SENATE COMMITTEE ON
HEALTH, WELFARE AND STATE INSTITUTIONS
MINUTES OF MEETING # 22

APRIL 6, 1973

The meeting convened at 7:20 a.m.
Senator Walker in the Chair.

PRESENT : Senators Young .
Swobe
Neal
Drakulich
Raggio

Other interested citizens, list of which is hereto attached

at Exhibit A.

AB 761 Requires continuing education for optometrists.

, Dr. Carl Larson, President, Nevada Optometrists’
Association, testified on this bill, urging the committee to
ratify same.

Senator Raggio moved for "Do Pass", Senator Swobe
seconded the motion, and it was so carried.

AB 789 Revises certain powers of Nevada state board of

optometry and declares certain acts as unprofessional
conduct.

Dr. Robinson, Assemblyman and sponsor of the bill
testified on this bill, as per contents of Exhibit B, hereto
attached. The point of controversy is that it allegedly
restricts competition in the field of optometry. Refer page 3,
subszection 11, which reads "Practicing in or on premises ...
where a commercial or mercantile business is being conducted not
exclusively devoted to optometry or other health care professions
eses” = (shall constitute unethical or unprofessional conduct).
Dr. Robinson maintained that mass production of eye examinations
and glasses tends to lessen quality of same.

Dr. Kanellos supported this testimony, stressing
the fact that discount outlets have very poor quality in their
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mass-produced eye care products, such as those connected with

chain store operations, in environments which would make it
impossible to deliver professional type eye care. Further,

that this was a ridiculous way to try to deliver professional .= '~
service to the public. Documented proof supported this contention.

, Senator Walker inquired of the rules regarding
advertising, to which Dr. Robinson replied in the affirmative -
stating that by rule, optometric advertising was limited
to the use of professional busimess cards.

Senator Raggib asked if these restrictions would, under
this bill, apply to the other eye care specialists, to which he
replied 'no'. .

The question of cost was brought up, Mr. Robinson
explaining that getting a pair of eye glasses at a cheap price
was of no great value when said glasses did not perform the

. job they were designed to perform, or if misdiagnosis of an
eye disease was made, and said disease progressed undetected -
ultimately, blindness could possibly be the result.

The question of constitutionality was raised
at which time Mr. Robert McDonald, attorhey representing the
Nevada Optometry Association, took the stand. He stated that in
his opinion, there was no problem with this point, and that these

people should be commendecd for their efforts to malntaln a high
etandAarA in +hoir v\vo‘pnn-v on.

The question of servicing the outlying areas arose,
for example, Tonapah, which is wvisited by Dr. Davis two -
three times per month, seeing patients in a motel room. Senator
Walker asked if Dr. Davis could be precldded under subsection 11%.
of this bill, to which Mr. McDonald replied "could very well be."
It was made clear that there was no intent to discontinue servicing
these outlying areas...that, in fact, saxd service was rerdered
at cost to the optometrist, since most patients were elderly or
disabled. It was noted *hat the intevaet nf Aantimal comnanies
who were proponents of this bill was totally for profit.
Dr. Robinson stated that this was in fact, what he was trying to
avoid here in Nevada.

Senator Walker asked for testimony of from the

. opponents, at which time !ir. Robert,G. Markey, counsel tor
the National Association of Optometrists and Opticians, took
the stand. :

&
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Mr. Markey stated that he was addressing himself only
to section 8 of this bill, and proposed subsection 11 of
NRS 636.300. He questioned how the public helath, safety and
welfare could possibly benefit by this particular amendment.
He submited that it is not where a man practices optometry
that determines the quality of the services, ...but rather
how he practices. Further, contention that this bill was
proposed by a small group of optometrists who were economically
orientated, and whose ‘ethics' were founded upon economic
bases. For verbatim detail of this testimony, refer to
Exhibit C, hereto attached.

Discussion followed, with Mr. Markey fefuting
previous points stated thus: that Nevada was one of the
most restrictive states (regarding NRS and rules and regulations
of optometry board) as to curtailing competition and consequently
cost factors - 1Illinois, for example, has a 40% less charge
for same eye care; that a misprescribed lense (since optometrists
were not allowed to dispense drugs or perform surgery) could not
cause the damage alleged by Dr. Robinson; that locations in
departments stores, etc., made eye care more accessible to the
public, as well as cutting the cost factors considerably.

Senator Walker inquired about the constitutionality
of this bill, in his (Mr. Markey's opinion; Mr. Markey cited
supreme court case Norr vs. Easton Preston - an anti-trust case,
which permits this kind of restricted lobbying outside of the
anti-trust laws. Lee vs Willaimson - a land-mark case, further
supports this. He named 11 states which prohibit this kind
of law.

In conclusion, Mr. Markey stated that this bill did
not govern ethics - -rather, economics.. This bill is a prime example
of ‘the creeping paralysis which we have seen come through the optical--
industry to further restrict and inhibit competition in this area. :

Mr. Mike Melnor, state commerce director, stated that
the consumer -affairs division opposes this bill. He stated that
the respective licensing boards could supervise the quality of
prescriptions dispensed through department stores, etc., and
could police them in a manner to guarantee safety of the public.

He stated that there was great concern that this was anti-consumer
anti-éompetitive legislation.

Senator Blakemore testified on behalf of of the

population of rural areas, expressing concern that service to ’ A4
Ao

° ’ ‘
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said areas would be impaired or destroyed. On these grounds,
he opposed this bill. Mr. Roberts, editor of the Reese River
Reveille, testified also, expressing the same concern as

those of Senator Blakemore.

Amoung other witnesses opposing this bill were
Pat Bembet, Consumers' Service League, Patricia Van Betten
Harriette Trudell, Elinor Christner, iFaye Calen, Mr. Pete Kelly,
Nevada Retail Association, Mr. Tate, Nevada Blind Association.

Discussion continued.

Having concluded, Senator Swobe moved for "Do Pass"
on AB 789, Senator Raggio seconded the motion, and it was so
carried.

SB 435: Clarifies responsibility for federal problems
relating to welfare and assistance.
Mr. Wahrenbrock testified on the next several bills.
Senator ~Swobe nmoved"Do Pass", .Senator

Neal seconded the motion, and it was so carried.

AB 187: Puts foster homes under exclusive licensing
authority of Welfare Division of Health, Welfare and
Rehabilitation.

: Senator Neal moved for "Do Pass", Senator Swobe seconded,
and the motion was so carried.

AB 373 Revises licnesing provisions for health and care
facilities and administrators of certain such
facilities.

Mr. Logan %~ .requested several minor amendments
on this bill, which were as follows:

.PAGE 2 - Iiﬁe 18 ..."skilled nursing facility"... and
line 24 ...suggested delétion,since prohibitive

-

to growth. :
line 35 ...delete "individuals' and insert "licensed
beds"...
243
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Amendments, continued... (Mr. Brown supporting)

PAGE 3
line 11 through 13 ..words 'in trust-for -that resident'..
payments were always made after the fact, therefor
cincongrous. —--it was pointed out that the state does not
pay in advance ...therefore that suggestion dropped.

line 35 ..."and health supervision ..." should be
stricten, since no one in these facilities should require
such care. Delete, to agree with section 4.

PAGE 7 ’ ‘
o "Zline 12 &.13 ...add "inspections as related to sections
18 & 19 ~- this to facilitate inspection by one agency.
all at the same time, or simultaneously.

PAGE 10
Liné 6°... objected, -- wants deletion, to
eliminate restriction.

line 16....delete this section, as it conflicts with
SB 578. -- (section 41).

Senator Swobe moved for "Do Pass" - Senator Drakulich
seconded, motion so carried.

AB 578 Changes qualifications required for certain members
of Nevada State Board of Examiners for Nursing Home
Administrators.

Mr. Wahrenbrock informed the committee that the administfation su
supports the original draft of the bill, but not the first reprint, since
the reprint will not meet federal regulation .requirements.

Senator Swobe moved for "Do Pass", Senator Drakulich seconded,
and motion was so carried, as amended (deletion of assembly amendments).

SB 485 Expands area of examination for hairdressers and
cosnmeticians.

A34
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It was pointed out that_SB 485 was the same as SB 592, which
had been passed. The chairman asked for all those in favor of
killing SB 485. There was .thus duly carried, a motion to
"kill" SB 485.

- -

SB 421 Applies cosmetology regulation to certain related - 7 " -
occupations.

-

Mr. Gray, Nevada Barbers' Association testified,
suggested the following: (refer Exhibit D, hereto attached).
PAGE 2 (also page 6, line 28)
line 1 ...this would allow 6,000 additional barbers
therefore, oppose this, Favor 644.4273.... prefer to go
by this.

Mr. Ken Chetty, cosmetologist representative, stated that
their attorney could not be here. Therefore, asked the committee to w-
withhold further hearinrg.

waever, Mr., Frank McCormick-& Ms. Dorothy Phinney
were present, who took the stand together with Mr. Joe Midmore.

Mr. Gray still demanded that the professions remain
separate, and Senator Drakulich and Senator Herr still maintained
that one should have the freedom to go to whomever they please.

Ms. Phinney still demanded the right to cut whatever hair
the cosmetologists were qualified to cut. Both agreed on
the educational qualifications - or that they must be met.

There was no action taken on SB 421.

SB 366 Provides cash assistance to needy children.
Senator Drakulich goes on record as opposing,SBl366.
Senator Raggio moved for a "Do Pass with referral to

Finance Comiittee", Senator Swobe seconded, and motion so
carried.

AB 394 Permits foster care payments to relatives on behalf azs

2
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of children in legal custody of welfare division.

Senator Raggio expressed concern that this would be abused.

Discussion followed,

Senator Young moved for "Do Pass with referral to
Finance Committee", Senator Raggio seconded, and it was so carried.

AB™724 Requires notice and hearing where child is placed in custody
custody of welfare division.

Senator Young moved for "Do Pass' - Senator Drakulich seconded, and
and the motion was so carried.

Mr. Caden, activist in the Health Food movement, requested
bill be drafted or desires a model act regarding natureology,
which would give consumer the facts and proper advice on nutrition.

Senator Walker was handed a copy of said proposal.

In conclusion, the chairman suggested that the advocates of
bills AB 592, AB 278, and SB 241 reach a conclusion after having
re-worked to the committee's satisfaction, the contents eof said

bills. ;

The meeting adjourned at 10:56 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

A SN E e

iz?hnn Hughes<:iecretaryD

o

APPROVED:

Lee Walker, Chairman


dmayabb
Senate


}4 A

Acctlng
ngenda

(I_EXHIBIT 7

INSTITUTIONS

......

’

MO 2

4

and have prin
the committee

1l you plan to test.
1 matter £«
lease give

a copy to the secretary
before you hegin.your tesf

ﬁﬁ mony. A total of 10 copit¢
— e ' =oare needed.. —..—-Thank vo
NAME DEPARTMENT AND POSITION ' TELEPHONE . CHECK _ONE PLEM:
A OR TIILE (v) WITNLSS (V) Obsc
| B3ll .
N WL’I?QQW OD, | Optowce trist 277 3722 1 Y799 | -
XN, ‘ - @
hzmm A w,q REEN 0D |\ OPTOMETEIST A2~ 2770 789
A %Wuu‘\«/ &Q OS T OMETSIT 355~ 2140 277 i
‘jﬁFQOKMMM oD . 3231730 %«vZE,{? (—
}\/@// { Et G or— THCBER 357 /854 Rexaze e
b 4R & Aoy OB apreac oy 927 /33) 757 | —
Vi O/%M,/ MZZWL@ 3 @‘mﬁ;mjwj?z 32 5-2 28" i v
&f Izzgaéz7éﬁ 632214417/) J%?&xmeK/;" '33”5“'7‘?:L) 759 L
.7 L D eeradly 0020 b=00t05 ISHF /3 L7 T :
e Vvl Ged—u O yyolle ¥ 3PN~ aury i | @
//*‘v««gkéﬁv\AAS-m~ STATE  Comixsncs Diascha BEA =3¢ — A=5)
AL OF OFrometsTs §
/d’;ﬂVuwr @ Mavarey NEJTP‘F\C.MN:; e f&;:aum Qmu')ed, 5?( go - b4 6 - BB ‘-/
Zoi— ;
‘Q/ﬁ @nfﬂz /’/HSS AG Sy , 335 -2/38
Q L ¢ ;;ggg/‘c/(ﬁ' E8S LE feir tf/%’//, 236 =994 ~ 22 7
" v
s Rocen tﬁkreossifm o) OATOURY ALY 358-1737 729 l/
Yo f o ) [an & p b ilc 7~ LSS £
_/gw S Vory P/f—w oolim/i < <1306 789 ¢~
/& /A)Lﬂk.w (QOQ)L% Ceodtral Nevada \\l.ew:s‘t)a?ers B2~ 6712 789



'Aecting )
Agenda

o —

-

ARk ded wanss

INSTITUTIONS

mx
.
iy —
- a7

e A o A At e

Sadas Ais s p

oooooo

NOTE :

i

and have print
the committee,

If you plan to testi!

‘matter fo
ease give

a copy to the secretary
before you hegin.your test:

mony. A total of 10 copie:
= _ _are needed. ... Thank vou
NAME DEPARIMENT AND POSITION . TELEPHONE “j _ CUECK_ONE PLEAS
OR TITLE (v) WITNESS (v)Obser
| | 331l
/ ﬂé/ Vs (i) THe XN — ~ e Wy //m}wﬂ f52-758¢ - RS 7£
/T Coxpre s Lfiﬂcfﬁf?}ﬁ A IR P L lmyz| @
///MQ:L L—ZQ@,,M e A 14 352 (6533 . ___pBY2I
Z___ (L/,,Wé Qo A Cone e Gz VT2 >/ g Y |A2745
5 ZCMA»/ é%@aé22¢6+ ¢ ~;ZZ§1;7?”T/ AN ¢ Y2 o/ o WB-777
2 %a)fu Cea.  Lar &M/& ‘ﬂ‘itffa,n ;j - % 235 =29 3¢ " 3 255
7 IZKL@%ZoMA% - O&% “f:?ﬁfifﬁl, 4*m*'7YQ~IWYRA — AB €7
¥ L. ég g;/%kgzgd&—\ éfQigzaééhufé-j&&ﬂﬁqqé)l, LS o2l o0 VoW
9 0. 0 6, [A’/Z v %/@;«h 735-6000 25297
‘e DP/PATEF Veves 0P10mf/¢l!£; afpson Lizs 8- 641 3 AL 757
v O @oummo&«g otouibads , Rawo 229~ S 63 AR T3
2 D //}/ma w XN HER AN
/3 /Z//W Qo7 ';// Aos fogzs | B7E FTyT L2 237
1 (£ b o% ) . JrA-240 Ao 77
r LI ead] i — 322005 | \pazf
e R g gellle | 2o metash R |50 ysctl e lpgrg
/3 1A [ M KAPANYG  |gen-covnser Li{f'i%h{%:u [Yg-5887 v naToRo0Ty
o Boell ¢ PisNER Gesident ~  NevavA charrer | 3§2-1179 I v N




L T -— - -~

. T INSTITUTIONS T T T pasm 345 e J, NOTI:  1r yOou plLan TO TEST
Ej\ A;g:‘;zgg — ‘ rem 343 e r » and have pringmsd matter £
a4 ' L , @ / the committee$® please giv
o o & o d a copy to the secretary
5 5% T W # B before you begin.your tes
\g QE : mony. A total of 10 copi
[== & : : 4 | I ~are.needed. . Thank vo
NAME ' , - | DEPARTMENT AND POSITION " TELEPHONE ‘ CHECK ONE PLEA
OR TEELE : | (v) WITNESS (v)Obs:
QQ Lov B (1S |Bill
[ Ve VY. \ qeomn Peee Nty QE&“ o\ Crona 3(9% 900 e **77(2{1 |
b . L joHAA o 4 éﬁ%h\ ALV Sce- T4 i ¢
2 QD\J QI IS, g\gio@ Mew, STADS Q{l\. ALSHC.: 2 —8z4d 577 .
Soc- Theas _ . : 2 .
o 0-u£40/// St 7K Moy stite ﬁzf/uz//o Assec, 735-3639 Vidd 7X
LasS
'q OJM :‘SA?&/ MéNﬁf:éJQ O"{ Bianlensze veasl 264 3532 ' = 1797
5 @/ﬁf(ﬁi N7 LNANAGER gy/’ﬁ/.m Condel "”‘é,» eS| 2x4 3992 T lze7
b T Ha Qamct M 0Cilbn) Congre " Srang 64y Lo 74 12737
7 ,f/m, (7;//734& b/ﬂﬂ ﬂy@fﬁo,ﬂ\ ' H2- [0 3 757
b ‘[‘\mgicb S']‘Cu)bf(—" NQU{.&@ CLA»Q@, T4y1- 38573 759
9 2’74 Zm//erf & Lw/ I§2-179 % ! 7597 Pt
7 @
/¢ /%’lrﬂefé £ Shadd, Dorber ¥7%-35¢ 3 7 NEE s
7 A Fer il
e Y - ‘ e !’]
// Dz/// /’/fb’Z}Z 24:5?:’- édj-/c/;/ D ’/‘; Jj:;{ v
riF 27 T
g , - g Vs V4
12 Lours L/}/L’c?/ F//Z/é—- T 7y Z PrPLY
: A s ° ’ ASeC ‘ #8- 277 /)5'*?;?’&
13 Aot Saypcdson Lee BEP. dey. sTre Basdans %7'_3 - é; ‘j" & 57 431554
PR - ) ,Z/’S" -3y .
/Sé 7/!1//AA/ ()/OA/MZ M%(/'/ @Wz"‘é‘—/—r}xﬂf R 5 / ’?(/5)5?7 \A
15l A finn | Conpilolorirt F92- 7405 | @ﬁz;/l;z X
' g 217
/& LL/[ 4 l weeell (o S A F—Tﬂ/ (/Hs 1 35V -LAy . i >‘C
' 3 S 2/
//%W/ /Zzﬂ/’ﬂ /;c/'/,»///’(' ei? Zz2- (52 7 )( i/7
bl —~ . 4 ¥
. . ‘ X972
79/ ,A/'nfj/f/ ,A,/"”‘)"’L. Cl;,uvm.z Z“/;/g?'yﬁ/ 35“«57:_'7??‘]/ { P




QA WD Tt A

leeting
VAgenda

Tass aw e s e

INST ITUTIONS

——— o -

;’/

MOTE ¢ It you plian to testi
. and have prin matter fo
the committee, ease give
a copy to_the secrctary

before you begin:your test

4

mony. A total of 10 copie
= df -are needed. - . Thank. vou
NAME DEPARTMENT AND POSITION ' TELEPHONE . ‘CHECK ONE PLEAS
OB TLLLE (v) WITNLSS (v)Obse;
Bill
/ ROA /{;U&nm?{ZGQIS(’ 349 2070 ) e —
VR Yy o\ = mm \w‘@\ A2 a7 ggiz s M
2 uo[n/v TANOJI’(I B;;L(ﬂﬁrg _ jQﬁ"f‘f}?L{ );ié)i) ;
g L hiw 0w Lo Foithpnisd~ | 35745
s %éibmxéig?lnﬂ L. <vﬁwwal*x;cﬁi§ S22-326Y —
2 V/ﬁ 2 //// AL f me/év@»fﬂ)ﬁ B B E el PN et
7 \/j)/ /axm S e s&/7 % /@}Jﬁfg’z/ JAs~5 /4 R
5 ? i | fpan et | % S0, L ono
b /W /1)/%7/1:_ /émﬁ//wuf 160424 W e [l /% %’7’
(e éﬂw 4 A Covvaren B X osesrs Assa 352-¢£737 (et did &
/7 @mr4£\/Fam@g 545/7’«{2@4,‘ omj p(bt)C\nc Yolody | 235> bs33 — §/cl/
12 Jcan, ué L .»3’/’/;»«'// HA 2 ps s /74; e °7 [jis’» (625 < 42/
/3 ZQ@SE AREL /7‘/}//017/6/,‘555/“ 2SS, /?/556'—\;'7’};/3/ - L2
('/r& 4:,@@2« Wiela (B2 Corgre §42 /9¢ 3 fr ;57&/
/5 VMW»O Wl O | 7410~ - LS, ssk
a7 /ée;n}(u/ZLAupégu CAS mﬁfﬁLoa/Mf K52 25uy i;;f
/7h900up\c\hﬁaﬁ%\ C&hmw&ﬂb&ﬁx Dplg -2 02 A/t%gf\ %Tﬁﬁ -
4Y°\ﬂ\wwxh3uxxp CROﬂujax&k&ﬁ& ‘&32'050q { F\Q\ kil “




201

NANE DEDARTMENT AND POSTITION o ] AN
OR TITLE (v) WITNLSS (v)Obser
. 3311
§49- 1274 d .
2565288 —
78 - 955¢ [
e

/3 (474




%

2"

ey, / Ko byaoSrre —
7 &~ 73 LS |
¢ & sy

Goodmorning.

As auickly as possible I would like to get to the purpose of

AB 789----It is an Yin-house" hill imposing additional costs

to the vpracticina ontometrists in the state of Nevada and
applicants. It calls for some increases in fees for examination

for licensing and for annual renewal of the license. These are

dictated bv inflation. In addition it asks for additional time for

the Board of Examiners to process applications since thev are receiv-
ing ever incfeasing numbers of them each vear.

It provides for & method of appointing a member to the
State Board of Examiners in case of a vacancv which was not
provided for in the existing law----an oversight which has
-exieted for vears.

It provides for subnené powers for the board the same as other
State Boards such as the Board ef MedicalvExaminers. This has bean
found necessarv since a formal -conplaint to the honrd reaquires
them o hold a hearina with no assurance that the pe~-on

comnlainging will even show up for the hearing thus caacsing

" considerable expense to the State without cause.

And finallh it reocuires the optometrist in Nevada to maintain

‘his practice in a nrofessional envioronement which statistics from

many areas of the United States show beyend a shadow of doubt

result in a higher level -of nualitv- of eve care service than thSSe

services provided in a non nrofessional environment where the

incentive is greater to auote sell a pair of glasses unauote

than to be concerned with the visual welfare of the natient;

Patients in the non professional environment become"custcmers"

and subiect to the rules of trade rather than jto the ehhical a
ToR

O ev ma\ B ' v/M 5

~relationship eqrab11shed hetween doctor and patien



Granted=--an optometrist can earn more money in a non-pro-
fessional manner but professions ( and optometry is a profession
recognized bv all djepartments of the U.S. Govt. and the
State of Nevada) but nrofessions have historicall&r found
it to be in the interest of the phblic to have self-jimposed
restrictions upon the conduct -of its members in their manner
of providing their services to the public. Att8rney's for
instance, did not have the restriction regarding "non-solicitation"
of clients imposed upon=them from outside their profession—f they
imposed it upon themselves hecause it was in the best interest
of the public. So it is with last paragraph of this bill.

I might point -out that -it affects no one in practice in
Nevada todav. We have no objection from any -optometrist in

Nevada as attested by the support vou see today with 32;?

optometrists in Nevada present this morning to support the bill
(Total in Stateézéiﬂx) ;4§&£§§§§§§§§2‘

Axmxmxruxkx A question might arise that this is a
restriction in comnetition in the eve care field. Not so---
no more than there is a restriction of competition between
attornevs, dentist -or phvsicians. We compete for patients in
our day to dav prectice building by meeting human needs, providing
needed visjal care of high qualitv, when needed, where needed and-
at a fee everv Nevadan can afford. To my knowlegge on -one
has ever been turned aWay from an pptometrist for Xagr lack of
monev. If vou hear of one send them to any optometrist in this
room and they will be provided the care they need and deserve,
Another witness will testifv to. the extent that optometrists
travel to provide their services to the residents of this f3,ta.t:e=‘;“g‘;;}i8

Something that the opnonents of this bill wduld never do
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' because it would not return a profit.

Thank vyou
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N MEMORANDUM OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF OPTOMETRISTS
. ~—AND OPTICIANS, INC. IN OPPOSITION TO
NEVADA A. B. 789

My name is Robert G. Markey. I am an attorney engaged in the
private practice of law in Cleveland, Ohio and serve as general
counsel to The National Association of Optometrists and Opticians,
Inc.

The National Association OG'Optometrists and Opticians is a
national organization comprised of firms and companies engaged in
the optical business throughout the United States. The Association
represents both owners and operators of these firms, most of whom
are optometrists and opticians, as well as the employees of these
firms and companies. The National Association of Optometrists and

. Opticians is concerned about the introduction and the possible pas-
sage of this Bill, just as it is concerned about the passage of 7
similar Bills in other states, because it has observed and become
alarmed by increased attempts of private interest groups to pass
such legislation on a state by state basis. These attempts, if
successful, would create a creeping paralysis in the optical indus-
try and as well would result in a substantial increase in costs to
the consumer of optical services and goods.

Assembly Bill 789 represents the efforts of a small number of
optometrists who intend to restrain and monopolize trade in the
State of Nevada with respect to eyeglasses and related optical
products and merchandise. | -

. Presently, medical doctors and optometrists are qualified to

" examine the eyes of their patients to determine the presence of

refractive errors and, upon discovery thereof, to prescribe lenses

‘1?/, , _ 22! S/ fuh S 655



'fbgffhéAcorrection of such errors in vision. Optometrists are
limited by law to the examination of the human eye without the use
of drugs and optometrists may not perform surgery. Upon discovery
of a pathological problem, an optometrist is required to refer his
patient to a medical doctor. The optometrist does not derive his
entire income from fees received as a result of his examination of
eyes. With rare exception, optometrists in Nevada sell eyeglasses
and the American Optometric Association and its local and state
affiliates encourage optometrists to sell ("dispense") eyeglasses.
The optometrists have for many years been waging a battle on two
fronts - one with medical doctors especially trained to examine
eyes and treat diseases of the eye (ophthalmologists) and the other
with business men who sell or dispense eyeglasses upon the written
prescriptions of ophthalmologists and optometrists (opticians).
Opticians and optical companies engaged in the practice of optician-
ry grind lenses pursuant to written prescripﬁions and fit, adjust
and sell or dispense eyeglasses and eyeglass frames, contact lenses,
and other related ophthalmic appliances to the public.

The 570,000 citizens of Nevada have available tovthem the
services of some four dozen optometrists. Most of these optometrists
are in practice for themselves, examining eyes and selling eyeglasses,
contact lenses and other ophthalmic devices and accessories. Other
optometrists, although in practice for themselves, lease or desire
to lease office space in department stores or in ééﬁablishments
where ophthalmic devices and accessories are sold. In these cases,
an- optometrist may earn his living from eye examinations, obtaining

sufficient igpome from this means alone. Such establishments ad-



vertise the availability of eyeglasses and ophthalmic devices for
sale to the public and compete with each other according to the
standards of our free enterprise system. Bill 789 would prohibit
such competition and the competition these establishments would
present to optometrists engaged in so-called "ethical" private practic
who also sell eyeglasses - all to the benefit of such practitioners.
We address ourselves only to Section 8 of the Bill and proposed
subsection 11 of Section 636.300, NRS, which subsection would pro-
hibit an optometrist from practicing optometry in any retail or
commercial store or office not exclusively devoted to the practice
of optometry. We submit that this is the most important feature
of the proposed legislation. We question how the public health,
safety and welfare can possibly be benefited by this particular pro-
posed amendment. We submit that it is not where a man practices
- optometry that determines the quality of the services which he has
to offer the public, but rather how he practices optometry. This
particular amendment would make generally accepted practices
"unlawful" and would deny the right'to a duly qualified and
registered optometrist from practicing optometry in a particular
location. The optometrist who practices in a commercial or retail
establishment is in a position to charge lesg for comparable services
.than those who do not practice in such locations. The reason for
his ability to charge less relates to the volume which he is able
to generate in such an éstablishment. The proponents of this Bill
would unquestionably agree that the exposure of the public to an
6ptometrist who practices in a retail, mercantile or commercial

establishmen*.is much greater than that to the optometrist who
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practices in an office building. The public, more aware of the
presence of the optometrist in the retail establishment, may find
it more convenient to seek its eye care in such surroundings.
However, this is to the economic detriment of the proponents of
this Bill - those who do not or would not practice in such loca-
tions. The prohibition of optometrists from retail or commercial
establishments will, if this legislation is enacted, maintain the
high volume of patients available to those presently not practicing
in such establishments. These optometrist-prcponents, who have as
their sole goal economic restraint of others with a view toward self-
enrichment, will be permitted to continue charging their high fees
(due to the absence of their competitors from high-volume locations)
and thus, work great harm on the public. We submit that those
optometrists who practice in retail or commercial locations in

most of the several states furnish a great service to optometry and

to the public. We further submit that the proponents of this Bill
cannot produce a scintilla of evidence which would tend to show that
the quality of eye care in such locations is inferior to that which
they render, nor can they honestly produce evidence to the effect
that any person has ever been harmed as a direct result of an op-

tometrist so practicing.

In support of our proposition that office location bears no
relationship to the quality of eyecare received by the public, we
submit a copy of an article by Arnold R. Wolfson, 0.D., which

b

appeared in the March 15, 1967 edition of the Optical Journal -

Review of Optometry.

In summary, we submit that this Bill has been proposed by a small

group of optometrists, all of whom no doubt claim to have substan-



tial "grass ro’!L" support for this restrI™tive, economically ori-
ented legislation. The ethics of the "profession" of optometry cur-
iously are founded upon economic bases. This Bill is entirely

presented to members of the Senate as an economic measure by a small

group of optometrists - all of whom are "doctor-merchants" - who
sell a product which they tie to a service. These doctor-merchants
cannot afford to compete effectively with other doctors who examine
eyes and prescribe glasses at a fraction of the cost and with op-
tical companies and opticians who charge reasonable prices for
eyeglasses and other ophthalmic appliances. This small group of in-
dividuals, which purports to be so concerned with ethics and commer-
cialism ought to look at their medical brethren. Do medical doctors
sell wooden legs, wheelchairs, crutches and the like? Of.course
they don't. But an optometrist who charges $15 to $25 for an eye
examination and $40 to $60 for a pair of eyeglasses cannot compete
with the optometrist located in a department store who charges
$9 or $10 for an eye examination and with the optical company or
optician who charges $15 £o $35 for eyeglasses. He could éompete
if he wanted to merely by lowering his prices. But why should he
earn $20,000 or $25,000 a year when he might be able to earn $50,000
or more? The members of the Senate have befbre them the opportunity
to enrich a small number of optometrists who are members of the
Nevada State Optometric Association. We submit that these optome-
trists ought to take a long, hard look at themselves. Their present-
ation of this Bill to the members of the Senate isy;eprehensible and
unethical conduct far exéeeding the evils purportedly to be corrected
thereby.

Respectfully submitted,

The National Association of

Optometrists and Opticians, Inc.
D



DISCUSSION

Recognize the Real Enemy

in a War for Survival!

ARNOLD R. WOLFSON, O.D.

Garden Grove, Calif.

® Dr. Sakler's address to the American As-
sociation of Ophthalmology (Jan. 15, 1967
issue) was more than a mere reiteration of
ophthalmology’'s attitude toward optometry
over the past many years. This attitude has
undergone periods of ebb and flow, deviating
between bare tolerance and absolute subjuga-
tion of optometry.

Dr. Sakler's speech indicates the present
attitude is that optometry, as we know it, is
to be eliminated. ‘

Dr. Sakler states that optometry is not an
allied medical specialty, the ophthalmologist
must be “Captain of the Team"”, and ophthal-
mologists must train additional “ophthalmic
technicians” to assist them. These statements,
when taken together, lead to the inescapable
conclusion that ophthalmology wants com-
plete charge of all eye care utilizing the serv-
ices of technicians. Optometry, since it is not
allied with medicine as an “allied medical
worker”, would then be completely ignored.

Formerly, this would have posed no partic-
ular threat; this attitude is not exactly for-
eign to us and all but the most idealistic and
naive optometrists have been aware of it. But
now, the entire concept of eye care, and medi-
cal care for that matter, is undergoing a
drastic change. More and more, we are en-
countering government participation, insur-
ance plans, union plans, and prepaid plans.
These rely on legislation and/or contracts
between various groups and members of the
eye care field to provide service. If medicine
can influence these groups, dominate the field,
and restrict such service to care by physi-
cians, optometry will be on the road to vir-
tual elimination. That is the intent of medi-
cine today. The threat becomes very real
when we consider the estimate that within
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five years almost 70 per cent of all glasses
dispensed in California will be dispensed
through such plans.

So far, what has organized optometry at-
tempted to do? Up to now, our attitude has
been: enter into some agreement with oph-
thalmology, don’t offend them, and certainly
do not dare direct confrontation with the
American Medical Association. This attitude
is no longer possible if optometry is to sur-
vive,

For years, ophthalmology has aggressively
tried to discredit us. Physicians have told
patients directly that we are incompetent.
Dispensing opticians, formerly the advertis--
ing mouthpiece of ophthalmology, have em-
blazoned their advertising with “For better

. vision, see your eye physician”—or with simi-

lar statements implying the superiority of
medical eye care. And all we have done about
this is complain to each other and wring our
hands in grief.

We have continually emphasized that we
are divided between the so-called “profes-
sional” and ‘“commercial”’ factions. We have
put most of our efforts into an unsuccessful
and unnecessary attempt to eliminate the one
faction that has been attempting to bring
optometry into the public light. We have
degraded the members of our profession who
have been presenting optometry to the public.
I am referring to the “commercial” optome-
trists, who by their mode of advertising,
whether in newspapers, radio, TV, or location
in high traffic areas (such as discount houses,
department stores), have been exposing them-
selves to the public as optometrists and have
been exposing the public to their (and our)
services. :

We have attempted to emulate the physi-
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cian, to copy his mode of practice. We have
indoctrinated our students with this idea; we
have told them that they should practice in
medical-type surroundings and hide themselves
behind their title “Doctor of Optometry”. We
have even said that if they must accept em-
ployment, they should work for an ophthal-
mologist or one of the medically-oriented and
medically-operated health plans—rather than
for a commercial optometrist and certainly
rather than for an optometrically-operated
vision plan or discount house. We have advo-
cated a policy of non-exposure for optometry;
we have harassed our colleagues (if we deign
to call them colleagues) who attempt to pre-
sent themselves to the public as optometrists.

Raising the Cost of Eye Care

We have been talking of higher fees, of
raising the cost of eye care to the public. This
is the same thing medicine has been doing
over the past years—to the point where the
public has begun to rebel. Witness the advent
of Medicare and other government and pri-
vate plans to defray the direct cost to the
public. We have been doing this and con-
demning optometrists who attempt to bring
the cost of eye care down. And all this time,
medicine is attempting to destroy us.

Do not misunderstand me. I am not saying
that all optometrists who advertise, who
practice commercially, or who organize union
vision plans, are doing so primarily for the
best interests of the profession. Of course,
their prime motives are financial remuner-
ation. But, in their own way, they have made
known to the public that a profession of op-
tometry exists, that it is not necessary to see
a physician for an eye examination, that op-
tometrists are qualified to furnish visual care.

Optometrists in discount houses, in union
plans, and in store-type offices can, and in
most cases do, give adequate visual care;
at the same time, they promote optometry
to the public. Physical surroundings do not
indicate the quality of care the patient will
receive and neither does the method used to
get the patient into the office. It is about time
we stopped equating only a ‘“professional”
office with ethical and professional treatment.

Ophthalmology and optometry have been at
war for a long time, but we still keep arguing
among ourselves. It is time we recognized our
real enemy; make no mistake, medicine is our

. enemy and a state of war exists,
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In this war, any time an optometrist gains
a patient who was formerly an ophthalmolo-
gist's patient, that is a small victory—regard-
less of the method used to bring the patient
into his office.

Any time an organization contracts with an
optometrist to provide visual care for its
members, that is a victory.

We must make every effort to increase
the percentage of patients who receive opto-
metric care vs. those who receive medical re-
fractions (including those furnished by optom-
etrists in an ophthalmologist's office).

We must obtain effective optometric repre-
sentation in any and all eye care programs,
whether they are promulgated by the govern-
ment or by private plans.

We must institute an aggressive public re-
lations program exploiting the superiority of
optometric care over medical refracticns.

We must press for a complete divorce in the
public’s mind between visual care and medical
and surgical eye care. In doing so, we must
maintain the concept of complete visual care
—including the proper selection and fitting of
eyewear, contact lenses, orthoptics and other
facets of our profession which we have been

~tending to delegate to groups not under our

control.

Time for the Initiative

It is time that optometry decided to raise its
head high in its relations with the public and
with medicine. For years, we have taken
strictly a defensive position. Now is the time
to take the initiative. Medicine has found that
its public image has become tarnished and
the physician is trying to restore that image
to its former brightness. But now is the time
for optometry to make its move. Actually, it
is now or never.
6222 Anthony Avenue

Voyeur
He was so shy, he looked askance
If anyone dared say “romance,”
When at a pretty girl by chance
He'd happen just to cast a glance.
Yet faithfully his eyes did serve,
And look he would, at every curve.
Despite his shyness and reserve,
He had a lot of optic nerve!

GERTRUDE LEIGH
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SUMMARY--Limits barbering to cutting or trimming the hair of
men and male children. ,

AN ACT to amend NRS 643.010, relating to the definitions of
barbering.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN SENATE AND
ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Chapter 643 of NRS is hereby amehded by adding
thereto a new section which shall read as follows:

It is hereby declared as a matter of legislative determina-
tion that:

1. Sound, competent development‘in the training and skills
of the members of the barber profession is essential for the

' protection of the health, safety and welfare of the publi'c.
| 2. There necessarily does, and should, exist sufficient
differences between the training, tools and practices usedrin the
cutting and styling of men's hair and beards and the training,
tools and practices used to cut women's hair.

3. The differences in courses of training in bafber colleges
and cosmetology colleges should be and necessarily aré to be
remarkably and substantially different in preparing their pros-
pective members to serve the public in:

(a) The use of razors and scissorsf

(b) The styling of short or long hair; and

(c) The curriculum and amount of time in training given

’ to the shaving of the beard and the cutting of men'.‘s hair in
' contrast to the cutting of women's hair.
4. The cutting of women's and female children's hair should

not be done by barbers or any other person until he or she first 462

(o]
o
o+
Y
'—Jc,
o,
w
B
<
jU
e
b
(o
Q
1)
A}
rr
}-l-
[
-
O
o]
ch
mA
f
v
n
H
é
b=t
L
(r
[(})
t?

‘ed eeometolegist 0L e

S s,

beauticians and any other required professional or business

licknses. 6?./.

¢

5 There should exist a separation of barber shops and
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public.

6. It is hereby intended that in the State of Nevada it
shall be fecégnized that the barber profession and cosmetology
profession are distinct and separate and that the foregoing
provisions of this Chapter are hereby adopted to insure and
preserve the distinction between the two professions and to
preserve the competence and integrity of both professions by
distinguishing and requiring separate apd different courses of

training and preparation to enter the two said professions.

SECTION 2. NRS 643.010 is hereby amended to read as

follows:
. .. 643.010 Definitions. As used in this chapter:
1. "Barber school" includes school of barbering, college of

barbering, barber college, and any other pltace or institution

of instrﬁction training persons to engage in the practice of

barbering. ; .
2. "Barbershop" embraces any establishment or place of

business where the practice of barbering is engaged in or carried

on.
- 3. "Board" means the state barbers' health and aanitation
board.
4. “Instrucﬁor" means any barber holding a valid certificate

of registered barber and meeting the qualifications required by

. the board. N |

5. "Practice of barbering" is defined to be ;hy of, or any
combination of, or all of the following practices for cosmetic
purposes: 463

(a) Shaving or trimming the bheard, or;cuttingngwtﬁimmingm .
the hair OF MEN AND MALE CHILDREN, or hair weaving. |

(b) Giving facial or scalp massages o;‘freatments with
oils, creams, lotions or other preparations, either by hand or

mechanical appliances.




(c) Singeing, shampooing or dyeing the hair, or applying
hair tonics. |

(d) Applying cosmetic preparations, antiseptics, powders,
oils or lotions to the scalp, face or neck.
| (e) Arranging, fitting, cutting, styling, cleaning, coloring
or dyeing a hairpiece or wig, shether made of human hair or
synthetic material. This shall not restrict any establishment.
from setting or styling a hairpiece or wig in preparation for
retail sale.

6. "Practitioner of barbering" means every person engaged
in any of the practices designated in subsection 5.

7. "Student" means a person receiving instruction in a
barber school.

] oo
SECTION 3. NRS 643.810 is hereby amended to read as follows:

643.100 Examinations: Times and subjects. : -

1. Not less than three times a year, at such times and
places as it determines, the board shall conduct examinations
to determine the fitness of each of the following:

(a) Applicants for certifiéates of registration to practice
as registered barbers.

(b) Applicants for certificates of registration to practiée
as registered apprentices.

(c) Appliqants to enter barber schools.

2. The examination of applicants for certificates of regis-
tered barbers and as registered apprentices shall iﬁclude both
a practical demonstration and a written and oral test, and shall

- embrace the subjects usually taught in schools of barbering 164
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approved by the board. Hair cutting in the practical portion

of the examination shall be restricted to men and male children.
- ;

SECTION 4. NRS 643.176 is hereby amended to read as follows:

1. OK



2. [ﬁhe course of study of barber séhools; and:l

(a) THE COURSE OF STUDY OF BARBER SCHOOLS.

(b) REGULATIONS AND COUXSE IN BARBER SCHOOL SHALL LIMIT
THE TEACHING OF HAIRCUTTING TO THE HAIRCUTTING OF MEN“AND MALE
CHILDREN'S HAIR.

3. OK

SECTION 5. NRS 643.180 is hereby amended to read as
follows: |
643.180 Applicatility of c@apter. Thislchapter shall not apply:

1. To licensed hairdressers and cosmeticians, INSOFAR AS
THEIR USUAL AND ORDINARY VOCATION IS CONCERNED, EXCEPT THAT
LICENSES HAIRDRESSERS AND COSMETICIANS SHALL NOT ENGAGE IN THE
PRACTICE OF SHAVING OR TRIMMING THE BEARD, OR CUTTING OR
TRIMMING THE HAIR OF MEN AND MALE CHILDREN, WITHOUT FIRST MEET~
ING THE REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 643 AND OBTAINING THE NECESSARY
CERTIFICATES THEREFOR.

2. To emblamers or undertakers in cutting the hair or
trimming thé beard of any deceased person in preparation for

burial or cremation.
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ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 761—MR. ROBINSON (by request)
MarcH 22, 1973

Referred to Committee on Commerce

SUMMARY—Requires continuing education for optometrists.
Fiscal Note: No. (BDR 54-1833)

<>

EXPLANATION—Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets { 1is
material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to optometry; requiring continuing education as a condition to
annual relicensing; providing penalties; and providing other matters properly
relating thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SectioN 1. NRS 636.260 is hereby amended to read as follows:

636.260 1. On or before the final day for renewal, each licensee
shall pay a renewal fee to the secretary in the amount specified in this
chapter.

2. Effective March 1, 1974, each licensee shall, at the time of paying
such renewal fee, present to the secretary satisfactory evidence that during
the 12 months immediately preceding he atiended an educational or post-
graduate program approved by the board for the number of hours as may
be set by the board not exceeding 24, unless such licensee:

(a) Has been licensed to practice optometry in this state for 30 years or
more;

(b) Is 65 years of age or older; or

(c) Is prevented from attending any such program because of illness or,
in the discretion of the board, for other good cause.

@
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Original bill is on file at
the Research Library.
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ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 789—MR. ROBINSON (by request)
MarcH 22, 1973

Referred to Committee on Commerce
SUMMARY-—Revises certain powers of Nevada state board of optometry and

declares certain acts as unprofessional conduct. Fiscal Note: No. (BDR
54-1834)

S e

EXPLANATION—Matter in italics i8 new; matter in brackets [ ]is
material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to optometry; granting the Nevada state board of optometry sub-
pena power; providing for filling of temporary board vacancies; providing for
administrative fees for violating the rules and regulations of the board; revising
certain fees; adding to the act which constitutes unprofessional conduct; pro-
viding penalties; and providing other matters properly relating thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SEcTiON 1. Chapter 636 of NRS is hereby amended by adding
thereto the provisions set forth as sections 2 and 3 of this act.

SEC.2. 1. The board shall have power to issue subpenas to compel
the attendance of witnesses before it or the production of documents.

2. The district court shall, on application of the board, compel obe-
dience to a subpena issued by the board by attachment proceedzngs as for
contempt.

SEC. 3. Any person violating any rule or regulation of the board relat-
ing to the practice of optometry is liable to the board for an administra-
tive fine of not less than $100 or more than $500.

SEC. 4. NRS 636.055 is hereby amended to read as follows:

636.055 1. A membership shall become vacant in the event of the
member’s conviction of a felony or a gross misdemeanor, involving moral
turpitude, death, ineligibility to hold office, mental or phys1ca1 incompe-
tency, removal from the state, or resignation prior to the expiration of
his term.
© 2. In the event a membership becomes temporarily vacant by reason
of a board member’s disqualification or removal from a hearing, the
governor, pursuant to NRS 636.060 and 636.065, shall fill such tem-
porary vacancy for the period of the hearing or any rehearing thereof.

SEc. 5. NRS 636.160 is hereby amended to read as follows:

Original bill is _3 pages long.
Contact the Research Library for
a copy of the complete bill.
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SENATE BILL NO. 435—SENATOR WALKER
MArcH 12, 1973

e
Referred to Committee on Health, Welfare and State Institutions

SUMMARY—Clarifies responsibility for federal problems relating to welfare
and assistance. Fiscal Note: No. (BDR 38-1473)

>

EXPLANATION—Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets [ ]is
material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to welfare administration; clarifying the responsibility between
the department of health, welfare and rehabilitation and the welfare division
relating to federal programs; and providing other matters properly relating
thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SectioN 1. NRS 422.270 is hereby amended to read as follows:

422.270 1. The [director, through the welfare division,] department
shall:

[1.] (a) Administer all public welfare programs of the state, includ-
ing old-age assistance, blind assistance, aid to dependent children, general
assistance, child welfare services, and such other welfare activities and
services as now are or hereafter may be authorized or provided for by the
laws of this state. [and vested in the welfare division.]

[2.J (D) Act as the single state agency of the State of Nevada and its

political subdivisions in the administration of any federal funds granted to.

the state to aid in the furtherance of any services and activities as set
forth in [subsection 1] paragraph (a).

[3. Make rules and regulations for the administration of this chapter
which shall be binding upon all recipients and local units.

4. Monitor, explore and research the changing nature and extent of
welfare needs- and develop through tests and demonstrations effective
ways of meeting such needs, employing or contracting for such personnel
and services as may be provided through legislative appropriations from
the general fund or may become avajlable through legislatively authorized
or new funds from federal or other sources.]

[5.] (c)Cooperate with the Federal Government in adopting state
plans, in all matters of mutual concern, including adoption of such meth-
ods of administration as may be found by the Federal Government to be
necessary for the efficient operation of welfare programs, and in increas-
ing the efficiency of welfare programs by prompt and judicious utilization
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Original bill is_ 2 pages long.
Contact the Research Library for
a copy of the complete bill.
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(REPRINTED WITH ADOPTED AMENDMENTS)
FIRST REPRINT ~A.B. 187

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 187—MESSRS. LOWMAN, GETTO,
WITTENBERG, McNEEL AND HICKEY

FEBRUARY 1, 1973

Referred to Committee on Health and Welfare

SUMMARY—Puts fosicr homes under excluélve licensing authority of welfare divi- .
sion of the department of health, welfare and rehabilitation. Fiscal Note No.
(BDR 38-41)

B g

EXPLANATION~—Matter in Jtalics i8 new; matter in brackets [ ]is
_material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to foster homes; giving the welfare division of the department of
health, welfare and rehabilitation exclusive licensing authority; and providing
other matters properly relating thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SEcTiON 1. NRS 424.010 is hereby amended to read as follows:

424.010 [Any family home in which one to 15 A4s used in NRS
424.010 to 424.100, inclusive, unless the context otherwise requires:

1. “Family foster home” means any family home in which one to six
children under 16 years of age not related by blood, adoption or marriage
to the person or persons maintaining the home are received, cared for,
and maintained for compensation or otherwise, including the provision
of permanent free care. “Family foster home” includes any such home in
which any such child is received, cared for and maintained pending com-
pletion of proceedings for the adoption of such child by the person or
persons maintaining the home. [, shall be deemed to be a foster home for
children.}

2. “Foster home” includes famzly foster home and group foster home.

3. “Group foster home” means any individual, partnership, firm, cor-
poration or association which provides full-time care for 7 to 15 children
under 16 years of age not related by blood, adoption or marriage to the
person or persons maintaining or operating the-home who are received,
cared for and maintained for compensation or otherwise, including the
provision of permanent free care.

SEC. 2. NRS 424.020 is hereby amended to read as follows:

424.020 1. The welfare division of the department of health, welfare
and rehabilitation, in cooperation with the state board of health [,] and
the state fire marshal, shall:

Original bill is_3 pages long.
Contact the Research Library for
a copy of the complete bill.
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(REPRINTED WITH ADOPTED AMENDMENTS)
THIRD REPRINT A.B. 373

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 373—MESSRS. BENNETT
AND CRAWFORD

FEBRUARY 21, 1973

Referred to Committee on Health and Welfare

SUMMARY—Revises licensing provisions for health and care facilities and admin-
istrators of certain such facilities. Fiscal Note: No. (BDR 40-66)

B

EXPLANATION~—Matter in ftalics i3 new; matter in brackets [ ]is
material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to licensing and administration of health and care facilities; con-
solidating the health division licensing provisions for child care facilities, group
care facilities, intermediate care facilities, skilled nursing facilities and hospitals;
revising terminology used to describe certain such facilities and their licensed
administrators; providing for suspension or revocation of licenses under certain
conditions; and providing other matters properly relating thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SEcTION 1. Chapter 449 of NRS is hereby amended by adding the
provisions set forth as sections 2 to 13, inclusive, of this act.

SEC. 2. As used in sections 3 to 13, inclusive, of this act and NRS
449.021 to 449.245, inclusive, unless the context otherwise requires, the
words and terms defined in sections 3 to 10, inclusive, of this act have the
meanings ascribed to them in such sections.

SEC. 3. “Child care facility” means an establishment operated and
maintained for the purpose of furnishing care on a temporary or perma-
nent basis, during the day or overnight, for compensation, to five or more
children under 18 years of age. “Child care facility” does not include:

1. The home of a natural parent or guardian, foster home as defined
in chapter 424 of NRS or maternity home; or

2. A home in which the only children received, cared for and main-
tained are related within the third degree of consanguinity or affinity by
blood, adoption or marriage to the person operating the facility.

SEC. 4. “Group care facility” means ar. establishment operated and
maintained for the purpose of furnishing food, shelter and laundry and
providing personal care or services other than nursing care to:

Four or more ambulatory aged, infirm or handicapped individuals
unrelated to the person operating the facility; or

2. Four or more females during pregnancy or after delivery, who are
unrelated to the person operating the facility.

Original bill is_13 pages long.
Contact the Research Library for
a copy of the complete bill.
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(REPRINTED WITH ADOPTED AMENDMENTS)
SECOND REPRINT A.B.578

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 578—MESSRS. BENNETT AND
CRAWFORD
MarcH 12, 1973

P | S —

Retenedmcmmﬂteemﬂealﬂmndvvdfare

M—@m required for certain members of Nevada state
mm nursing home administrators. Fiscal Note: No. (BDR

b

EXPLANATION—Matter in lfalics is new; matter in brackets [ ] is
material 10 be omitted.

mmm
mmamm

MPeopkaftheSWeochvada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

~ SECTION 1. mmo&hhaebyammdadmmaduﬁdlm
"654.060 The board shall be

uo;mghdedgnu,md et b i e
our members [Three
b Hal b wiavicn mmmmmmmm
tor] adminim'ator}ot ] g [hospital mz[m[ammber
a als or
oithcmedtal[ orpanmeala.lpmtenions. 3
3 No members of bowdemmﬂwmrzghomad»ﬁ:dnmtm
nmyhaveadirectﬁnmcidhﬁmﬂinmymﬁng

mmwmmmmmmummmam
for by changing the qualifications required for

Original bill is on file at
the Research Library.
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A. B. 485

' ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 485—MESSRS. GETTO, GLOVER, JACOB-

SEN, HOWARD, ASHWORTH, DINI, MRS. BROOKMAN,
MESSRS. HICKEY, PRINCE, BANNER, SMALLEY, BREM~
NER, BARENGO AND YOUNG

MARCH 5, 1973

_——
Referred to Committee on Government Affairs

SUMMARY—Creatés state rural housing authority. Fiscal Note:
Yes. (BDR 25-32)

-

EXPLANATION—Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets [ ]is
material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to housing for persons of low income; creating the Nevada state
rural housing authority to operate in counties of less than 100,000 population;
providing the powers and duties of such authority; and providing other matters
properly relating thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SecTioN 1. Chapter 315 of NRS is hereby amended by adding
thereto the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 38, inclusive, of this act.

SEC. 2. Sections 2 to 38, inclusive, of this act may be czted as the
State Rural Housing Authorzty Law.

Sec. 3. 1. It is the policy of this state to promote the health, walfare
and safety of its residents and to develop more desirable neighborhoods
and alleviate poverty in the counties, cities and towns of the state by
making provision for decent, safe and sanitary low-rent housmg facilities
for persons of low income.

2. 1t is hereby found and declared:

(a) That there is-a shortage of safe and sanitary dwelling accommoda-
tions in the rural counties of the state which are available to persons of
low income, partzcularly senior citizens of low income, at rentals they can
aﬁom’ specifically in areas where local housing authorities are not operat—
ing

( b) That the establishment and operation of a sufficient number of new
local housing authorities to undertake housing projects on an individual
basis in such counties and the cities and towns therein is not feasible at
the present time due to geographic and economic circumstances; and

(c) That the shortage of low-rent housing facilities in such counties can
be partially remedied through state action by the establishment of a state

: 1471

Original bill is _7__pages long. :

Contact the Research Library for
a copy of the complete bill.
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S.B. 421

SENATE BILL NO. 421—COMMITTEE ON HEALTH,
WELFARE AND STATE INSTITUTIONS

MarcH 12, 1973

Referred to Committee on Health, Welfare and State Institutions

SUMMARY—Applies cosmetology regulation to certain related occupations.
Fiscal Note: No. (BDR 54-1409)

e

EXPLANATION—Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets [ ]is
material to be omitted.

AN ‘ACT relating to cosmetology; providing additional definitions; apblying rego-
lations to certain related occupations; and providing other matters properly
relating thereto. ) .

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows:

SEcTION 1. NRS 644.020 is hereby amended to read as follows:

644.020°  As used in this chapter: o

1. “Board” means the state board of cosmetology. .

2. “Cosmetician” means any person who, for or without compensa-
tion, applies cosmetics to promote sales thereof.

3. “Cosmetological establishment” or “wig stylist salon” means any
premises, building or part of a building whereon or wherein any branch
or any combination of branches of cosmetology, or the occupations of
[a hairdresser and cosmetician] cosmetologist and wig stylist are prac-
ticed. -

4. “Cosmetologist” means any person who engages in the practice
of cosmetology, except for cosmeticians, manicurists and electrologists.

[3.J 5. “Cosmetology™ shall be construed to include any branch or
any combination of branches of the occupation of a [hairdresser and
cosmetician,J cosmetologist and any branch or any combination of
branches of the occupation of a cosmetician, or [cosmetologist,] wig
stylist or beauty culturist, which are now or may hereafter be practiced,
and is defined as the following practices:

(a) Arranging, weaving, dressing, curling, waving, cleansing, singeing,
bleaching, tinting, coloring or straightening the hair of any person or wig
or hairpiece of any person with the hands, mechanical or electrical appa-
ratus or appliances, or by any means; or similar work incident to or nec-
essary for the proper carrying on of the practice or occupation provided
by the terms of this chapter. .

Original bill is_12 pages long. R
Contact the Research Library for
a copy of the complete bill.
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