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MEMBERS PRESENT: 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

ALSO PRESENT: 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMl'UTTEE 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

April 3, 1975 

CHAIRMAN DINI 
ASSEMBLYMAN CRADDOCK 
AS SEMBLYM..:Z\N HARMON 
ASSEMBLYMAN MAY 
ASSEMBLYMAN MOODY 
ASSEMBLYM.l\N FORD 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG 

VICE-CHAIRMAN MURPHY 
ASSEMBLYMAN SCHOFIELD. 

Mike Mirabelli, State Treasurer 
Earl Oliver, 
Assemblyman Heaney 
Mr. Olgelvie 
Frank Fahrenkopf, representing Washoe Cdunty 
Donald Peckham, Assessor 
Mr. R. F. Williams, Chief Appraiser, Washoe County 
Mr. Bowker 
Mr. Rowland Oakes 
Mr. Douglas Miller 

(The following bills were discussed at this meeting: A.C.R. 39, 
A.B. 380, A.B. 464, S.B. 290, S.B. 43, A.B. 38;)). 

Mr. Dini called the meeting to order at 8:00 A.M. 

The first bill on the agenda was A.C.R. 39, which directs 
legislative auditor to conduct optional audit of state treasurer's 
office. Mr. Mirabelli testified. He stated that they were concerned 
with the other departments in the state going to all sorts of computer 
set ups and that their office does everything manually. There have 
been computer problems for the last 6 or 7 years. The Department of 
Motor Vehicles and the Controller's office are working on computers 
and they are able to put out a tremendous amount of work in one day. 
They cannot keep up wit~ them. What is needed in their office is an 
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operational audit to find out what they need as far as equip­
ment, personnel and room are concerned. 

Mr. O 1 i ver had no comments. 

Mr. Dini stated that they should go ahead and recommend 
this to the body. 

The next bill to be discussed was A.B. 380, which adjusts 
salaries of county officers elected from higher paying county 
jobs and of certain other employees. 

Assemblyman Heaney testified. He distributed an newspaper 
article to the committee members a copy of which is attached to 
the minutes of this meeting and made a part hereof. He stated that 
he is a sponsor of A.B. 380 which is designed to take care of a 
couple of inequities that were created by reason of the legislation 
passed in the 1973 session affecting the salaries of elected offi­
cers established in table 2 of the bill. 

A person should not be penalized for wanting to run for 
office in a department -here he is already employed. There are 
several county employees that are affected by the 95% limitation. 
An employee is not able to have his salary go any higher. The 
purpose of this bill is to try to take care of these inequities. 
He stated that this bill was introduced on his own. None of 
the individuals mentioned in the article urged him to introduce it. 
He did contact Washoe County to find out if they had any problems 
with the bill. 

He stated that they had some amendments that were along the 
lines of A.B. 380. 

Mr. Heaney then referred to a letter dated April 2, 1975 
from Russell W. McDonald, a copy of which is attached to the minutes 
of this meeting and made a part hereof. Mr. Heaney stated that it 
might be possible for a person already employed with the county to 
seek office and go in at a salary rate in excess of the salary 
rate established. The intent is to provide that anyone who is 
working within a particular department aside from the County 
Commission should not be penalized by virtue of his election 
in having to take a cut in pay. It would be in order to amend 
the bill to that extent. He would like to come up with some 
language and submit it to the committee. He ,then referred to 
Mr. McDonald's letter. 

He stated that Washoe County concurs that it would be best to 
repeal NRS 245.047. An alternative would be a savings clause. He 
favors repeal. He agrees that an amendment should be made to 
provide a.salary adjustment for Washoe County Commissioners to 
$10,500. He stated that the Washoe County Sheriff received 
$19,000. He fees and so does Washoe County, that he should be 
making $27,500. It seems to him that there is a good rationale 
for removing the 95% limitation on county employees. They want 
to encourage the good county employees to remain and to have a 

-2-

dmayabb
ga

dmayabb
Typewritten Text
April 3, 1975



\ 

-

-
-

• 

career incentive for their 
too much of a rationale to 
limited to 95% of what the 
unfair. 

Ogv:1 
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jobs. He does not feel tat there is 
support the fact that an employee is 
elected offical makes. It is basically 

Mr. Dini stated that the 95% was not to penalize anyone. In 
many counties the deputy was making more than the elected official. 
They did not realize how many persons this would affect. 

Mr. Ogelvie testified next. He stated that he is a County 
Counselor for Clark County. His remarks were going to be confined 
to Sections 2 and 3 of the bill. He is presently involved in its 
outcome. Section 2 deals with the repeal of NRS 245.047, which 
provides that no county employee working for an elected county 
official can receive more than 95% of that official's salary. This 
law affects no more than nine public employees throughout the state, 
seven of whom are on the staff of the Clark County District 
Attorney's Office. The other two are in the Washoe County 
Assessor's Office. He stated that this law will affect his 
salary more than any of the remaining 8. Additionally, if the 
law is not repealed, his salary would be reduced by $450.00 per 
month and will deprive him of his longevity which is $150.00 per 
month, for a total of $600.00. It will also freeze his salary 
at the new level for four years and he will not be able to get 
cost of living increases. He is in a different category since he 
is employed by the District Attorney and has been there a little 
over four years. He has in excess of 13 years in what is essentiallJ 
the same type of job. It is their position that the Board of 
County Commissioners should be allowed to set salaries based on 
performance and experience. Clark County has spent $50,000 for 
a job classification and salary study. As a result of this study 
he was placed in the same classification as the County Clerk, 
Public Defender, Director of Aviation and Public Works. Under 
NRS 245.047, public works and the Director of Aviation will continue 
to receive the salaries set forth. They will receive longevity. 
They will continue to receive increases. The Assistant District 
Attorney will take a cut in pay, will lose longevity and will 
lose cost of living increases. 

The Board of County Commissioners based upon their perfor­
mance and experience, have set their salaries as comparied with 
other county employees. He stated that he has discussed this 
matter with Mr. Holt, the present District Attorney of Clark 
County and it is Mr. Holt's position that he would much prefer 
to retain the professional and career status of his office with 
long-tenured employees, even if it means some of them will be 
making more money than he. He concurs and was not able to be 
here to testify. Mr. Ogelstated that Mr. Holt authorized him 
to testify for him. It appears that most of the public employees 
will be receiving a raise. He earnestly requests a do pass on 
A.B. 380 at least with respect to sections 2 and 3. 

Mr. Alex Coon stated that he would yield to Frank Fahrenkopf, 
representing Washoe County. 

Mr. Fahrenkopf stated that Mr. Heaney had done a good job. 
He fe~ls that the amendments set forth in Mr. McDonald's letter 
are worthy of consideration and hopes that A.B. 380 will be 
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amended and passed. He stated that Mr. Hicks also feels the same 
way. A.B. 380 is needed. Mr. coon and Mr. Simpson would take 
a cut in salary of approximately $1,500. Mr. Young asked what the 
position of both of the District Attorneys was. He asked if they 
were satisfied with their salaries. Mr. Fahrenkopf stated that 
he has not heard from Mr. Hicks. Mr. Ogelvie stated that both 
District Attorneys received salary increases. 

Mr. Dini stated that when you talk about further increments 
you are going beyond the scope of the intended legislation. He 
stated that he has a lot of douts about sections band c. Mr. 
Fahrenkopf stated that Mr. ~ini had a good point. 

Mr. Ogelvie stated that he has discussed (b) and (c) with 
Mr. Heaney yesterday. With respect to (b), this got in without 
any intent on his part. He stated that with respect to (c), the 
language should be clarified with respect to longivity. 

Mr. Peckham testified next. He stated that as a result of 
245.047, his chief deputy took a $3,000 cut. The Chief appraiser 
took a $2,000 cut. By July 1, three or four senior appraisers 
will not receive the proposed total increase that is being asked for 
as a result of the 95% law. He finds that it is extremely diffi­
cult to gather together a good appraisal staff and believes that 
the 95% rule will, in time, make for mediocre personnel within the 
office. He stated that his men are professional. They have been 
successful. They have been schooled and some of them are approach~ 
ing 20 years appraisal experience. With the experience they have 
gained, they could certain go out in the appraisal area. 

Mr. R. F. Williams, Chief appraiser of Washoe County 
{Assessor's Office) testified next. He referredto Mr. 
Peckham's testimony. He stated that there is a compression at 
the tope level. After 20 years in California in the field of pro­
perty tax administration, he came to Washoe County in 1969 and has 
been there ever since. During that time, he and Mr. Peckham 
have attempted to build the staff to a competent level. These 
people are looking at their future position. Their great feer is 
that they will now look for turnover. They may not be able to 
acquire the same competitive class of people. The appointed 
official is not directly responsible to the public. He does 
not have to run for office. The elected official does have that 
responsibility. 

Mr. Dini stated that this would conclude the testimony on 
A.B. 380. He stated that the amendments on this bill had not 
as yet been drafted. The committee would continue with the tes­
timony on another day. 

The next bill on the agenda was A.B. 464, which changes 
certain limitations on contractors' licenses. Mr. Bowker 
testified. He feels that there is some problem with the state 
contractor's law. It was introduced by our committee upon request. 
He then passed out a proposed amendment to A.B. 464 which is 
attached to the minutes of the meeting and made a part hereof. 
The committee then discussed the amendment. Mr. May asked Mr. 
Bowker if he presently held a Nevada state contractor's license 
and what class it was. 
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Mr. Bowker stated that he did - a general engineering license. 

Mr. May asked if he had a limit. Mr. Bowker replied yes, $100,000 
on it now. Mr. May questioned what the rate are on a performance 
bond. Mr. Bowker stated that he did not know. A surety bond runs 
$50.00 per thousand. 

Mr. May asked if a performance bond was difficult to obtain 
and Mr. Bowker stated yes. 

Mr. Rowland Oakes of the Associated General Contractors testified 
next. 

He stated that the state contracting board is not tough enough in 
protecting the public. If the law is weakened, we should get rid of it. 
He stated that they are not enforcing the limits as strongly as they 
should. He referred to out of state contractors. He stated that the 
public is entitled to the lowest possible price, no matter where it 
Somes from. At the present time, if a contractor makes enough noise 
they will raise his limit. If we are going to turn licensing over to 
the bonding companies we should get rid of the law. There is no 
definition for construction manager in the statutes. 

Mr. Dini asked if he felt that the present law has been regressive 
in allowing small contractors to grow. Mr. Oakes stated that he did not 
think so. He stated that he thought it was a good way. 

Mr. Douglas Miller testified next. He stated that he has seen 
all phases of construction. He feels that this should be reviewed very 
carefully - that the board should be looked at carefully. 

Mr. Dini stated that the testimony was concluded on this bill and 
that the committee would take no action on it at the present time. 

The committee took the following action: 

S.B. 290, which clarifies applicazion of local government zoning 
laws to state lands. Mrs. Ford stated that she did not have any 
more questions with regard to this bill. Mr. May moved for a do pass, 
which was seconded by Mrs. Ford. All of the members were in favor 
of the motion and it was unanimously carried. Mr. Murphy and Mr. 
Schofield were not present at the time of the vote. 

S.B. 43. Mr. Dini stated that Mr. Warren and Mr. Kearns were 
in agreement that they were talking about printed documents and not 
working papers. Mr. May moved for a do pass which was seconded by 
Mrs. Ford. All of the members were in favor of the motion and it was 
unanimously carried. Mr. Murphy and Mr. Schofield were not present at 
the time of the vote. 

Mr. Young moved for a Do Pass on A.C.R. 39, which was seconded 
by Mr. Harmon. All of the members were in favor of the motion and it 
carried unanimously. Mr. Murphy and Mr. Schofield were not present 
at the time of the vote. 

Mr. Dini stated that the Committee would hold A.B. 464. 

Mr. Dini stated that A.B. 380 had some serious problems, with 
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the 95% limitation. He stated that if we amend the bill and leave 
out sections 2 and 3 in it would take care of the 8 or 9 people. 

Mr. Dini stated that Mr. Young and he would talk to Senator 
Gibson. There is a bill presently in the Senate. Mr. Dini stated 
that the committee would hold A.B. 380 and have furt~er discussion 
on it. 

Mr. Dini stated that with regard to A.B. 385, that Mr. Kozinski 
had not as yet sent the amendments. 

There being no further business to come before the meeting, 
- the meeting adjourned at 9:30 A.M. 

• 
-

• 
-6-

Respectfully submitted, 
/t ~? 

{> 
'1...d/· /t4-~"! -. 

Barbara Gomez Y 
Committee Secretary 
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- ~EMBLY -GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE ON---------------------------------------------··········-·--········· 

THURSDAY 
Date_ . .Apr.iJ.. . ..3.., .... 1.9.J.5 .... _____ Ttme _____ g_:_Q.O.-A_m ___ Room. ____ 21.4 ___ ...... --•-· 

Bills or Resolutions 
to be considered Subject 

A.B. 464 

A. B. 380 

Changes certain limitations on contractors' 
licenses. 

NOTIFY: Mr. Bowker, Contracting Board 
Mr. Grose, Research Department 

Adjusts salaries of county officers elected 
from higher paying county jobs and of 
certain other county employees. 

Counsel 
requested"' 

NOTIFY: Mr. Heaney, Mr. Coon, Mr. Broadbent 
Mr. Bunker 

A.C.R. 39 

A.B. 385 

Directs legislative auditor to conduct 
operational audit of state treasurer's 
office. 

NOTIFY: Mr. Oliver, Mr. Mirabelli 

Qualifies all service performed in public 
employment for unemployment compensation. 

NOTIFY: Mr. Barrett 

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary. 
7421 ~ 
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Dy EARL BlEDERMhN paid Peckhnm, Recorder Ardis 
• · Substant1Jl pay cuts await a hand- Brown, Clerk Alex Coon and 

Cul qr ~t'::ior \\' a5h0c County emplovcs .'.fr<>asurcr Gary Simpson will be 
Jan. 6 .i; a !'<'SUit o{ raises given their ~22,000. 
bo5ses b<,t ,·car.. , 'l'o get in line with the higher 

In all c.:ii::i.·s. the cuts stem from 19i3 elective salaric>s, Williams wit! have 
lcgisl:t! ion which raiseJ the pav of to,give up $1,:ISG and Mcngolo will be 

. • dt:clc<i officials nnd set sul.i11r\l1n,:itt:'s' ~ul_liack $2;474. Both will earn $20,900 
·: • salaries at a m;1x.imu111 of \15 per cent m 1975. 

of thl'ir boss' wage. . ''It's rc>;11ly not right that I should 
Two county i:mµIOycs wnt run afoul make more than him,'' said 18-year 

Q.f Uic l,!W when it ta,kes dfcct next Vcl('ran Mongolo gesturing towards 

As it is, th<.:!y have both stepped into 
bigger sh'oes hut will also draw lower 
salaries anyway. 

"H's sort of like striking for lower 
wag~s and longer hours," 58id Coon, 
whose salary will drop $2,474 along 
with Simp:;on's. 

"I think we should get together and 
go to the legislature and see what we 
can <lo about getting a raise " said 
Simpson. ' 

mon\h becaust? tht>y arc already PcC'kham's office. 
m.ikin~ more than their boss will "Ilut licrc l am a countr....!!_!!!RIO.YC "I think I ought to get as mttch as 
n,akC' ijt•xt) l'ar. h ,iv'i nJL __ tn_y_.pA,Y_ ~et by-th,i I've :·ecn getting and I foci like we 
. Two others ,,·crt> aho in that h,)at - legislature." --- - -- · ought to !\t?l it jacked up higher than 

•until lhl·y i::ut ii1tt111 diffci't<n't pickle by In Nevada electc officials' that ber·1usc we are going to have 
bC'in~ <'ketcd to higher office Nov._5. ~alnrH':; om tiC y the egislaTiire extra:·, pousibiiity." 

In the fin-I two cases, Chief Deputy wfiflrthclr_subo.r.dini,tcsr salar~ Co:\n .ig,·ccti with that and said he is 
As.scssor Wa1t ~Tcnr,olo and Chid ~l't,by county c~mrn.i§~iQ!!L That fa.ct, going to wrile lea~rs to each of 
Rt•al Propt•rly Appraiser Bob which resulted in instnnces of Indians Washoe Coupty'i-; !egislalors asking 
\\'illi:1111~ will h:ive to take pay cuts to earning more than chiefs, was lwhind that some.thin;.: b(: don:.:. 
gt'tthcir sal:irics down lo'\15 (H'r cent the 197:1 legislation. A i,pin-ofr <,;;,:ct of the legislation 
of .\s!-c:;sor Don Ped:h:1m 's. In ~he easrs of Coon and Simpson, p:iss1~<l last yc>.ir was explained by 

In the ~1x•on1i pair r.J rnsrs, the both Just ~rtcq, ofter years as chief Pcckha11!. 
fornwr chief <h'puty' clerk ,md chief deputies, each was cai:r,ht bL•twecn a Not only witl his chic! deputy be up 
deputy trenwrt>r were ciccted to rock and a hanl pL'11'.c by the new law. ag,1inst a salary ceiling, he said, but 
replure lhetr bosses and will Buth cnrried $~3.:1'11 fa 1974 and their over it period of time other senior 
tht>refore slc•p up in responsib:Jity but boss,!s were to be elevated in Hl75 to cmployes will get rai!;cs big <'nough to 
oow,1 in pay. · $22,000. put llrcm 11p against the barrier. 

~1oni;n!o carnt'd $23,37-1 in HIH rmd .. Had thc>-y not hccn cl(lcted aud had Probaltl)'. i11 llw coming year three· 
W1lliams e;1rncd $22,2f>6 while their bosses stnyed in office, their scrtior appraist•rs will join Mongolo 

::; Pvd,it:i.nfwns bt!h1g p:lid ~:rn,ooo. salari~•i-: wo1.1ld have gone down ai, 1,m<I Wiliianis .,t 95 pel' cent u! the 

Other ex<lmples of the disnarity 
which caused the now lroublt:.ome 
la_w ~xistc·d in_ the Wa_sh::>~ Co:.:nty 
D1stnct i\ltorncy's office and the 
sh<'riff's office. 

Di:;t. Atty. Cob Rose. recently 
•elected Lict,kn.ant Governor, was 
earning nbm1l $22.<JUJ, less th:in his 
chief crimin,1! dep11ty who was ear· 
ning ahout !2~,1;,10. Effective next 
m_onlh, ~he former deputy, Larry 
Hicks, will step up to the new elective 
office salary of :s·.rn,<ioo. 

In the sh•.•rifi's office the 1975 pay 
gi vcn Slwriff Uob Galli v:ill r,o up to 
$25,0llfl. Hut Unr!er!-heriff Vince 
Swinney will h:ivc bis ::al:iry frown ;it 
the $:l~s.7:iO he w:is .:1lrc;1dy earning 
Lceau~c that happt'toS to be ~s per cent 
of the sheriff's ru.'w figure. 

County Management Analyst Jark 
Jordan, in a Nov. 27 IE:ltcr to Tltanagcr 
Ru,-:s J\kl>o:wld, _also raised the 
question w!idt.~!:_Jhe wording Q[JJ!_c 
lnw tee u1rcs th:,it s_:_.iclij}1i_llf:;_,:!> lJl• 
~en ivc pay ~n ov~rlime I,c ir,d0_J_w 
10 the ~•5 per cent fotal allow..itle !o 
slilim-ain;rtcs. -· ·- ·-
. McDon:1ltl discus.,cd the problem 
with coinhiissioners last week and 
sn\d. lhc county will ~.rck clarifying 
01.nr.1rms Crom the ,,tbn:cy gencrul's 
offic~. 

pc 
la 

rr 

.. : r:iicctivc in January, tlw s;; laries their bosfes' went up. as.~.it,i;or's sal.1ry, lw suid. 
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OFFICE OF 

WASHOE COUNTY MANAGER 

1205 MILL STREET • RENO, NEVADA 89502 

78 5-4179 

April 2, 1975 

Assemblyman Joe Dini, Jr., Chairman 
Assembly Standing Committee on 

Government Affairs 
Legislative Building 
401 South Carson Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Re: AB 380 

Dear Mr. Dini: 

/H33f0 

)._- 063'7 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
P. 0. BOX 11130 

RENO, NEVADA 89510 

Because of the inability of the Commissioners and me to 
appear before the Assembly Government Affairs Committee at 
8:00 a.m., April 3, 1975, to discuss AB 380 and make con­
structive recommendations for amendments thereto, this letter 
will convey the Board of County Commissioners' comments and 
recornru.endations. Sufficient copies of this letter are attached 
for distribution to committee members and for inclusion in the 
committee minutes. 

1. The Board of County Commissioners endorses the concept of 
the proposed amendment of NRS 245.043 as found in section 1 
of the bill. However, the board questions the desirability 
of allowing a county employee to continue increased income 
when he is elected to a county office, the salary of which 
is fixed at a statutory rate lower than he was receiving as 
a department employee prior to election if his election is 
to a county office other than one in which he has served 
in employee status. 

For example, the board observes that as the bill is pres­
ently constituted a deputy county clerk could be elected 
county commissioner and receive a much higher salary than 
the statutory rate fixed for commissioners. The board 
endorses an amendment which would continue payment of the 
base amount plus available salary increments if a county 
employee is elected to county office, having served in the 
same department to which he is elected chief officer. As 
an example, at the recent election the chief deputies of 
the County Treasurer and County Clerk were elected, respec­
tively, County Treasurer and County Clerk. Their election 
resulted in a reduction in pay. 
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Assemblyman Joe Dini, Jr. 
April 2, 1975 
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2. Section 2 of the bill proposes to repeal NRS 245.047, 

0638 

which imposes a limitation on salaries of county employees 
employed by, or working under, elected county officers. 
Unfortunately, the 1973 Legislature, in enacting NRS 245.047, 
did not include safeguards to prevent a reduction in compen­
sation for county employees whose salaries at the time of 
the effectiveness of the law were within or exceeded the 
5 percent differential. A similar salary limitation enacted 
some years ago with respect to state employees did preserve 
the salary level of employees without diminution. In other 
words, elasticity was provided for state employees, but in 
1973 similar protective language was not included. Philo­
sophically, NRS 245.047 seems to operate to limit initiative 
and continued long-term employment once the limits set by 
statute have been reached. We endorse repeal of NRS 245.047. 

3. NRS 245.043 proposed to be amended by AB 380 also contains 
the effective annual salary schedule for all county officers. 
AB 380 is a vehicle by which certain inequities in the sala­
ries of County Commissioners of Washoe County and the Sheriff 
of Washoe County can be corrected. The Board of County Com­
missioners of Washoe County recommends and supports an amend­
ment to AB 380 whereby the annual salary of each commissioner 
would be increased from $9,000 to $10,500. 

We are without knowledge of the rationale behind ~he salary 
differentials between Clark County Commissioners at $12,000 
per year and Washoe County at $9,000 per year. 

Three of the County Commissioners in Washoe County by statute 
are ex officio members of the Hospital Board of Trustees. 
Although the statute authorizes compensation for attendance 
at Hospital board meetings, it has been the custom for sev­
eral years in Washoe County that both the elected and ex of­
ficio trustees receive no compensation for their work on this 
board. Realistically, the Legislature should recognize the 
total man-hours devoted to the job of county commissioner. 
One member of the board serves as a member of the District 
Board of Health without compensation; meetings are numerous 
and regular. Two members of the board serve on the Conven­
tion Authority; these two members are compensated for such 
services. The five County Com..~issioners serve actively as 
a Board of Fire Commissioners for a county fire protection 
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district. Meetings are held at least twice a month, for 
which no compensation is received. Two members serve as 
members of the Washoe Council of Governments, a time­
demanding job, particularly with the assignment of adminis­
tration of the CETA Title II program. Two County Commis­
sioners serve as members of the City Annexation Commission, 
a statutory creation, with no compensation being provided. 
One member serves without compensation on the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency. One member serves on the Regional Street 
and Highway Commission, all without compensation. 

Individual assignments are also made to numerous county 
committees and subcommittees. It is readily apparent that 
the statutory salary is inadequate. Hence, the recommendation 
for consideration of an increase to $10,500 per year. 

NRS 245.043 provides that the Sheriff of Washoe County shall 
receive an annual salary of $25,000. The Clark County Sheriff 
receives $30,000 annually. This apparent discrepancy, I be­
lieve, can best be explained historically. The predecessor 
to the present incumbent Sheriff was the last sheriff in the 
State of Nevada who, in addition to his statutory salary, 
received and kept for his own use certain civil fees. That 
sheriff resisted, to my knowledge, over several years attempts 
to repeal the section of the law allowing this co~ined com­
pensation. However, in 1969 with the establishment of a 
statutory salary schedule for all counties, this particular 
civil fee section of the law was repealed. Again, I am with­
out knowledge as to the rationale for the difference of 
$5,000 between the salaries of the Clark and Washoe County 
Sheriffs. The County Commissioners endorse and recommend 
an increase in the Washoe County Sheriff's salary from 
$25,000 to $27,500. 

The inequities described with respect to salaries of the 
Washoe County Commissioners and Sheriff are further enlarged 
when you examine the comparative salaries for other county 
elective officers in Clark and Washoe Counties. You will 
readily see that there is a $1,000 differential in Clark and 
Washoe Counties between the salaries of the District Attorney, 
the County Clerk, the County Assessor, the County Recorder 
and the County Treasurer • 
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Assemblyman Joe Dini, Jr. 
April 2, 1975 
Page 4 

If the contents of this letter prove inadequate to explain 
the recommended amendments to AB 380, and the Committee 
desires specific testimony from the County Commissioners 
and the Sheriff, we ask that such an invitation be extended 
for a time mutually agreeable to the Committee and the 
county officers. 

RWM:rp 
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Respectfully submitted, . 

,,,.,---~ c· ~ f :<___)_ , , 1 . ./?to~-rv~--e~ . L--~~ L--1_A,,•_vv'.:.k___Q___ L{___/ 
Russell W. McDonald 
Washoe County Manager 

Assemblyman Robert E. Heaney 
Sheriff Robert J. Galli 
Mr. Donald E. Peckham 
County Commissioners 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO AB 4 64 

Section 1. (Deleted by amendment) 

Sectlo,n 2. (Deleted by amendment) 

Section 3. (Deleted by amendment) 

Section 4. (Deleted by amendment) 

.2-

Section 1. NRS 624. 020 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

NRS 624 .020 

l. For the purpose of this chapter, "contractor" ls synonymous with "builder". 

2. Within the meaning of this chapter, a contractor is any person, except 

a licensed architect or a registered professional engineer, acting solely in 

his professional capacity, who in any capacity other than as the employee of_ 

another with wages as the sole compensation, undertakes to, or offers to 

undertake to, or purports to have the capacity to und~rtake to, or submits a 

bid to, or does himself or by and through others, construct, alter, repair, add 

to, subtract from, improve, move, wreck or demolish any building, highway, 

road, railroad, excavation or other structure, project, development or 

improvement, or to do any part thereof, including the erection of scaffolding 

or other structures, or works in connection therewith. Evidence of the securing 

of any permit from a governmental agency or the employment of any person 

securing such permit or employing any person on a construction project is 

acting in the capacity of a contractor under this chapter. 

3. A contractor within the meaning of this chapter includes subcontractor or 

specialty contractor, but does not include anyone who merely furnishes materials 

or supplies without fabricating them into, or consuming in the performance of the 

. work of a contractor. 

4. A contractor within the meaning of this chapter includes a construction 

manager who performs management and counseling services on a construction 

project for a professional fee. 
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