the various portions of the

Pasqua Yaqui complex,

(ay The Hotel. - Whenwe consider the hotel portion of the Pasqua Yaqui
complex from this perspective, it is reasonably clear fo us that the hotel should not be
considered a "Gaming Facility" within the meaning of the Compact. One of the
consequencas of treating something as a "Gaming Facility” under the Cofn‘pact is that
both the State Departme-nt of Gaming and the Pasqua Yaqui Tribal Gaming Office have
the responsibility and authority to monitor closely all activities that take place in that
Facility. For these purposes, the Compact gives employees of each of the two
agencies the right to enter and inspect all areas of every "Gaming Facility" whenever
they wish to do so, entirely at their own discretion. Section 8(d)(2) of the Compact thus
gives inspectors employed by the Tribal Gaming Office "the right to inspect any Gaming

Facility at any time" and "immediate access to any and all areas of the Gaming Facility."
The inspection rights of the State Department of Gaming under the Compact are only
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slightly more limited. With regard to the public areas of a "Gaming Facility,” section 7
(8) (1) gives agents of the State "free and unrestricted access fo all public areas of a
Gaming Facility during operating hours without giving prior notice to the Gaming Facility
Operator.” With regard to non-public areas of a "Gaming Facility," section 7(a)(3) of
the Compact states that "Agents of the State Gaming Agency autharity shall be entitled
to enter" those areas so long as they have "[gliven advance notice to the Tribal Gaming
Office” and “provide proper identification to the senior supervisory employee of the
Gaming Facility on duty.and to the Tribal Gaming Office inspector on duty." The
Compaet recites that the State and Tribal agencies are given this broad and essentially
unlimited inspection authority so that the Tribal Gaming Office may carry out its
“responsibility for the regulation of al} Gaming Activities pursuant to the Tribe's Gaming
Crdinance,” and 36 that the State may "monitor the Tribe's Gaming Operation to ensure

that the operation is conducted in compliance with the provisions of the Compact.”

We find it difficuit, if not impossible, to believe that these virtually uniimited
right-of-inspection provisions in the Compact were intended {o apply to areas of tribal
gaming-resort complexes operated as hotels, in which no Class Il Gaming, and
indeed no gaming of any kind, is conducted. The principal-non-public areas of the
Casino del Sol hotel are the hotel's guest rooms. Ifthe hotel were to be considered a
Compact Gaming Facility, that would mean that Tribal Gaming Office employees would
have.the right, at:any time of the day or night, to have "immediate access” to those
rooms, entirely at their own discretion, and that State Department of Gaming employees
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= again, entirely at their own discretion -- would be “entitled to enter” guest rooms at
any time by notifying and identifying themselves to tribal officials, with no notice to the
occupants of the room and no probable cause, or even suspicion, to believe that any

illegal or questionable activity is or has been taking place within those rooms.

Among other p‘r'_cible_ms', searches of that kind would clearly violate both the state
and federal constitutions if conducted by State officials, and would violate the Indian
Civil Rights Act if conducted by tribal officiaf;s. The existence of these powers would, in
addition, undoubtedly negatively affect the willingness of people to patronize the hotel,
especially when they'were ddin'g. 80 In order to use its resort rather than its gaming
facilities, or in order to-attend or participate in a meeting or conference cbnducted at the
complex's conference center. These unlimited powers of inspection and search make
sense as applied to spaces in which gaming actually takes place, to spaces in which
gaming-related funds or devices are kept, to spaces in which other activities directly
related to gaming occur, and to spaces occupied or frequented by employees who work
physically within the-gaming éperation. They make no sense if applied to
hotel rooms-and other non-public hotel-related spaces, such as hotel laundries and
finen storage rooms, occupied and used exclusively by hotel guests, chambermaids and
other non-gaming-related hotel-service employees.

(b} The Pre-function Raom. -- The application of the Compact to the pfe-function
room --the space from which one may enter the hotel, the conferénce center or the
gaming floor -- seems equally clear. The schematic diagram of the gaming-resart
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complex introduced into evidence as a Tribe's exhibit _fabéis half of this area as:a

"gaming" area, and several slot machines were bresenf in this half of the room when we
visited thefacility. That half of the room is not -separated in any way from the other half
of the pre-function room-and, at one end, the room opens directly onto the gaming floor,
We conclude that the entire pre-function room is a "Gaming' Facility” within the meaning

of the Compait,

(c). The Conference Center. -- Whether or not the conference center is a "Gaming
Facility" is a more difficult question. [_.i"ke the hotel, no gaming activity takes place in
the conference center. The conference center also resembles the hotel in that some of
its spaces -- the small conference rooms, for example -- are areas in which the
occupants of the area may have an expectation of privacy. Those areas, however,
constitute'a very small part of the conference center, which is almost entirely composed
of five very large interconnected ballrooms, which are riot likely considered to be private
areas by conference organizers or attendees. Most significant, in our view, is the fact
that, when food is served in the conference center, it is often served from thé same
kitchen that services the gaming floor's buffet dining facility - a facility that is directly
connected to the‘ gaming floor. That buffet is the place where those who play the
Casino's garmes are most likely fo eal. Food is not infrecjuently served in the
conference center ballrooms at dinners and other meals that are part of official
conference activities. When that occurs, the food is normally prepared. in and served
from a Kitchen that; at the salme time, is preparing food for the Casino's buffet dining
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room. Atthesetimes wait staff and others may have the'c)p_portunity to circulate

between the: gaming floor:and the conference center.

In view of the facts that most of the conference center is not space in which
conference participants are likely to have an'ekpectation of privacy, that Tribal and
State officials assigned with the job of monitoring the Casino's gaming activities may, at
times, have a legitimate and immediate need'to inspect areas in the conference center

| that may in some way be connected with illegal gaming activity, and that the conference
center and the gaming floor share both a kitchen and a hallway that _runé. between the
kitchen and the conference center's balflrooms, it seems appropriate, perhaps in an

excess of caution, to treat the conference center as a Gaming Facility within the

meaning of the Compact.
2. WHICH EMPLOYEES ARE "GAMING EMPLOYEES"?

The second question that we have been asked to decide is whether employees
of the Pasqua Yaqui resort complex who do not directly worl in gaming activity are
"Gaming Employees" within the meaning of the Compact. Section 2(m) of the Compact
defines "Gaming Employee" as:

any person employed asa Primary Management Official or Key Employee of a
Gaming Operation of the Tribe and any person employed in the operation or
management of a Gaming Operation, including, but not limited to, any person
whose employment duties require or authorize access to restricted areas of a
Gaming Facility not otherwise open fo the public.

-14-

foe o e

T



Whether or not an employee is a "Gaming Employee" within the meaning of this
definition is a question of considerable significance. Section 4(b) of the Compact
requires that all Ganﬁng‘ Employees must be licensed by the Tribal Gaming Office and,

- unless they are tribal members, itrequires that they must also be certified by the State
Department o'f,-G'a“mir;g, both before beginning their employmentand annually
thereafter. Section 4(b) exempts Gaming Employees whose jobs are not directly
related to gaming operations, such as "waiters,” "gift shop clerks" and "hotel personne!,”
from the State-certification requirement -- but not from the Tribal-licensing requirement
-- as long asthey do not have "unescorted access to secure areas" of the Casino such
as "Gaming Device sforage and repair areas, c.ount_ rooms, vaults, cages, change

booths," etc.

If the definition of "Gaming Employee” did not include the language that we have
italicized in the "Gaming Employee" definition quoted above, only employees directly
invalved in gaming activities -- gaming management personnel, those who service the
Casino's slot machines, blackjack dealers, cashiers, gaming security personnel, efc.
would likely qualify as "Gaming Employees" for Compact purpo‘seé. Because the
italicized language begins with the word "incfudfng," rather than the word “and,” it is not
clear from‘t'he italicized fanguage itself whether the intended meaning of that language
is that employees "whose employment duties require or autharize access to restricted
areas of a Gaming Facility not otherwise open to the public" are an additional category
of "Gaming Employees," - i.e., whether employees with tha"c access are to be
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subject te the licensing and certification requirements of the Compact whether ornot
they would otherwise be described as being "employed in the operation or management
of a Gaming Operation" —or, whether the italicized language Is meant merely to be
iliustrative of the kind of employee, in addition to "Primary Management Officials” and
"Key Employees," who ought to be considered persons "employed in the operation or

management af a Gaming Operation" for Compact purposes.

That issue arose in a dispute between the State and the Colorado River Indian
Tribes ("CRIT") that was resolved by a Panel of Arbitrators in July, 2000, under the
standard Tribal-State of Arizona Compact that was operative at that time.  (Frank X.
Gordon, one of the members of the CRIT Arbitration Panel, is also a member of the
Panel in the present case.) In its Award, the CRIT Arbitration Panel determined that
employees "whose employment duties require or authorize aceess to restricted areas of
a Gaming Facility not otherwise open fo the public" were always fo be considered
"Gaming Employees;" and it also determined that the phrase "restricted areas of a
Gaming Facility not otherwise open to the public" referred to "all areas of a gaming
facility that are not open to the public," not only "highly sensitive restricted areas
involving Class Ill gaming or its proceeds, such as hard and soft count rooms," as the

Colorado River Indian Tribes argued.

The CRIT Arbitration involved, as does the present Arbitration, a facility that began
as. a gaming casino, without resort facilities, and that was in the process of being
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expanded into a comprehensive gaming-resort facility. The Panel's Award -- treating
as "Gaming Employees” all resort employees who have accéss to any non-public area
of the resort complex that qualifies as a "Gaming Facility" under the Compact, whether
or not those areas are “highly sensitive restricted areas” — was a controversial one.

The standard Trib‘aI«Sta'te;l-Compa'ct-in- effect in July, 2000, when the CRIT Arbitration
Award was rendered, was the original' Arizona standard compact initiafly adopted in
1993. That Compact required all "Gaming Employees" who were not tribal members to
be certified by the State, as well as licensed by the Tribe. As a result of the CRIT
Arbitration award, all CRIT resort employees, whether or not their duties directly
involved gaming activity, were required to obtain State certification if their employment
duties required or authorized them to have access to any non-public portion of the
resort that was within an area labeled as a "Gaming Facility,” even if the non-public area
had hothing directly to do with gaming. Since the CRIT complex, like the Pasqgua Yaqui
complex involved in this case, included restaurants, gift shops and other facilities that
were within the gaming area, rather than the resort area portion of the complex, and
since those facilities inchided non-public areas such as kitchens and
non-gaming-related storage rqomé, the CRIT Arbifration Award required waiters,
'di_shwash_e_rs,_ clerks and other workers to he certified by the State, even though their

duties had nothing directly to do with gaming activity.

When a new standard Tribal-State Compact was adopted in 2003, Section 4(b) of

the Compact, 'which governs the licensing and certification of "Gaming Employees,” was
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amended to take account of the concerns of Arizona Tribes over the breadth of the
CRIT Arbitration Award. Language was added to Section 4(b) that provides that nine
categories of "Gaming Employees" will no longer be required to be certified by the State
ifthey have no unescorted access fo gaming-related secure areas such as "Gaming

| Device storage and repair areas,” "count raoms," "seciirity offices,"and “surveillance
rooms." The categories of "Gaming Employees" on this list include "[flood and
beverage personnel such as chefs, cooks, waiters, waitresses,” "landscapers” and
"janitorial," "warehouse" and "[h]otel personnel” ~- th_e same categories of employees
that the Colorado River Indian Tribes sought to exclﬁde from the category of "Gaming
Employees" in their 2000 Arbitration with the State. It__ seems evident that, in revising
the standard Tribal-State Compact in 2003, those drafting the revisions intended to
accept the CRIT Arbitration ruling that employees of a tribal gaming-resort complex are
"Gaming Employees” if they have access to areas of a "Gaming Facility" not open to the
public -- whether those non-public areas are gaming-related secure areas or not -- but
to medify the effect of that ruling by providing that employees, like waiters and clerks,
who have access only to non-gaming-related non-public areas are not required to obtain
State certification.. We inferpret the 2003 Arizona Tribal-State Gaming Compact to

accord with-that_ intention.
3. THE AN RESTAURANT

Tribal employees, such as waiters, cooks, dishwashers and other persons who
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work in the restaurants, gift shops and similar facilities located in the "Gaming Facility”
parts of the Pasqua Yaq'_ui complex, are "Gaming Employees" if':theirjobs give them
access to kitchens or any other réon.-p‘ublic area or areas of the Gaming Facility in which
-they work. Those employees are requi'red to be licensed by {he Tribal Gaming Office
and, unless they are tribal members, they also need to be certified by the State if they
have access to the gamin,gfrelated..secure areas described in Compact Section 4(b).
The employees of An's Restaurant, which .i's located entirely within the casino portion of
the complex,-do not, however, work directly for the Tribe. They are employed by An's,

which leases the restaurant space from the Tribe,

The fact that the An's Restaurant employees are not Tribal employees is not, in
6ur'view, relevant to whether they should be considered to be "Gaming Employees."
The Compact definition of "Gaming Empioyee" applies to any "person" whose
employment duties give them access to certain areas of a "Gaming Facility,”
apparently regardless of whether the employee is employed by the Tribe or by a
licensee of the Tribe. It would, we think, make no sense to.exempt employees who
work in a Gaming Facility from the category of Gaming Employee because they are
empioyed by a Tribal licensee, rather than by the Tribe. The relevant factors should be
what the employee does, and where the employee's job is located, rather than who may
formally be the "employer." Indeed, there would appear ta be more, rather than less,
reason to require Tribal licensing and, when appropriate, State certification, of |
employees who are hired by someone other than the Tribe. We conclude that the
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employees of An's Restaurant should be governed by the same licensing and
cerification requirements that apply to tribal employées who work in the parts of the

complex that are "Gaming Facilities.”

Sect_'iOn 2{r) of the Compact defines "Gaming Services" as:
the providing.of-any goods or'services, except for legal services tothe
Tribe in connection with the operation of Class It Gaming in a Gaming
Fagility, including but not limited to equipment, franspottation, food,

linens, janitorial supplies, maintenance or security services for the
Gaming Facllity in an amount in excess of $10,000 in any single month.

The Ans lease Gaming Facility space from the Tribe. They operate their restaurant in
that space, in which they provide food service to Casino. patrons. The definition of
"Gaming Services" seems to be drafted primarily to apply to services that the Tribe
purchases from the service provider. In the case of An's, the food services are not
purchased by the Tribe, but by Casino patrons. If the Tribe, rather than Casino patrons,
purchased the food from the Ans for service to Casino patrons within the Casino, and if
the cost of that food was more than $10,000 a month, the Ans would be providers of
"Gaming Services" under the Compact. We see no reason why the same should .not
be true when the Casino patrons, rather than the Tribe, pay the Ans directly for the food
they consume at the Restaurant, so long as the Restaurant's gros.s receipts are more
than $10,000 a month. As proprietors of a restaurant that operates within the |
"Gaming Facility" portion of the complex, the Ans are more closely connected with the
Tribe's gaming operation than they would be as vendors of food to a restaurant that the
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Tribe operated within the Casino.

As a provider of "Gaming Services," the Ans are required by Secﬁon 4(d) of the
Compact to be ficensed by the Tribal Gaming Office and certified by the State
Department of Gaiming. The Tribe seems ot to take issue with these requirements.
In its Answering Brief, the Tribe states that the An del Sol Restaurant, has "applied for

State Certification as a vendor,” Ans. Br. p. 29, n.5, without suggesting that that

- applicafion was nof hecessary.

CONCLUSIONS

Qur conclusions with regard to the questions that have been submitted fo us are

as follows:

1. The only portions of the Pasqua Yaqui Casino Del Sol complex that are "Gaming
Facilities" wifhin the meaning of the Arizona Tribal-State Gaming Compact are the
original gaming, facility, the convention center and the pre-function room. The hotel and

spa, the pool, and all other portions of the resort complex are not "Gaming Facilities."

2. Employees of the complex whose jobs are not located in the "Gamihg Facility"
partions of the complex, and whose duties do not require or authorize access to
non-public portions of "Gaming Facility" parts of the complex, are not "Gaming
Employees" within the meaning of the Compact.
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3. Employées of the complex whose jobs are not located in the "Gaming Facility
portions of the complex are "Gaming Employees” if their duties require or authorize

access to non-public areas of the "Gaming Facility" portions of the complex.

4. Employees-of the complex whose jobs are Iscated in, or require or authorize
access to, the portians of the:complex that are "Gaming Facilities" are "Gaming

Employees" within the meaning of the Compact if

(a) they are "Primary Management Officials" or "Key Employees,” of the

complex's "Gaming Operation,” or-

(b) they are otherwise directly employed in the operation or

management of gaming activities, or

(¢) they have access to non-public areas of the "Gaming Facility"

portions of the complex,

Such employees, however, do not need to be certified by the State if their work is
among the nine categories of jobs listed in Section 4(b) of the Compact, and if they do
not have unescorted access to the gaming-related secure areas of the Gaming Facility
that are described in Section 4(b).
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5. With regard to the An Restaurant,

(a) Waiters and other personnel working at the An Restaurant are "Gaming

Employees" within the meaning of the Compact.

(b) The Ans are providers of "Gaming Services” within the meaning of the

Compact.
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DATED THIS 3 DAY OF APRIL, 2012.
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