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JOINT HEARING OF SENATE COMMERCE & LABOR COMMITTEE AND 
ASSEMBLY LABOR & MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE. 

March 18, 1975 

SENATE COMMERCE & LABOR COMMITTEE: 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Senator Echols (Chairman) 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Senator Blakemore (Vice-Chairman) 
Senator Bryan 
Senator Foote 
Senator Monroe 
Senator Sheerih 
Senator Raggio 

None 

ASSEMBLY LABOR & MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE: 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Assemblyman Banner (Cnairman) 
Assemblyman Moody (Vice-Chairman) 
Assemblyman Benkovich 
Assemblyman Schofield 
Assemblyman Getto(Excused for short segment) 
Assemblyman Hayes(Excused for short segment) 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Assemblyman Barengo 

The hearing was called to order at 4:02 P.M. by Senat0r Echols 
for the purpose of discussing A.B. 2-3-4-5-50-303-304-329-337-
364-365-366-367-368-369-370-371-372-403-404-405P419-425-426-427-
428 & 429. . 

Senator Echols introduced the Committees to the audience, and 
apologized for the delay in convening, which was unavoidable. 
He stated that the meeting was to consider a very comprehensive 
of proposals; that the Legislature had been in session for 60 
days, and that there was much of the legislation under considera
tion that the Committees were just not getting a look at. He said 
that they were very distu~bed that the audience and the Committees 
had not seen copies of some of the proposals before the hearing, 
but that there were times when that was the way the Legislative 
process worked. He gave a quic~ resume of the way things were 
going to be handled, and some of the things they were going to 
try to do. He asked that the representative of the Nevada Ind
ustrial Commission address himself to the proposals, and inform 
the audience, as well as the Committees, as to the thrust of the 
proposals, as briefly as possible. He hoped that it would take 
approximately one hour, and at the end of that time, the Comm
ittees would take testimony from the persons who had traveled a 
considerable distance to testify. Computing that it would then 
be approximately 6 P.M., he said that the meeting would break 
for an hour or so, and then resume in the evening; or, if it was 
necessary, be continued on Thursday, March 20 . 
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The first speaker was John Reiser, Chairman of the Nevada :I;/, 
Industrial Commission, and he stated that the legislation he 
would like to review had been recommended by the Governor's 
Labor and Management Advisory Board, and that this Board had 
discussed much of the legislation with labor and management 
representatives around the State. He said that all of the legis
lation was not yet available in printed form; that some of the 
bills had just been introduced that day and the day before in 
the Assembly, and that, if it was agreeable to the Committees, 
he would like to go through the bills that had been printed, 
and were available to everyone; and made the following comments. 

Re: A.B. 364 

This bill was recommended in order to take care of technical 
changes in the procedures. In Line 16, the proposal ±s tb 
change $15,600.00 to $24,000.00 per annum, as a base for 
collecting premiums from the employer. That salaries are 
approaching the $15,600.00 mark, and in order for rates to 
remain stable, with everything else being equal, the base 
should increase with increasing salaries. That, if the 
change is not made, the rates will tend to change as ~hey 
hit this upper limit on the payroll collection. 

Senator Raggio suggested that it would be helpful, if not essen
tial to the audience and the Committees for Mr. Reiser to out
line this so-called NIC package that they had heard so much about. 
He asked Mr. Reiser if he had said that the legislation had been 
reviewed of both labor and management? He said that if Mr. Reiser 
would go through the proposals first, and tell the assemblage 
what problems the fund was having, and what had to be done to 
make the fund solvent, and what the NIC was trying to accomplish 
with this over-all package, then they could look at the various 
bills individually. 

Mr Reiser agreed that this was an excellent approach, and stated 
that he would review the entire package, and then come back to 
the individual bills, so that everyone would not get bogged 
down in detail. 
He stated that the entire NIC operation was reviewed by a sub
committee of the Legislature, headed by Senator Carl Dodge, and 
much was reviewed in the area of rehabilitation and public 
safety programs. That many of the proposals had been suggested 
by the Governor's Advisory Board, and discussed them as follows: 

1--In the field of public safety. 
2--Changes in co~erage. 
3--Changes in compensation benefits. 
4--Changes to implement effective administration. 

A.B. In the area of public safety, there were some changes in the 
403 Occupational Safety and Health Act. He stated that the Committee 
- had been furnished with a 2-page technical summary, prepared by 

Mr. Ralph Langley, and that he was sure Mr. Langley would be 
happy to answer any questions that anyone might have. 
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The changes are in health, public safety, and for charges of 
discrimination that have been brought against employers. 
Most of the changes are mandated by the Federal monitors who 
are looking over our State operation. Basically, these changes ~r• 

are housekeeping changes. Mr. Reiser agreed to answer any ques- -l...,i,,t, 
tions, and come back to them when he discussed the individual 
bills. 

Senator Echols said that he thought the people would like to know 
exactly what the NIC is pointing for in all of these areas; public 
safety, coverage, compensation benefits, and what you term "effec
tive administration". 

Mr. Reiser stated that the objectives in the safety area is to 
reduce the disabling injuries, and of course, the fatalities; and 
that industrial fatalities were down approximately 19%, as a re
sult of their safety program, for ther~fftst fiscal year. That 
this was the first time in 9 years there had been a reduction in 
disabling injuries. He stated that several things contributed to 
this improvement, in addition to the operation of o.s.H.A., for 
example, the reduction in the speed limit to 55 MPH. That, as a 
result of action taken by the 1973 Legislature, the State Mining 
Inspector was now operating alongside the O.S.H.A. inspectors 
in the NIC building; that the advantage of having them together 
since January 5, is really beginning to show dividends. He sa&d 
that the State Mining Inspector reviews every claim that comes 
through regarding mining, just as the o.s.H.A. inspectors review 
every claim that comes through in their field, and that each 
claim in followed through from the introduction of the claim, 
through the inspection, and right on through to its conclusion. 

Regarding the 2 Mining Inspector bills that are being considered 
in another Assembly Committee are part of the recommended changes 
recommended by the labor and management interests around the 
state and, generally, by,the labor and management people in the 
mining industry, along with William DuBois, the State Mining 
Inspector. 

In the area of coverage, the recommendations are: 

1--to eliminate occupational and numerical exemptions, and to 
permit the optional coverage of self-employed individuals. 

He stated that this bill had been completed by the bill drafters 
and would probably be introduced to the Assembly on March 19. He 
stated that this bill has been difficult to draft, because of 
the self-employed provision, and that they had spent a great deal 
of time going through the statutes to see how a self-employed 
individual could be c.overed, and yet not be an employee. 

2~-Eliminating occupational exemptions would bring in some of the 
occupations such as agriculture and some hazardous occupations, 
which have been elective in the past • 

3--In numerical exemptions, it would bring in all employees, in
cluding those working for the smaller employers. 
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He stated that when the NIC priced the rates for coverage on 
self-employed individuals, they found that if they did not put 
in some restrictions, such as limiting the coverage to Nevada 
residents, and requiring physical examinations, the price of 
the coverage would be prohibitive to these individuals. That 
these restrictions were the basic difference between the Assem
bly Bill that would be introduced March 19, and the bills tha,t .. _,t:~ 
had been drafted prior to the hearing. ~,A: 

In the area of full coverage of all occupationally-related ill
nesses, he said that Nevada was one of the few states in the 
country, if not the only one, that did not have some limited 
coverage on heart disease. That A.B. 425 would provide cover
age for only those heart disease cases where medical evidence, 
and other evidence, demonstrated that there was an aggravation 
on the job, and contributing factors arising out of the course 
of employment. 

A.B. Regarding the compensation benefits, he stated that the recommenda-
428 tions are that the principle of individual equity be extended to 

include more employees. He made the following points: 

A.B. 
368 

A.B. 
368 

1--In 1973, the Legislature increased benefits considerably, to 
about $459.00 a month for "permanent total disability". 

2--Regarding "temporary partial disability, the recommendation 
is that they go from $485.00 a month, the present maximum 
benefit, to approximately $760.00 a month. Only the employee 
who is earning over the state monthly average would be affect
ed. In other words, the people who now earn $1100.00 a month 
are entitled to $485.00 a month. Under this recommendation, 
they would be entitled to 2/3 of their monthly salary, or 
$760.00 a month. This brings the maximum benefit to 100% of 
the average state monthly wage. We are also looking at a bill 
that is before the National Congress that concerns these re
commendations. 

3--Regarding the "death benefit", the proposal is that the death 
benefit be raised from $650.00 for burial expenses, to ap
proximately $1200.00. The $650.00 figureehas been in force 
so long that it is no ~onger adequate to cover even a reason
able burial expense. 

4--Regarding the "educational" part of this bill, it provided 
for benefits to survivors beyond the age of 18. The present 
law provides benefits until they reach the age of 18, and the 
proposal would continue those benefits until they reach the 
age of 22, if they are enrolled in a full-time educational 
institution. 

The next bill is part of the Governor's recommendations and his 
budget suggestions. It is a retroactive benefit funded by the 
General Fund. It would provide an increase over and above that 
paip 0¥ the NIC. (a 20% increase. The 1973 Legislature passed an 
Assembly bill providing for a 10% increase, and this would be a 
10% increase on top of that. 
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It would affect survivors, widows and children, who were in
jured before 1973. This would increase the $167.00 a month-
tha widow is receiving nnder the old law, and bring it up to l,,'.:_'(l 
a little over $200.00 a month. The present proposal would in
crease the benefit 20% for the life of the individual; the 1973 
bill only increased the benefit 10% for two years. This props
sal would increase the benefit 20% for the total working life-
time of the widow!s- ,_e,Jhildren, and the permanent total disability 
pensioners that are affected. 

Under effective administration, the proposals are that an "Un
insured Account" be created, which would allow the employee to 
take NIC coverage, even though his employer mil¥ have failed to 
purchase the"mandatory coverage from the Industrial Commission; 
and to bring suit against his employer, through the Industrial 
Commission. This bill should be considered along with the bill 
that provides a "criminal penalty" for employers who do not 
chase the mandatory coverage. 

Another provision in that "criminal penalty" bill is that the 
Commission be allowwd to stop compensation, and recoup any pay
ments made to someone who has misrepresented facts, as a basis 
for receiving compensation. 

Regarding the "limited lump sum" on "permanent partial disabi
lity", there is a recommendation that has been made to the Com
mission by a number of people who have also gone to their indi
vidual Legislators, asking that there be a limited lump sum-for 
those workers who have small awards; for the reason ttlat so many 
people have financial problems following their injury. One of 
the proposals is that the Commission be allowed to pay up to 12% 
on "permanent partial disability" in a lump sum. This would 
affect about 2,000 awards per year, and would allow the benefit 
to be paid in a lump sum, rather than over the working life
time of the individual. The 1973 session provided legislation /_ 
that raised "permanent partial disability" approximately 54%, 
and in doing so they provided that the benefits be paid over the 
working lifetime of the individual. The"limited lump sum" pro
posal would give the individual the option of taking a lump sum 
which would be, in some cases, far less that they would receive 
if they took their benefits over their working lifetime. For 
the older workers, some of them would have an advantage by taking 
a lump sen, rather than over the balance of their working life
time. 

Another statute that has been recommended is to handle a problem 
that the NIC attorneys refer to as the "Witt versus Jackson" 
problem. It is a California case. To give a simple example: 
If the employer is operating negligently, and a third party hits 
one of our claimants, and causes serious injury; under the 
present statute, either the employee or the Commission, or both, 
can take action against the negligent third party and, if the¥ 
are successful in recovering, that negligent third party is re
sponsible for paying for that injury that they caused. Under 
the present law, the employer or the NIC is not entitled to any 
recovery against that negligent third party, if the injury occ
ured in the course of employment. We think that this_ bill will
take care of that. 
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A.B. _Regarding the "silicosis" proposal", it is one that eliminates 
405 the requirement that during the last two years the person must 

suffer injurious exposure. We know that a person does not con
t~a'?t s~li'?osis today, -:i-nd b 7come permanently disabled to~orro~: 1,1 Silicosis is a progressive disease. Persons who are working a-t:· -~. -
light employment now are under pressure to take "permanent disa
bility" if they have to be termed "permanently disabled" within 
two years of the time that it was discovered that they were suf
fering from silicosis. This has not been much of a problem to 
this point, because we have had court interpretation, but this 
bill will just clear up the statute. 

A.B. To go back, in A.B. 364, many of the States have gone to unlimi-
364 ted payroll. We do not think that this is equitable, so we have 

recommended that the base be raised from $15,600.00 to $24,000.00. 

A.B. In addition, there is a proposal regarding "athletic and social 
364 events". This is that an employer not be responsible for "off 

the job" injuries, in connection with soft ball teams, bowling 
teams, etc., that they sponsor for their employees. They wish 
to continue to sponsor these things, but do not wish to be re
sponsible. 

A.B. 
367 

The next proposal is to eliminate "temporary total disability" 
limitation. There is a limit of $100.00 a month now, and there 
is only one;person I have seen, as long as I have been with NIC, 
that has gone over the $100.00 a month. This is more of a 
"housekeeping" proposal than anything else, and is a no-cost 
item, because when most persons hit that $100.00 a month, they 
are ready for a "permanent total disability" determination, or a 
"permanent partial disability" determination. 

A.B. The next item is equitable "husband and wife" benefits. In 1973, 
~ the Legislature eliminated most of the distinction between "widows 

and widowers", but thereis something that I think all of us missed. 
This proposal is to treat the husband the same as the wife, in 
the case of an industrial fatality, and to pay them both the same 
benefits. 

A.B. The next item is to adjust the limit on claims for disease or 
no~ death. The limit now has been "4 months from the date of the 

disease•. We are suggesting that it be changed to "90 days from 
the date of knowledge of the disease". This is in line with the 
silicosis proposal. A person may contact a disease 20 years 
previously, and only recently discovered that they have it. We 
do not think that anyone can be required to report a fact, before 
they might have received knowledge of that fact. This, again, is 
more of a housekeeping procedure. 

A.B. Regarding A.B. 404, the next item is to change one word ~hat 
404 eliminates the words "office buildings" from our authority to 

invest in buildings. The Legislative Committee that studied 
this report in 1972, recommended that we take a hard look at the 
rehabilitation programs operated by the Canadians, and a few of 
our own States. 
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In doing so, we have found more hazardous occupations in the 1 ° 
Canadian systems that we looked at, and yet lower rates. The 
conclusion is that they are doing a better job rehabilitating 
injured workers. Since that time, the 1973 Legislature imple
mented the Rehabilitation Authority, and we have built a staff to 
work with injured workers. We now have Registered Nurses, Claims 
Examiners, and Rehabilitation Counsellors to see that we can 
give injured workers the best possible care. The next step 
that has been recommended by the Advisory Board is that we 
provide a comprehensive rehabilitation center, that anyone who 
is injured on the job can be referred to. A center where neuro
surgeons, orthopedic surgeons, physical therapists, gymnasts, and 
if necessary, psychiatrists can work together as a team to give 
the utmost of benefit to the injured worker. This is the way 
that most of these systems work within their Centers, and 
the outlook is very encouraging. Double and triple amputees are 
returning to work in 90 days. This is an entire new outlook. 
Up to now, we have been talking about increased benefits to in
jured workers; but now we are talking about people who are moti
vated, being helped to return to work, and not drawing benefits, 
or at least, drawing decreased benefits. 

The next item is a proposal that allows the Commission to pay for 
ambulance service, or transuortation; to allow an injured worker 
to obtain medical treatment~ without the employer having to pay 
for it on the spot. This proposal just allows the Commission to 
go ahead and pay for that service, and then bill the employer. 

The next item is to clarify the waiting period before medical 
benefits can be paid. The e:dsting statute requires a waiting 
period of 5 days, but there is another statute that allows us to 
pay emergency medical benefits from the first day, and this 
proposal just clarifies that we can pay from the first day from 
when the injury occurred. 

The next item is to provide coverage for volunteers. This item 
provides that the Commission can provide coverage, at a deemed 
wage of $100.00 a month, to valid volunteer organizations. We 
have had many requests for this type of coverage, as some of 
these people are not "earning a salary" as such, but are instead 
working for scholarships, etc. The employers have asked us to 
provide this coverage to eliminate the possibility of lawsuits. 

There are still two proposals in the drafting stage: 

1--The "medical appeals board", which is not favored by labor 
or management because, if we have the specialists doing an 
adequate job of helping the injured worker, there will be no 
need for an appeal to a medical board. 

2--The proposal for "extra-ter~ltoriality". Basically, this 
requires that an employee be allowed to file either in the 
state where he was injured or in the state where he was hired. 
In a bill before National Congress now, this will become 
mandatory, if that bill passes. 
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A.B • 
419 

The next proposal is that the employer be required within 
6 days of his knowledge of any injury, to report such injury 
to the NIC. We think that this will help eliminate any delay 
in payment of benefits. We ask our employees at NIC to attempt 
to make the benefit payment within 14 days, but about 35% of 
the reports do not come in until about 10 days after the date 
of the injury, so this proposal would help us to expedite the 
benefit payments, and avoid unnecessary criminal penalty. 

Senator Echols stated that Mr. Reiser had given what seemed 
to be a very comprehensive over-view, and he thought that now 
the Committees should hear from the people who had traveled 
from out of town; that the local lobbyists, Commission members, 
and the Committees could get together at any time, without any 
inconvenience. 

A.B. The first person to testify was Doris Rose, against ~.B. 329. 

329 which provides for payment of attorney's fees. She spoke from 
---- a prepared statement, a copy of which is hereby attached, and 

made a part of this record. (Attachment 1) 

Senator Echols again admonished the persons testifying, informing 
them that the Committee had to address themselves to specific 
legislation, and asked them to please identify the piece of 
legislation they were testifying in regard to. 

The next person to testify was Mary Lois Novack, as called 
by Senator Echols, but she asked that her attorney, John 
Coffin of Coffin and Nicholls, be allowed to speak for her. 

Mr. Coffin spoke at length from a prepared statement, which 
is hereby attached, and made a part of this record. He stated 
that his law firm hao many clients who were claimants in cases 
against the NIC, and he had several years of experience in 
these cases. (See Attachment 2) 

A.B. Senator Raggio asked Mr. Coffin if he was familiar with the 
427 provisions of A.B. 427. 

Mr. Coffin replied that he was familiar with the bill, and 
that in two respects, he considered it inadequate. 

1--In_A.B. 427, a provision states "for awards up to 12%". In 
the past, he had represented several clients who, being 
disabled in the course of their employment, wanted to go to 
some sedentary activity that they were able to do. A lot 
of them wanted to get a job in their own business. That, 
under this provision, if a man wanted to buy a small business, 
he is precluded; as 12% won't buy anything. 

Senator Raggio stated that while on the subject of A.B. 427 
he would like to ask Mr. Reiser of the NIC to explain what the 
rationale for the 12% figure was, and how it was arrived at. 
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A.B. 1--Any person with a 12% or greater impairment is eligible 
427 for the "second injury account" which was passed by the 

1973 Legislature. The "second :i.njury account" allows an 
employer to return an employee to work, with limited 

144 

liability. The employer might be opposed to a $100,000.00 
potential disability, where under the 12% provision, he would 
only be subject to a $1,000.00 disability. It is an incentive 
to help our rehabilitation counsellors and the employers to 
return these people to work. The NIC realizes that the initial 
costs, including attorney's fees, have been a burden to many 
people, but since 1973 there has been an "escalator clause" 
in the law, which provides a 54% increase in the •permanent 
partial disability" benefits that people are entitled to. 
That if the "limited lump sum" were much larger than 12%, 
people who took it would be cutting themselves out of a 
great deal of money that they might need to live on in future 
years. Since 1973, every time that wages go up, so do the 
benefits, because of this escalator clause. One thing that 
the NIC is concerned about; and that they are going to have 
to have an extensive "public information program" regarding 
is; that some of the younger workers, even taking the 12%, 
and receiving, for example, five or six thousand dollars, 
instead of the twenty-five thousand or thirty thousand that 
they would have been entitled to, if they had taken their 
benefits over their working lifetime. 

Senator Raggio stated that he, Senator Bryan, and Senator Mon
roe were concerned about the wording, and quoted from the bill, 
"a claimant injured after July 1973, and incurring an impair
ment that does not ~xceed 12%, may elect to receive his compen
sation in a "lump sum payment", calcul~ted at 50% of the aver
age monthly wage for each 1% of disability, less any "permanent 
partial disability" benefits already received. 

Mr. Reiser replied with the following example: Let us take 
someone with a 10% "permanent partial disability". I have 
worked this out myself, and I believe I would be entitl~d to 
about $25,000.00 over my working lifetime, or I could take 
$5,700.00 as a lump sum, iTILmediately. By taking the $5,700.00, 
I would give up the 50% for the rest of my working lifetime. 
This goes back to 1973, and anyone injured after that·,-time 
could elect to receive their compensation in either one of these 
ways. Those who have already received one or two annual payments, 
would have those annual payments deducted from their total 
compensation. 

Senator Monroe remarked that there seemed to be a conflict 
between A.B. 2, which provided for a payment of up to 20%, 
and A.B. 427, which provided for a payment of 12% • 

Mr. Reiser answered that A.B. 2 was also considered bv the Labor 
and Management Advisory Board, but is an alternative to A.B. 427, 
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Senator Monroe, at the request of several people, asked Mr. 
John Coffin, of Coffin and Nicholls, if he was a registered 
lobbyist, or was just a witness at the hearing. 

Mr. Coffin replied that he was not a lobbyist, registered or 
otherwise; that he would like to finish his answer to Senator 
Raggio's question regarding the provisions of ,A.B. 427. 
The second provision in the bill that he particularly did not 
like, and which was enacted by the 1973 Legislature, at the 
behest of the NIC, was the elimination of "other factors". 

1·15 

That when a committee, a claims board, or the Commission meets, 
it meets to decide a claimant's disability. That the elimina
tion of "other" factors completely negates the importance of a 
person's occupation. That the claimant is taken on a "whole 
body" basis, according to American Medical Association guides. 
He thought that the adoption of a "blanket standard" like this 
was inherently unfair. That the loss of a hand to him, as a 
lawyer, would be of fairly minor consequence, but to a watch
maker, or someone who makes their living mostly with their 
hands, it would be a tragedy, that it would kill that type of 
person, economically. He stated that this matter had come up 
time and time again in the hearings he had appeared at before 
the NIC, and that it was basically and grossly unfair. 
Going back to the "limited lump sum" provision in -8:.B. 427, 
he stated that a person is given an award to help them, and if 
they can make better use of the award by taking a lump sum and 
buying a small business, or whatever, he thinks they shoald be 
given that opportunity. 

Mr. Raggio stated that Mr. Coffin was talking about the provi
sions of NRS 616.105, which have already been adopted; that it 
was already in the law, and A.B. 427 does not change that. 

Mr. Coffin replied that he realized that, but that he was par
ticularly concerned with the way Mr. Reiser explained A.B. 427, 
when he stated that a claimant would have the option to take a 
"lump sum", but at a considerable reduction. 

Senator Ragg'io said that what he wanted to make clear was that 
A.B. 427 does not change the present law, which does preclude 
the consideration of "other factors". 

Mr. Coffin replied that he,thought it should do so. That he 
thought "other factors" and "a lump sum" should both be provided. 
That there are cases before the Nevada Supreme Court which will 
probably not be heard for another year, and these cases concern 
the claimant's ability to appeal to the District Court. He stated 
that he knows that "on paper it looks better if all of the 
administrative procedures are kept within one administrative body" 
but he does not think this is fair for the following reasons: 

1--On the claims level at NIC, the claims people are under 
Mr. Reiser. They meet with people as claimants, and make them 
an offer, based on the medical evidence. 
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2--If they are not satisfied with what they are offered, they 
then meet with the Commissioner. The Commissioners have two 
diametrically opposed responsibilities. On the one hand, they 
are charged with the responsibility of building up the ''fund," 
and Mr. Coffin remarked that he had seen in the newspaper 
where the "fund" had been built up by 12.;..l/2 million dollars 
this year. On the other hand, they are obligated to pay out 
of that "fund" in making awards to claimants. He said it was 
just as if he and Senator Raggio were involved in an accident, 
that Senator Raggio agreed that he should pay Mr. Coffin an 
award, and then Mr. Coffin let Senator Raggio decide how 
much he should receive. He thinks that the Commissioners 
are in a position of inherent conflict, and it is unfair 
to them and unfair to the people of the State of Nevada 
to put them in this perplexing position. 

3--The next step, under the 1973 legislation, is to go to the 
independent Hearing Officer, rather than have a "trial de novo" 
in a court of law. The present Hearing Officer, he believes, 
is doing a fine job, but that he is housed at NIC, he serves 
at the pleasure of the Governor, and that there are too many 
political connections present to make sure that he is truly an 
"independent" Hearing Officer. He believes that the lawyers 
handling cases for NIC claimants would be much better off 
with an "independent" trial judge and jury. 

4--The Commissioners claim that a "trial de novo" would take 
too much time. You have heard Mrs. Rose, who was injured 
in March of 1973. She was released by her Doctor in May of 
1973. Her first hearing at NIC was February, 1974, almost 
9 months later. Her second hearing was in March, 1975, 
11 months later. He stated that he could have gotten her 
case to court in Washoe County in 6 months. 

Mr. Coffin said that he would like to make one other comment 
on what Mr. Reiser said when he referred to the bills in ques
tion as a "labor-management package". There are thousands of 
people in the state who are not covered in this group, and he 
surmises, but has no proof, that between labor and management, 
NIC has been a throw-away issue, because he does not think that 
individual claimants have received any benefit from labor and 
management recommendations to the NIC, in the past several years. 

His one last comment was on the o.s.H.A. connection with NIC. 
One of his clients was present who had come down from Ely. He 
stated that he was forced against his will, and against his 
protests, to work in a hazardous area while working for Kenne
cott Copper. The scaffolding did fail, he was injured, and he 
asked for an investigation. He was informed by the NIC that 
they could do nothing. That he had run into this problem with 
clients before, in regards to Kennecott Copper. That he would 
like to present to the Committee a list of approximately 10 
pages of defects that O.S.H.A. found when they "got into the 
act". He submitted to the Committees that this should be a 
"state" problem, and that the NIC should be empowered to handle 
these problems as they come up, rather than have the federal 
people come in and give this kind of an edict to a Nevada employer. 
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Senator Monroe asked Mr. Coffin how he felt about A.B. 329, 
which provides that the NIC should pay the attorney's fees 
for claimants, and the attorney, if he is not satisfied with 
the fee that the NIC approves, can go to the District Court 
and ask for a higher fee. 

Senator Monroe asked Mr. Coffin if he did not think that the 
NIC should also be able to go to court, if they did not like the 
fee; if it should not be a 2-way deal. 

Mr. Coffin replied that the NIC itself is setting the fee, and 
that he did not think that there would be an instance where they 
would be dissatisfied with their own judgment. 

Senator Monroe asked Mr. Coffin if he thought it would be all 
right for the Commission to take an attorney to court to force 
him to represent a client, for the fee that they set? Would not 
Christmas come every day for the attorneys of this state, if 
the people of the District Court could decide what the fee 
should be for an attorney to represent a claimant? 

Mr. Coffin replied that he did not think so, for the following 
reason: That any attorney who represents an NIC claimant is 
forced to be involved in so many hassles, and that he thought 
the NIC would become more efficient because, instead of hauling 
claimants and attorneys down for 4 or 5 hearings per claim, as 
they do now, he thought they could limit it to 1 or 2 hearings, 
and he thought that the passage of the bill would encourage them 
to do so. 

Senator Echols said that he would like to make one observation 
at this time. Senator Monroe had referred to it when he asked 
Mr. Coffin if he was a "registered lobbyist". He told Mr. Coffin 
if he was at the hearing representing anyone other than himself, 
he was required to register, but that testifying at the hearing 
on the behalf of his clients was not lobbying. However, if he 
was talking to Legislators in the hall about legislation, he was 
acting as a lobbyist, and the Senator would recommend that he 
register, and eliminate the confusion. That just during the last 
week, there had been several instances where some people had 
been challenged very severely. 

Senator Echols then stated that the Committee was faced with a 
disturbing thing. That there were a lot of people who had come 
from Las Vegas and the northern part of the State to testify, 
and it was obvious that the Committees were not going to be 
able to finish the hearing, and that he would like to hear 
from the people who would not be able to return, if there was 
no objection to that. 

A lady then testified from the audience without giving her name. 
She said that she had not been able to find an attorney to handle 
her husband's claim against the NIC, after making 30 phone calls 
to find one. She said that she, and probably many other people 
in attendance, did not understand all the technicalities that had 
been discussed, but just wanted to present their cases to the 
Committees. 
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Senator Echols tried to clarify matters for her by saying that 
all of the bills before the hearing would go back into Chairman 
Banner's Assembly Labor and Management Committee for hearings, 
since they were Assembly Bills and, after being processed there, 
would come before the Senate Commerce and Labor Committee for 
hearings and to be acted upon. Basically, the purpose of the 
Joint Hearing was to obtain a large over-view of what the bi-lls 
under discussion were all about. He complimented John Reiser, of 
the NIC, on the effectiveness with which he had explained the bills. 
He said, again, that he·believed the people testifying at the 
hearing should address themselves to specific pieces of legislation, 
and commented that, if that were done, everyone would be a lot 
better informed. He also said that the hearing would probably be 
continued for an hour or two after dinner. 

Senator Echols then gave Mr. Raymond Bohart permission to speak 
. on behalf of the people present from southern Nevada. 

Mr. Bohart stated that he was the managing director of the 
Federated Employers of Nevada, and was a "registered" lobbyist. 
He made the following points: 

1--There had been reference made earlier in the hearing to 20-odd 
labor and management bills, and in behalf of the dozen or so 
employers in the audience at the hearing who had f lown.·up at 
their own expense, he expressed their concern about these 
bills. Since the employers are the ones who would be paying 
the bill for whatever bills were passed, he thought that they 
were properly concerned. 

2--He stated that they found it very difficult to address them
selves to the Committee regarding the bills before the hear
ing, since as of March 13, the bills were only up to A.B. 385, 
and they were now up to A.B. 429, and some of the bilis had 
been passed out to them as they entered the room. That there 
had been an implication that there were, roughly, four more 
bills yet to come. 

3--That it was impossible for them to discuss legislation that 
they had not even, or only barely, seen. That they could 
not possibly give any meaningful testimony. 

4--He suggested that the bills be allowed to move back into the 
Assembly where they originated, and that the people he 
represented be given at least a week to study the bills before 
they attempted to give any individual testimony on them. That 
it was impossible for them to give the Committees any intelligent 
feedback on the bills without having time to study them. 

5--That, to his knowledge, the management interests he repre
sented in the southern part of the state knew nothing about 
any bills that were coming out of the NIC • 
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Senator Bryan asked Mr. Bohart if he was indicating that the 4 • 

bills had not specifically received the approval of the Feder¾f~~ 
Employers of Nevada. 

Mr. Bohart answered that, starting with A.B. 403, he had not 
even seen them previous to the hearing. That he was not 
representing everyone present from Southern Nevada, that many 
individuals were present themselves, but merely wanted him to 
make it clear that they were not familiar with the legislation 
and wanted time to study it, before they testified on it. 

Senator Raggio remarked that the Committees had just received 
copies of some of the bills as they walked in the door also, but 
that there had been so much talk about this so-called NIC package, 
that he wondered if Mr. Bohart had any preliminary comments 
that he might give the hearing about the over-all thrust of the 
program, so that they might have some guidance, as they considered 
them bill-by-bill. He asked if there was any position that Mr. 
Bohart's group had taken. 

Mr. Bohart stated that his occupation at the present time caused 
him to be engaged in "collective bargaining", and he found that 
it was always unwise to comment until you know everything that you 
are talking about. That, at this time, he did not care to take 
any position on the "package" until he knew what the entire 
"package" contained. 

Senator Echols asked if the Committees could have a list of the 
membership of the Federated Employers of Nevada. Mr. Bohart 
said that he would be most happy to give the Committee members 
a list, and that Mr. John Yoxen, at the hearing representing the 
Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce, had just reminded Mr. Bohart that 
he was speaking for the 1,000 members of that Chamber. 

Mary Leisek, representing the Southern Nevada Home Builders 
Association, was the next speaker, and she made the following 
points on A.B. 364. 

1--On lines 20 thru 23 on page 3, she read the original wording 
of the law. "In determining the total amount paid for 
services performed during the year, the maximum amount earned 
by any one employee during the year, shall be deemed to be 
$15,600.00". 

2--She then quoted from the NIC rule (Regulation #16), and 
asked the Committees to please note the difference in the 
wording between the statute and the rue regulation, "For the 
purpose of considering workmen's compensation premiums, it 
is the first $15,600.00 paid to an employee during a calendar 
year, by an employer". She asked the Committees to note that 
nowhere in the statute does it refer to an employer, only an 
employee • 

3--The NIC, through what they call their "labor and management" 
committee, is now trying to close the door, by saying that 
each employer will now pay this premium instead of the amount 
being based on what the employee actually earns. 
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4--What we have is a-situation where if an employee is working 
for one employer for 6 months, at an annual salary of $15,600.00 
and then goes to work for an9ther employer, the second employer 
has to start paying premiums on his salary, all over again. 

5--The people she represents believe that the employer in this 
case is being unfairly treated, and so is the employee, 
because the employee's benefits are not increased, although 
the amount paid in on him, following this thesis, could be 
based on as much as $31,200.00. 

6--She stated that they were very much opposed to the $24,000.00 
figure, but that they would like an amendment to the bill 
regardless of what figure was finally arrived at, that a 
weekly maximum be paid, so that it would never exceed for all 
the collective employees more than would be paid on any one 
employee, over the 1 year. 

7--What the NIC is asking for, in their opinion, is that the 
premium be paid by all the employers, and there would be no 
limit on that, only on the employee's earnings. That they 
were asking that, whatever amount is finally arrived at, there 
is a "weekly maximum" put on that amount. 

Senator Raggio asked whether it mattered if there was a "weekly 
maximum" or an "annual absolute maximum"? 

Mrs. Leisek replied that it did matter, for the following reason: 
Based on the $15,600.00 figure we have right now, the weekly 
maximum would be $300.00 a week, and if an employer doesn't know 
whether the employee was going to stay with him for the entire 
year, say that he is now earning $400.00 a week and the way the 
employer has to pay the premiums, he has to pay on the first 
$15,600.00, so he could be paying on a salary in excess of $300.00 
a week, so it is essential that there be a "weekly maximum". If 
there are 13 weeks in a quarter, and the employee is earning $400.00 
a week, the employer would be over-paying on his premiums by 
$1300.00, and yet the employee is not covered in excess of the 13 
weeks that he worked. He never has been, and it was her contention 
that the NIC has been illegally collecting the monies that they 
have been collecting, and that they are now trying to "close the door~ 

Senator Monroe asked for clarification of Mrs. Leisek's statement. 

Senator Raggio stated the law presently says that the premium 
should be paid up to a maximum of $15,600.00. Some employer 
may hire an employee, and he may earn $15,600.00 in 6 months. 
Then, if he leaves and goes to work for another employer, the 
way she is interpreting the law, he may earn another $5,000.00 
or $6,000.00, and by his new employer paying premiums on him 
also, the employers are paying on as much as $20,000.00 or 
$21,000.00, or whatever his total wages might be, merely because 
he changed employers. 
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The preceeding portion of the minutes of the Joint Hearing, 
held on March 18, 1975, with the Senate Commerce & Labor 
Committee, and the Assembly Labor & Management Committee 
are: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Betty Clugston 
Assembly Attache 

II 

dmayabb
CL

dmayabb
LM



' 

ce 

• 

JOIN'r HEARING OF SENJ\'£E COMMERCE & LABOR CO;·lHI'l"l'EE l\ND 
ASSE!1BLY LABOR & .Nl\Ni\GENEN1' COXMI'l'l'EB. 

March 18, 1975 

SENATE CO;·lMERCE & LABOR COi'1MIT'I'I:E: 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Senator Echols {Chairman) 

MEMBERS ·.ABSENT: 

Senator Blakemore (Vice-Chairman) 
Senator Bryan 
Senator Foote 
Senator .Monroe 
Senator Sheerin 
Senator Raggio 

None : 

ASSEMBLY LABOR & MN~AGEMENT COMMITTEE: 

l".i.EMBERS PRESENT: Assemblyman Banner (Chairman} 
Assemblyman Moody {Vice-Chairman) 
Assemblyman Ben.kovich 
Assemblyman Scho·f ield 
Assemblyman Getto(Excused for short segment) 
Assemblyman Hayes(Excused for short segment:.) 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Assem~)lyman Barengo 

The hearing was called to order at 4:02 P.M. by Senator Echols 
for the purpose of discussing A~B. 2-3-4-5-50-)03-304-329-337-
364-365-366-367~368-369-370-371-372-403-404-405~419-425-426-427-
428 & 429. 

Senator Echols introduced the Committees to the audience, and 
apolog:ized for the delay in convening, which was unavoidable. 
He stated that the meeting was to consider a very comprehensive 
of proposals; that the Legislature had been in session for 60 
days, and that there was much of the legislation under considera
tion that the Committees were just not getting a look at. Be said 
that they were very disturbed that the audience and the C01;n1:Jdttees 
had not seen c6pies of some of the proposals before the hearing, 
but that there were times when that \vas the ·way the Legislative 
process worked. Ile gave a quic~ resume of the way things were 
going to be handled, and some of the things they were going to 
try to do. He asked that the representative of the Nevada Ind
ustrial Commission address himself to the proposals, and inform 
the audience, as well as the Committees, as to the thrust of the 
proposals, as briefly as possible. ·Ile hoped that it would take 
approximately one hour, and at the end of that time, the Co~m
ittees would take testimony from the persons who had traveled a 
cozwiclerable distance to testify. Computing that it would then 
be approximately 6 P.M., he said that the meeting would break 
for an hour or so, and then resume in the evening; or, if it. wa.s 
necessary, be continued on Thursday, H~rch 20 . 

*~The penciled corrections on the first 16 p~ges were made by 
John Reiser, .Chairman of the NIC o 
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A.B. 
403 

Ma_rcn 1.u, .t~/.':> 

The first speaker ~as John Rci~~r, Chairman of the Revada -~ 
Industrial Co1mnission, and he stat(~d that the legislation he 15'.;;, 
would li.l:c to review had been rccoinmcndcc1 by the Governor's 
Labor and Management Advisory Board, and that this Board had 
discussed much of the legislation with labor and managc1,:ent . 
representatives around the State. He said that all of the legis
lation was not yet availo.ble in printed form; that some of the 
bills had just been introduced that day and the day before in 
the Assembly, and that, if it was agreeable to the Committees, 
he would like to go through the bills that had been printed, 
and were available to everyone; and made the following comments. 

Re: A.B. 364 

This bill was recorri.,-:i.encleci in order to take care of technical 
changes in the procedures. In Line 16, the proposal is to 
change $15,600.00 to $24,000.00 pe~ annum, as a base for 
collecting premi~ms from the employer. That salaries are 
approaching the $15,600.00 mark, and in order for rates to 
remain stable, with everything else being _equal, the base 
should increase with increasing salaries. That, if the 
change is not made, the rates will tend to change as they 
hit this upper limit on the payroll collection. 

Senator Raggio suggested that it would be helpful, if not essen
tial to the audience and the Com,--P.i ttees for· Mr. Reiser to out
line this so-called NIC package that they hac. hea:cd so mnch about. 
He asked Mr. Reiser if he had said that the legislation had been 
reviewed of both labor and management? He said that if Mr. Reiser 
would go through the proposals first, and tell the assemblage 
what problems the fund ~ .. ms having, and what had to be done to 
make the fund solvent, and what the 1';IC was trying to accomplish 
with this over-all package, then they could look at the various 
bills individually. 

Mr Reiser agreed that this was an excellent approach, a.nd stated 
that he would review the entire package, and then come back to 
the individual bills, so that everyone_would not get bogged 
down in detail. 
He stated that the entire NIC operation was reviewed by a sub
corunittec of the Legislature,.headed by Senator Carl Dodge, and 
much was reviewed in the area of rehabilitation and public 
safety programs. That many of the prop6sals had been suggested 
by the Governor's Advisory Board, and discussed them as follows~ 

o•, ,.,.., J,b 
1--In the field of public safety. 
2--Changcs in coverage. 
3--Changes in co~pensation benefits. 
4--Changes to implement effective administration._ 

In the area of ~ s~f cty, there ~vcre some c!1.an9e!, in the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act. lie stated that t!1e Cornmittce 
had been furnished· with a 2-pa<jc technical summary, prcpz,red. by · 
Mr. Ralph Langley, and that he was sure Mr. Langley would he 
happy to answer any quest.ions that anyone might have. 
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to h-..-.dl-r:: 
Td~e c1:ia1:iges. arc in heal th_, pub lie safety, . and ~J c~arges of ~ 

iscr1.m1.nat1on that have heen brcught against emp.oyers. 
Most of the changes are mandated by the Federal monitors who 
are looking over our State operation. Basically, these changes 
are housekeeping chah~es. Mr. Reiser agreed to answer any ques
tions, and come back to them when he discussed the individual 
bills. . 

Senator Echols said that he thought the people would like to know 
exa·ctly what the NIC is pointing for in all of these areas: ~ 
safety, coverage, compensation benefits, and what you ter.m "ef:f:ec
tive administration". 

C\r-e 
A.B. Mr. Reiser stated that the objectives in the safety area~ to 
360 reduce the disabling injuries, and of course 1 the fatalities; and 

& that industrial fatalities were down approximately 19t, as a re-
409 sult o"f their safety program, 1for the .fil:st fiscal year. That 

this was the first time ir?~0 years there had been a :r.eduction in 
disabling injuries. He stated that several things contributed to 
this improvem~nt, in addition to the operation of O.S.!I.A., for 
example, the reduction in the speed limit to 55 MPH. '1'hc1t,· as a . 
result of action taken by the 1973 Legislature, the State Mining 
Inspector was now operating alongside the O.S.H.A. inspectors 
in the NIC building; that the advantage of.having them together 
since January_S, is really beginning to show di~idends. He said 
that the State Mining Inspector reviews every cl aim that corr.ef; · 
th h d . . . . h s ?-~Pl<f$<fl\t"'lt"IV-eS· • roug regar ing mining, Just as t e O., .I-I.A. ~cpec:::-i=-o-.·..s review 
every claim that comes through in their field, and that each 
claim in followed through from the introduction of the clalm 1 

through the inspection, and right on through to its conclusion. 

'Re9e..rding The 2 Mining Inspector bills that are being considered 
in another Assembly Comini ttee are part of the reco1n.rnended changes 
recommended by the labor and management interests around the 
state and, generally, by the labor and management people in the 
mining industry, along with William DuBois, the State Mining 
Inspector. 

In·the area of coverage, the recommendations are: 

• ifP _ permit the optional coverage of self-employed individuals. f). 1--to eliminate occupational and numerical exemptions, and to 

He stated that this bill had been completed by the bill drafters he,rt and would :prchably be introduced _to the Assembly on March 19. He 
stated that this bill has been difficult. to draft, because of 
the self-employed provision, and that they had spent a great deal_ 
of time going through the statutes to see how a self-employed 
individual could be covered, and yet not ~e an employee. 

2--Elirninating occupational exemptions would bring in some of the. 
occupations such as agriculture and some hazardous occupations, 

· which have been elective in the past. 

3--In numerical exemptions, it would bring in all employees, in
cluding those working for the smuller .employers. 
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He stated that when the NIC prieed the rates for cover.age on I~ 
self-employed ineividuals, they found that if they did not put in some restrictions, such as limiting -the_ coverage to l·?evl%t 
residents, and requiring physical examinations, the price ~ 
the coverage would be prohibitive to these individuals. That 
these restrictions were the basic difference between t~e Assem
bly Bill that would be introduced March 19, and the bills that 
had been drafted prior to the hearing .. · 

In the area of full coverage of all occupationally-related ill
nesses, he said that Nevada was one of the few states in the 
country, if not the-only one, that did not have some limited 
coverage.on heart disease. That A.B. 425 would provide cover
age for only those heart disease cases where medical evidence, 
and other evidence, demonstrated that there was an aggravation 
on the job, and contriJ:?u_ting factors arising out of the course 
of employment. 

A.B. Reaarding the compensation benefits, he stated that the recornmenda-
428 tions are that the principle of individual equity be extended to 

include more employees. He made the follow:i.ng points: 

A.B. 
368 

A.B. 
368 

1--In 1973, the Legislature increased benefits considerably, to 
about $459.00 a month for "permanent.total disabilityll. • 

tot-.,../ f?,>.' pe'""'"'"""t t1:>t,d d,s..,.£,i1ly l>e-11~fJ 
2--Regarding "temporary part~a-1 disability~ the recommendation 

, is that they go from $485.00 a month, the p.r.esent maximum 
benef.i,t, to approximately $760 •. 00 a month. Only the employee 
who is earning over the state monthly average would be affect
ed. In other words, the people who now earn $1100.00 a rnonth 
are entitled to $485.00,(~a 1month. Under this recommendation, 
they would be entitled~ their. monthly sal.r-ry, or 
$760.00 a month. This brings the maximum benefii to 100% of 
the average state monthly wage. We are also looking at a bill 
that is before the National Congress that concerns these·re
commendations. 

3--Regarding the "death benefit",~the proposal is that the death: 
benefit be raised from $650.00/'f<;>9:-ifbf0ial expenses, to ap- · 

'proximately $1200. 00. The $ 650. OQl"~igure· ·has been .i.n force 
so long that it is no longer adequate to cover even a reason
able burial expense. 

li-C~tflt \I 
4--Regarding the "educational~ ·part of this bill, it provided 

for benefits to survivors beyond the age of 18. The present 
law provides benefits until they reach the age of 18, and the 
proposal would continue those benefits until they reach the 
age of 22, if they are ·enrolled in a full-time educational 
institution. 

The next bill is part of the Governor's rccom.11cndations and his 
budget suggestions. It is a retroactive benefit funded by the 
General Fund. It would provide an increase over and above that 
paid 5Y the NIC.(a 20% incre2se. The 1973 Legislature passea:ari 
Assembly bill providing for a 10% increase, and t~is would be a 
10% increase on top of that._ · 
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A.B. 
426 

A.B. 
427 

It would affect survivors, wic~ows nnd children/\ who were in
jured before 197 3. This would increa.Sf:: the $16 7. 00 a month 
the widow is receiving under the old law, and bring it up to 
a little over $200.00 a month. The present propos.:::l would in
crease the benefit 20t for the life of the individual; the 1973· 
bill only increased the benefit 10% for two years. This pr<::f~ 
sal would increase the benefit 20% for the to~:i7l J •·'o--:-1::i ~J lite~ 
time of the 0id6w!s ehildren~ and the permanent total disability 
pensioners that are affected. · 

c .... phyer 
Under efLective administration, the proposals are that an "Un
insured Account" be create~·1hich would allow the employ.ee to 
take NIC coverage, even though his employer may ha~e failed to 
purchase the mandatory coverage from the Industrial Commission; 
and to bring suit against his employer, through the Industrial 
Conunission. 'I'his bill ·should be considered along with the bill 
that provides a "criminal penalty« for employers who do not 
cht,""lse the mandatory coverage. · 

w~•d·-. p1-ot1rc!es 
Another provision is thciet_ "criminal penaltyu bill~ that the 
Commission be allowed to stop compensation, and xecoup any pay•· 
ments made to someone who has misrepresented facts, as a basis 
for receiving compensation. 

Regarding the "limited lu.,'11.p sum" on "permanent partial disabi
lity", there is a recommendation that has been made to the Com
mission by a number of people who have also gone to their indi-
vidual Legislators, asking that there· bE: c1 limited lump sum for 
those ,.;orkers who have sr:1all m\·ards; for the reason that so many 
people have financial problems following their inj-tu:-y. Q;:,e e-f.:...... 

1:he proposal~ is that the _Coi:imission be allo·.,1ed to pay up to 12% 
on "permanent partial disability" in ·a lump sum. •rhis would. 
affect about 2,000 awards per year, and would allow the benefit 
to be paid in a lump sum, rather than over ·the working life
time of the individual. The 1973 session provided legislation 
that raised "permanent partial disability" approximately 54%, 
and in doing so they provided that the benefits be paid over the 
working lifetime of the individual. The 11 limited lump sum 0 proH 
posal would give_the individual the option of taking a lump sum 
which would be, _in some cases, far less that they_would receive 
if they took their benefits over their working lifetime. For 
the older workers, some of them would have an advantage by taking 
a lump sum, rather than over the balance of their working life
time. 

~ A.B. Another statute that has been recommended is to h.anel.c. a problem 
-3-a-.t - that the NIC attorneys refer to as t!w 11 \~itt versus Jackson" 

.&- problem. It is a California case. To aive a siinple example: 
l"-'.t,11.s St:<\t: btH•-. , ~ , 

372 If the employer l:-S op::1r;,,t,.-n.g _negligently, c:nd a th:trd party hits 
one of our claimants, and causes serious injury; under the 
present statute,~either the cmployee~or the Co~n1ission, or both, 
can take action against the negligent third party_and, if they 
arc successful in recovering, that negligent third party· is rc-
sponsiblc for paying for that injury that they caused. Under 

~--hf••l;>l"I. w,v"I.~ h · · · the prcscncniaw, thehcmployer or t.e NIC is not entitled to any 
recovery against that negligent third party, if ~he injury occ-. 
urcd in the course of employment l.>, t-le think that thi!: bill will _ 
take care of that. ~ th.-e '-"'f>l"y~ .. '" t"~ ,1,0 .,i: fft.x,. .... ,1-c, 

'--•H h,,,,, ...... tty , ... it-.."~' s:«--.t ~-It-
. S' .. 
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Rcgarcting the "silicosis" proposnl", it is one that eliminates 
the requirement that during the last two years the person must 
suffer injurious exposure. \·le know that a person docs not con
tract silicosis today, and become permanently disabled tomorrow. 
Silicosis is a progressive disease. Persons who are wqrking at 
light employment now are under pressure to ta~e "permanent disa
bility" if they have to be termed "permanently disabled" within 
two years of the time that it was discovered that they \"'ere suf
fering· from silicosis. This has not been much of a -problem to 
this.point, because we have had court interpretation, but this 
bill will just clear up the statute. ~ 

To go back, to A.B. 364, many of the States have gone to unlimi
ted payroll. 1-Je do not'.: think that this is equitable, so we have . 
reconunended that Lhe ·b~se be raised from $15,600.00 to $24,000.00, 

' 
In addition, there is a proposal regarding "athletic and social 
everits 11

• This is that an employer not be responsible for "off 
the job" injuries, in connection with soft ball tea~s, bowling
teams, etc., that they sponsor for their employees. They wish 
to continue to sponsor these things, but do not_ wish to be re
sponsible{~.. ,~J1o1.,,, s t-."\t 't' .... itt" p/,.c-~ • ff~· geb • 

The next proposal is to eliminatt''·ritemporary total disahility" 
limitation. There is .a limit of '$J..OO~ monthsnow, and there 

,is only one=person I have seen, as long as I have been with NIC, 
that has.gone over the '$-100.~ rnontht. This is more of a 
',?housekeeping 11 proposal than anytJ:1ing else, and is a r.o-9?st; 
item, because \·lhen most persons hit that ?;,,-100 ~ month ,'"'fney 
are ready for a !?permanent total disability" determination, or a 
"permanent partial disability" deterr;1ination. 

A.B. The next item is equitable "husband and wife" benefits. In 1973, 
366 the Legislature eliminated most of t~e c!istinction between "wido•,vs 

and widowers", but th1~is something that I think all of us missed. 
This proposal is ~o treat the husband the same as the wife, in 
the case of an industrial fatality, and to 77ay them both the-s-a:me 
b~nefit"s •. pt-,S!-1.11",!t,. d .. pei..Z-t"-C:..';' bl'- f!--e. sq~e_ b~_S"IS ~ 

A.B. The next item is to adjust the limit on claims for disease or 
370 death. The limit now has been "4 months from the date of the 

disease;;,. We are suggesting that it be changed to "90 days fr.om_ 
the date of knowledge of the disease". This is in line with the 
silicosis proposal. A person may contact a disease 20 years 
previously, and only recently discovered- tho.t they have it. W0 
do not think that anyone can be required to report a fact, hefore 
they might have received knowledge of that fact. This, ag~in, is 
more ef a housekeeping procedure. 

A. B. 
404 

Regarding A.B. 404, the next item is to change one-word ~hat 
. . h d L " f ,. . ti \... ~ . I - . SI f . elimJ.nates t e wor :t> o ·ric~ :&Ul cll.,t,._g, ·rom our authority to 

( . Std,..._,trd 
invest in buildings. The Legislative Conunitt.ce that studied t1'.•JJ/C ... ~~ 
.,u.;'r..s; report in 1972, rccom:nendcd that we take a hard look at -the 
rehabilitation programs operated by ~he Canadians, and a few ·of • our own States. 
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In doing so, we have found more hnzardous occupations in the 
. ho..vi,.•'-'vet'crd'q 

Cc:rna<lian systems that we l:-eel:sct a-!:, antl yet lower ril tes. 'J.'hc 
conclusion is that they arc doing a better job.rehabilitating 
injured workers. Since that ti!ne, the 197 3 Leg is la tt~ree-,,l'imple
mentcd the Rehabilitation Authority, and we have ~;i,,±t' a staff to 
work with injured workers. We now have Registered Nurses, Claims 
Examiners, and Rehabilitation Counsellors to see that we~ 
give injured workers the best oossibl~ care. The ne~t sten 
that has been recommended by the Advisory Board is that we·· 
nrovi{le a comorehensive rehabilitation center, that anyon~ who..,. •I(, 
-; · · d - · Sf' c.1,i/1s( s .. "" 
is inJure~ on the JOb can be referred to. A center where~neuro-
surgeons, orthopedi~Lssurgc.01-¼£, physical therapists, gymnasts, and 
if necessary, psychiatrists cah work together as a team to give 
the utmost of benefit t6 the injured worker. This is the way 
that most of these systems work within their Centers, and 
the out~ob~ is very encouraging. Double and triple amputees are 
returning to work in 90 davs. This is an entir~ qew outlook. 
Up to now,. we have been talking about increaseJJ."b'e«lllits to in
jured workers; hut now we are talking about people who are moti
vated, being helped to return to work, and rret urawL1'] be11cf:i:ts, 
or u--e-leasE, drawing decreased b2J1efit::-st"-~l r<?<:~\\/11-"IJ so.lru,,es -for 
f> 0 J"-:"t1...,e. •"'l>11,t'1 .'),,.tt~qa of l>\.c::.O,.._,c 'f~,,. ."-.1:su..lnll~'L. . . 

The next ite; is a pioposal that allows the Commission to pay for 
ambul"ance service, or trans?ortation; to allow an injured worker 
to obtain medical treatment, without the employer having to pay 
for it on the spot. This proposal just allows the Commission to 
go ahead and pay for that service, and then bill the employer. 

Pl>O Vl ~/0"'-
The next item is to clarify the waiting period before raedica~ 
be11c.Zit£ c,rn be .t:-'r • .:.--a. The e;dsting statute requires a wai t·.rng 
period of 5 days, bt1~ there .:...s anotlwr stut • L<.:.: l::.hat allows m:: t-o 
f>el:. Gmor,geng,y-1at::,~.i--:al beJic<its £ruin tlie fiu,t dl'l:y-, and this 
proposal just clarifies that we can payAfrom the f±r~t day~ 
W:'M{f the injury occurred. .f">"'""'c"'- 't- P~ •t, .. I Jrs.,. f>,J,~ y b11112f'19 

The next item is to provide coverage for volunteers. This item 
provides that the Conunission can provide coverage I at a deemed 
wage of $100.00 a month, to valid volunteer organiiations. We 
have had many requests for this type of coverage, as some of· 
these !)eople are not ucarning a salary" as such, but are instead 
working for scholarships, etc. The employers have asked us to 
provide this coverage to eliminate the possibility of lawsuits . 

. There are still two proposals in the drafting stage: 

1--The umedical appeals board'', which is not favored by labor 
or management because, if we have the specialists doing an 
adequate job ot helping the injured worker, there-will be no 
need for an aooeal to a medical board . .. -

2--Thc proposal for "extra-territoriality''. Basically, this · 
requires that an em~Jloyec be allowed to file citlm-r. in the· 
state where he was injurcd,..."ttt'- in the sta tc where he was hirccl ~,.. 
In a bill before H.:ttion.:il Con0rcss now, this will become / 
mandatory, if that bill pa!,scs. . . • -

I~ 'the )<'oit-, ,._ 1vl,.,<I,, "u c. ,-.pf"Y""-~,._f 
t S p;1-..¢1f"llt lo~._tir. d 
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The next proposal is that the employer be required within 
6 days of his knowledge of any injury, to report such injuiy 
to the NIC. We think thnt this will help eliminate any delay 
in payment of benefits. We ask our employees at NIC to attempt 
to make the benefit payment within 14 days, but about 35% of 
the reports do not come in until about 10 days after the date 
of the injury, so this proposal would help us to expedite the 
benefit payments, and avoid unnecessary -er Ar;;iinal pcn2 lty /q,.,_ / 111fott."ll10, 

Senator Echols stated that Mr. Reiser had given what seemed 
to be a very comprehensive over-view, and he thought that no_w 
the Committees should hear from the,people who had traveled 
from out of town; that the local lobbyists, Commission members, 
and the Committees could.get together· at any time, without any 
inconvenience. 

The first person to testify was Doris Rose,. against A.B. 329 
which provides for payment of attor11ey~fees. She spoke from 
a prepared statement, a copy of ~hich is hereby attached, and 
made a part of this record. (Attachment 1) 

Senator Echols again admonished the persons testifying, informing 
them that the Committee had to address themselves to specific 
legislation, and asked them to please identify the piece of 
legislation they were testifying in regard to. 

, 
The next person to testify was Mary Lois Novack, as called 
by Senator Echols, but she asked that her attorney, John 
Coffin of Coffin and Nicholls, be allowed to speak for her. 

Mr. Coffin spoke at length from a prepared statement;'which 
is hereby attached, and made a part of this record. He stated 
that his law firm ha~ many clients who were claimants in cases 
again~t the NIC, and he had several years of experienc~ in 
these cases. (See Attachment 2) 

A.B. Senator Raggio-asked Mr. Coffin _if he was familiar with the 
427 provisions of A.B. 427. 

Hr. Coffin renlied that he was familiai with the bill, and 
that in two r~spects, he considered it inadequate. 

1--In A.B. 427, a provision states 11 for awards up to 12%". In 
the past, he had represented several clients who, being 
disabled in the course of their employment, wanted to go· to 
some sedentary activity.that they were able to do. A lot 
of them wanted to get a iob in their own business. That, 
under this provision, if a man wanted to buy a small business, 
he is precluded; as 12% won't buy anything. 

Senator Raggio ~tated that while on the subject of A.B. 427 
he would like to ask Mr. Reiser of the NIC to explain what the 
rationale for the 12% figure was, and how it was urrivcc.1 at. : 
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Mr •. Reiser replied as follows: 

~ B 1--Any person wi'th n 12 90· or greater impairment is c11·c,i"l.l.lC r\ • ,. u :, 

427 for the "second injury account" which was passed by the 

,,~ 
le6-.· 

197 3 Lcgisla ture. 'l'he "second injury account" allows ,111 
employer to return an employe~ to work, with limited' 
liability. ~1c emploier might be opposed to a $100,00G.00 
potentilit'"'cilsabili tyo.; ~~hr}}~ und~~!lhe 12% provision, h-.:: :,:ould 
only be subject to a $1,000.00 '· ability. It is an i1:::•:inti ve 
to help our rehabilitation counsellors antl the employers to 
return these people to work. The NIC realizes that the initial 
costs, including attorney's fees, have been a burden to many 
oeoole, but since 19.,_73 there has been an "escalator clause" 
-:. - h ,.,., ,.,,..,, ' f. .,u 1.. ....... • d -' 5 4 " . . h 

, 

1.n t e law"° • H4).1.r;:.:.1 provi es a ,; J_ncrease in t e "permanent 
partial disability" ·bencf its that People are entitled to. 
'Phat if the "limited lump sum" we~e much larger than 12%, 
people ·who took it Oould be cutting themselves out of a 
great deal of money that t~ey night need to live on in futu~e 
years. Since 1973, every time that wages go up, so dortthe 
benefi tit-;";;eeause of this escalator clause~ One thing that 
the NIC is concerned about; and that they are going to have 
to have an extensive_ "public information orograrn" regard.ing 
is5< that some of the younger workers,.. G°V,6h tak-1& the ·12%, 
and receiviEg, for example, five or six thousand dollars, 
instead of the twen~y-five thousand or thirty thousand that 
they would have been entitled to, if they had takeh their 
benefits over their working lifetime. 

Senator Raggio stat~d that he, Senator Bryan, and Senator Mon
roe were concerned about the wording, and quoted from.the bill, 
"a claimant injured after July 1973, and incurring an impair
ment that does not exceed 12%, may elect to receive his compen
sation in a "lump sum payment", calcuL::1ted at 50% of the aver
age monthly wage for each 1% of disability, less any "permanent· 
partial disability" benefits already received. 

Mr. Reiser replied with the following example: Let us take 
someone with a 10% "permanent partial disability''. I have 
worked this· out myself, and I believe I. would be entitled to 
about $25,ooo~oo over my working lifetime, or I could take 
$5,700.00 as a lumpa,sum~ imi--nediately. By taking the $5,700.00, 
I would give up the~• for the rest of my working lifetime. 
This goes back to 1973, and anyone injured after that time 
could elect to receive their compensation in either. one of these 
ways. Those who have already received one or two annual payments, 
would have those annual payments deducted from their total~~P s~~ 
compensation. . 

Senator Monroe remarked that there seemed to be a d~nflict 
between A.B. 2, which provided for a·payment of up to 2oi, 
and A.B. 427, which provided for a payment of 12~. 

>\ot" 
Mr. Reis0.r answered that J\..B. 2 was tr:r.s-0 considered by the Lubor 
and Management Advisory Board, but is-an alternative to A.D. 427. 
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Senator Monroe, at the request of several people, asked Mr. 
I /,I 

John Coffin, of Coffin and Nicholls, if he was a ·registered 
lobbyist, or was just a witness at the hearing. ~ 

Mr. Coffin replied that he was not~ lobbyist, registered or 
otherwise; that he would like to finish his answer to Senator 
Raggio's question regarding the provisions of A.D. 427. 
The second provision in the bill that he particul~rly did not 
like, and which was enacted by the 1973 Legislature,· at the 
behest of the NIC, w~s the elimination of "other factors". 
That when a committee, a claims board, or the Commission meets, 
it meets to decide a claimant's disability. That the elimin~
tion of "other" factors completely negates the importance of a 
person's occupation. That the claimant is taken on a "whole_ 
body" basis, according ·to American Medical l\ssociation guides. 
He thought that the adoption of a 0 blanket standard" like this 
was inherently unfair. That the loss of a hana to him, as a 
lawyer, would be of fairly minor consequence, but to a ,.,atch
maker, or someone who makes their living mostly with their 
hands, it would be a tragedy, that.it would kill that type of 
person, economically. He stated that-this matter had come up 
time and time again in the hearings he had appeared at before 
the NIC, and that it was basically and grossly unfair. 
Going back to the "limited lurr.p sum" provision in A.B. 427, 
he stated that a person is given an award to help them, and if. 
they can rnak~ better rise of the award by taking a lump sum and 
buying a small business, or whatever, he thinks they should be 
given that·opportunity. 

Mr. Raggio stated that Mr. Coffin was talking about the provi
sions of NRS 616.105, which have already been adopted; that it 
was already iri the law, and A.B. 427 does not change that~ 

Mr. Coffin replied that he realized that, but that he was par:_ 
ticularly concerned with the way Mr. Reiser explained A.B. 427, 
when he stated that a claimant would have the option _to take a 
"lump sum", but at a considerable reduction. 

Senator Raggio_ said . that what he wanted to make clear was that 
A.B. 427 does not change the present law, which do~s preclude 
the c6nsideration of "other factors". 

Mr. Coffin replied that he thought it should do so. That he 
thought "other factors" and "a lump sum" should both be provided. 
That there are cases be~ore the Nevada Supreme Court which will 
probably not be heard for another year, and these cases concern 
the claimant's ability to appeal to the District Court. Ile stated 
that he knows that "on paper it looks better if all.of the 
administrative procedures are kept within one administrative body" 
but he does not think this is fair for the following reasons: 

1--0n the claims level at NIC, the claims people are under 
Mr. Reiser. They meet with people as claimants, .and make them 
an offer, based on the medical evidence • 
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2--If they are not satisf icd with what they are offered, thev ~ 
then meet with the Con~issioncr. The Comnissionors have iwo 
dia~ctrically opposed responsibilities. On the one hand, they 
are charged with the responsibility of building up the "fury<l," 
and Mr. Coffin rcmarke<l that he.had seen in the newspaper 
where the "fund" had been built up by 12-1/2 million dollars 
this year. On the other hand, they are obligated to pay out 
of that II fund" in ma}:ing awards to claimants. IJe said it was 
just as if he and Senator Raggio were involved in an accident, 
that Senator Raggio agreed that he should pay Mr. Coffin an
award, and then tlr. Coffin let Senator Raggio decide how 
much he should receive. He thinJ~s that the Commissioners 
are in a position of inherent conflict, and it is unfair 
to them and unfair to the people of the State of Nevada 
to put them in this .perplexing position. 

3--The next step, under the 1973 legislation, is to go to the 
independent Hearing Officer, rather than have a 11 trial ~e novo" 
in a court of law. The present Hearing Officer, he believes, 
is doing a fine job, but that he is housed at NIC, he serves 
at the pleasure of the Governor, and that there are too many· 
political connections present to make sure that he is truly an 
~independent" Hearing Officer. He believes that the liwyers 
handling cases for NIC claimants would be much better off 
with·an "independent" trial judge and jury. 

4--The Commissioners claim that a "trial de novo 11 ·would take 
too much time. You have heard Hrs. Rose, who was injured 
in March of 1973. She was released by her Doctor in May of 
1973. Her first hearing at NIC was February, 1974, almost 
9 months later. Her second hearing was in March, 1975, 
11 months later. He stated that he could have gotten her 
case to court in Washoe Cou~ty in 6 months. 

1

.Mr. Coffin said that he would like to make one other comment 
on what Mr. 'Reiser said when he referred to the bills in ques
tion as a "labor-management package''. There are thousands of 
people in the state who are not covered in this group, and he 
surmises, but has no proof, that between labor and management, 
NIC has been a throw-a.way issue, because he docs not think that 
individual claimants ha~e received any benefit from labor and · 
management recommendations to the NIC, in the past several years. 

. . 
His one last cominent was on the O.S.H.A. connection with NIC. 
One of his cli~nts was present who had come down from Ely. Ile 
stated that he was forced against his will, and against his 
protests, to work in a hazardous area while working for Kenne
cott Copper. The scaffolding did fail, he was injured, and he 
asked for an·invcstigation. He was informed by the NIC that 
they could do nothing. l'!iu.t he had run into this problem with 
clients before, in regards to Kennecott Copper. 'rlwt he would 
like to present to the Committee a list of approximately 10 
pages of defects that O.S.IJ.A. found when they 11 got into the : 
act". He submitted to the Cornmittecs·that this should be a 
"state" r.,roblem, und thut the NIC should be empowered to hnndlc 
these pr~blcms as they come up, ruther than h.:.vc the federal 
people come in and give this kind of an edict to a Nevada employer. 
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Senator Monroe asked Mr. Coffin how he felt about A.B~ 329, 
\·1hich provides that the NIC should pay the· attorney's fees· 1 ~ 
for claimants, and the attorney, if he is not satisfied with~ 
the fee that the NIC approves, can go to the District Court 
and ask for a higher fee. 

Senator Monroe asked Mr. Coffin if he did not think that the 
NIC should also be able to go to court, if they did not like the 
fee; if it should not be a 2-way deal. 

Hr. Coffin replied that the NIC itself is setting the fee, and 
that he did not think that there would be an instance where they 
would be dissatisfied with their own judgment. 

Senator Monroe asked Mr. Coffin if he thought it would be all 
right for the Commission to take an attorney to court to force 
him to represent a client, for the fee that they ~et? Would not 
Christmas come every day for the attorneys of this -state, if 
the people of the District Court could decide what the fee 
should be for a~ attorney to represent a claimant? 

Mr. Coffin replied that he did not think so, for the following 
reason: That any attorney who represents an NIC claimant ~s 
forced to be involved in so many hassles, and that he thought 

.the NIC would become more efficient because, instead of hauling 
claimants and attorneys down·for 4 or 5 hearings per claim, as 
they do now, he thought they could limit it to 1 or 2 hearings, 
and he thought that the passage of the bill would encourage them 
to do so. · 

Senator Echols said that he would like to make one observation 
at fhis time. Senator Monroe had referred to it when he asked 
Mr. Coffin if he was a "registered lobbyist''. He told Mr. Coffin 
if he was at the hearing· representing anyone other than himself, 
he was required to register, but that testifying at the hearing 
on the behalf of his clients was not lobbying. However, if he 
was talking to Legislators in the hall about legislation, he was 
acting as a lobbyist, and the Senator would recommend that he 
register, and eliminate the confusion .. That just during the last 
week, there had been several instances where some. people had 
been challenged very severely. 

Senator Echols then.stated that the Committee was faced with a 
disturbing thing. That there were a lot of people who had come 
from Las Vegas and the northern part of the State to testify, 
and it was obvious that the Committees were not going to be 
able to finish the hcuring, and that he would like to hear 
from the people who would not be able to return, if there was 
no objection to that. 

A lady then testified from the audience without giving.her name. 
She said that she had not been able to find an attorney to han<llc 
her husband's claim against the NIC, after m.iking 33 phone cai"ls 
to find one. She said tlw t she, and probably many other people 
in attendance, did not understnnd all the technicalities that had 
been discussed, but just wanted to present their cases to the 
Committees. 
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Senator Echols trie<l to clarify matters for her by saying that 
all of the bills before the hearing would go back into Chairman 
Banner's l\.ssembly Labor and :1ana~Jemcnt: Committee for hearings, 
since they were Assembly Bills and, after being processed there, 
would come before the Senate Comme.rce and Labor CommittE!C for 
hearings and.to be acted upon. Baiically, the purpose of the 
Joint Hearing was to obtain a large over-view o:( what the bills 
und~r discussion were all about. He complimented John Reiser, of 
the NIC, on the effectiveness with which he had explained the bill 
He said, again, that he believed the people testifying ai the 
hearing should address themselves to specific pieces of legislatioj 
and commented that, if that were done, everyone would be a lot 
better informed~ He also said that the hearing would probably be 
continued for an hour or two after dinner. 

Senator· Echols then gave Mr. Raymond Bohart permission to speak 
on behalf of the people present from southern Nevada. 

Mr. Bohart stated that he was the managing director of the 
Federated Employers of Nevada, and was a "registered" lobbyist. 
He made the following points: 

1--There had. been reference made earlier in the hearing to 20-odd _ 
labor and m~nagement bills, and in behalf of the dozen or so 
employers in the audience at the hearing who had flown up at 
their own expense, he expressed their concern about these 
bills. Since the employers are the ones who would be paying 
the bill for whatever bills were passed, he thought that they 
were· properly concerned. 

2--He stated that they found it very difficult to address th~m~ 
selves to. the Comrnittee regarding the bills before the hear·
ing, since a$ of March 13, the b~lls were only up to A.B. 385, 
and th~y were now up to A.B. 429, and some of the bills had 
been passed out to th0.m as they entered the room. That there 
had been an implication that there were, roughly, four more 
bills yet to come. 

3--~hat it was impossible for them to discuss legislation that 
they had not even, or only barely, seen. That they_could 
not possibly give any neaningful testimony. 

4--He suggested that the bills be allowed to move back into the 
Assembly where they originated, and that the people he . 
represented be given at least a week to study the bills before 
they attempted to give any individual testimony on them. That 
it was impossible for them to give the Committees any intelligcn 
feedback on the bills without having time to study them. ~ 

5--That, to his knowledge, the nrnnc1gcment inte1~ests he repre
sented in the southern part of the state knew nothing about 
any bills that wore coming out of the NIC. 
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,,s 
Senator Bryan askt:d Mr. Bohart if he was indicating that the 
bills had not specifically received the approval of the Federated· 
Emplo11ers of Neva<la. 1 111 

Mr. Bohart answered that, starting with A.B. 403, he had not 
even seen them previous to the hearing. That he was not 
representing everyone present from Southern Nevada, that many 
individuals were present themselves, but merely wanted him to 
make it clear that they were not familiar with the legislation 
and wanted time to study it, before they testified on it. 

Senator Raggio remarked that the Committees had just received 
copies of some of the bills a~ they walked in the door also, but -
that there had been so-much talk about this so-called NIC package, 
that he wondered if Mr.·Bohart had any preliminary comments 
that he might give the hearing about the over-all .thrust of the · 
program, so that they might have some guidance, as they considered 
them bill-by-bill. He asked if there was any position that Mr. 
Bohart's group had taken. 

Mr. Bohart stated that his occupation at the preseht time caused 
him to be engaged in "collective bargaining'', and he found thDt 
it was always unwise to comment until you know everything that you 
are talking about. That, at this time, he did not care to take 
any position on the "p?tckage 11 until he knew what the entire 
0 package" contained. 

Senator Echols asked if the Committees could have a list of the 
membership of the Federated Employers of Nevada. Mr. Bohart 
said that he would be most happy to give the Committee members 
a list, and that Mr. John Yoxen, at the hearing representing the 
Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce, had just reminded Mr. Bohart that 
he was speaking f6r the 1,000 members of that Chamber.· 

Mary Leisek, representing the Southern Nevada Home Builders 
Association, was the next speaker, and she made the following 
points on A.B. 364. 

1--On lines 20 thru 23 on page 3, she read the original wording 
of the law. "In determining the total amount paid for · 
services berformed during the year, the maximum amount earned 
by any one employee during the year, shall be deemed to be 
$15,600.00". 

2--She then quoted from the NIC rule (Regulation :!16), and 
asked the Comi'11ittees to please note the difference in the 
wording between the statute and the NIC regulation, "For the 
purpose of considering workmen's compensation premiums, it 
is the first $15,600.00 paid to an employee duripg a calendar 
year, by an employer". She nsked the Committees to note that· 
nowhere in the statute does it refer to an employer., only an 
employee. · 

3--The NIC, through what they call their "labor and management" 
committee, is now trying to close· the door, by saying that 
each employer will now pay th.is premium instead of the amount 
being based on what the employee actually earns. · 
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4--What we have is a situation where if an employee is working 
for one err:ployer for 6 months, at an annual salu.ry of $15,600.C 
and ·then goes to work for nnothcr employer, the second employc..r: 
has to start paying premiums on his salary, all over again .. 

. . . 

5--The people she represents believe that the e:uployer in this 
case is being unfairly treated, and so ~s the employee, ~ · 
because the employee's benefits are not increased,_although 
the amount paid in on him, following this thesis;. could be 
based on as much as $31,200.00. 

6--She stated that they were very mu~h opposed to the $24,000.00, 
figure, but that they ·would like an amendment to the bill 
regardless of 0ha£ figure was finilly arrived at, that a 
weekly maximu:n be paid, so that it would never exceed for all 
the collective employees more thc1n would be paid on any one 
e_mployee, over the 1 year. 

7--What the NIC is asking for, in their ooiniori, is th~t the 
premium be paid by all the employers, and there ·would be no 
limit on that, only on the employee's earnings~ That they. 
were asking that, wpatever amount is finally arrived at,. _there 
. " kl . u t J..l +- t . is a wee y 17:-:!Xl.mum pu on 1.- 1a ... amoun • 

. .. -

Senator Raggio asked whether it mattered if there was a "_week:i.y 
1"naximurn" or an "annual_ absolute maximum"? 

Mrs. teisek replied that it did matter, for the following reason~ 
Based on the $15,500.00 figure we have right now, the. weekly 
maximum would be $300.00 a week, and if an employer doesn't know 
whether the employee was goi:-:g to stay with him for the entire 
year, say that he is now earning $400.00 a week and the way· the· 
employer has to pay the premiurns, he has to pay on the first 
$15,600.00, so he c6uld be paying on a salary in excess of $300.0d 
a week, so it is essential that there be a "weekly maximum". lf 
there are 13 weeks in a quarter, and the employee is earning $400.0 
a week, the employer would be over-paying on his pr.emiums by 
$1300.00, an.:1 yet the employee is not covered in excess of the 13 
weeks that he worked. He never has been, and it was her·contention 
that the NIC has been illegally collecting the monies that they 
have been collecting, and that they ar~ now trying_to "close the do 

Senator Monroe as}:ed for clarification o·f Mrs. Le:i.sek's statement: .. 

Senator Raggio stated the law presently says that the premium 
should be paid up to a maximu;n of $15,600.00. Some employer 
may hire an employee, and he ;nay earn $15,600.1)0 in 6 months. 
Then, if he leaves and goes to work for another employer, the 
way she is interpreting the law, he ma~ earn another $5,0oo;oo 
or $6,000.00, and by his new employer paying premiums on him 
also, the employers are paying on qs nruch as $20,000.00 or 
$21,000.00, or whatever his total wages might be, merely bec&usc 
he changed employers. 
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The preceeding portion of the minutes of the ~oint Hearing, 
held on Mnrch 18, 1975, with the Senate Commerce & Labor 
Committee, nnd the Assembly Labor & Management Committee 
are: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bct.ty Clugston 
Assembly Attache 
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Sena.tor M:m.roe stated that he didn't know what Mrs. Leisek was talking about. 
Senator Raggio explained they way they were interpreti_rig the law, that an e.'U

ployee could earn $15,600 v.orking for one employer i.., six rronths. Then .if he 
leaves and goes to ¼Ork for another enployer, he may earn another $5,000 or 
$6,000 and by his new employer paying premiums on him also, the two enployers 
are paying as rruch as $21,000 in total wages merely because he changed enploy
ers. Senator Raggio then asked Mr. Reiser if this was the case. Mr. Reiser 
replied that he had requested a legal opinion from his staff and they did find 
there had been cases where this had happened. There are potential abuses but 
it has happened. The $24,000 figure per enployer is a clarification of this. 
The situtation where we don't interp~t it that was is where one enployer pays 
the $15,600 and then t.l-ie employee goes to v.0rk for another employer in a hazar
dous industry, for example, crop dusting, and makes another $20,000. Mr. Reiser 
said they t11ought the illogical ronclusion of this thing is that the crop duster 
should pay no premium even though there is high risk exposure. Under the bill, 
as it is drafted, there v.0uld be a requirerrent t.t-iat every enployer pay for these 
$100 units of exr:osure up to the maximum whether it be $15,600 or $24,000. 

Mr. Reiser said if he implied that he had talked to every labor and rnanagerrent 
mdividu&l in the state, he certainly should correct that. The Labor and Ma.nage
rrent Advisory .Board was ai;:pointed by the C::i0vernor to work with them and try to 
screen out sone problems with draft legislation before the bills are introduced 
for consideration by the legislature. A question of IB1p0rtance on A.B. 364 is 
"What is the effect going to be on the rates?" Across the country this maximum 
considered payroll has been increased so the limit does not artificially increase 
the employer's rates. If you hold to tie $15,600 in an inflationary period, 
salaries are going up and that's going to increase your rates. It doesn't make 
any difference to the industrial corrmission whether you collect on the $15,600 
or the $24,000. If you rollect on the $15,600, the employer is going to ask a 
very good question, "why are my rates going up even though my experience rating 
is good?" The problem is that the exp:)Sure is going up/ Suppose your units are 
$100 units and exr:osure is hold down artifically. r,'!r. Reiser said that they 
suggest that the payroll limit be raised so the rates-won't be artificially in
creased. Mr. Reiser said he thought this is the type of thing ·which you requested · 
an explanation for. · 

Senator Bryan said the thing that irritates and embarrasses him personally, as a 
legislator, is that when Mr. Reiser cane and suggested having a. hearing on all of 
this, we agreed to have it today. Senator Bryan said it was his understanding 
that even though sone of the bills were not out·of the bill drafters office, their 
contents had bee.11 distributed around the state, to union officials and enployers. 
Senator Bryan pointed out that the testirrony revealed that sizable numbers of_ 
employers had not even heard of sone of these proposals and had never seen them. 
Senator Bryan felt it was a shambles and that there had been no intelligent input 
to the corrmittees. He said there were considerable nwnbers of r:eople who had been 
inconvenienced by having to leave their jobs, etc. Senator Bryan felt that fqr 
future reference sorrebody should rrake sure the line of comrrunication is open to -
let :these people know- so they can attend. Mr. P-eiser said he had not_ified these 
pEOple that had expressed an interest in the legislative package in very general 
tern1S. He said they had had phone calls and letters on sorre of these bills, 
such as OSHA, as late as the day before the hearing. Ralph Langle was there. He 
said these things were as irritating to them as they are to the com:nittee, but 
when you Ol:=€rate a departnent like t.11ese, you have nundates from all kinds of 
people, including the federal governrrent. They've conB up with problems that 
they have to react to. He said they didn't like it any retter than the employers 
and the comnittee. Mr. Reiser said he agreed that it wasn't an acceptable situ
ation. 
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Senator Raggio said these were agency bills. Mr. Reiser said they were not only 
agency bills. These were drafted as agency bills, but they were in rough form . 
Senator Raggio said that's what he :rreant. He aske:1 if th J were requested in 
September and October. Mr. Reiser said they were requested in Septerrber and October 
but the bills before the corrmittee rc;w are very differe.i.'1t, from tha;;e submitted 
by the NIC in October. They invol ve:1 a tremendous arrount of input from the Lal:or 
and Management Advisory Board. M::>st of the things that Mr. Reiser discussed are 
Nevada Labor and Management rrodifications of what they submitted in Septenber 
and October. Mr. Reiser said they tried to get conrrents and recomrendations by 
everyone that ¼Ould be affected and nofidy this proposed legislation to ronsider 
the criticisms and suggestions of labor and manage:rrent. Mr. Reiser said if they 
can screen these things out so they are nore than an academic version of the 
.improvements that the agency considers necessary, then they perform in better 
service. Mr. Reiser said they were no longer agency bills as far as he was con
cerned. They are bills recoIIlm2Ilded by the Covernor' s Labor and Management Advisory 
Board. They have received an additional screen.iJ1g by labor and management groups. 

Senator Raggio asked who they rreant when they said they had received additional 
screening by labor and management. Mr. Reiser said these are individuals who 
have volunteered ITR.1ch tnne and effort to develop suggestions for .inprovement in 
NIC operations. He said this was the type of thing they had tried to react to. 
Mr. Reiser said they have individual Nevada laoor and management groups that say 
this needs to l::e changed in order to be effective and be supported by their group. 
Mr. Reiser said they tried to prepare these drafts so that they are vXJrthy of the 
agency recormendation. 

Senator Raggio said he would welcome some general opinions on these bills or if 
saneone had sare specific suggestions, he would be willing to listen. He felt 
the corrmittee needed to look at these bills as a whole unit. There was general 
discussion anong the committee rrembers along these lines. 

Chairman Banner ma.de the follCMing rerna.rks: He said he wanted to make his posi
tion clear about what happened. He said he cane up with part of his bills, A.B 
2, 3, 4, and 5, which have been laying around here for about two rronths. A.B. 
303, 304, 50, 329, and 327, he has worked with Mr. Barengo on. They have been 
arourrl a long time and everyone has had time to review them. The last thing 
thing that has hawened because I was coming in with the entire lal:or and rna.nage
ID211t package. Then people kept coming to him and saying they had other bills 
b'1at were nore comprehensive and asked him to hold off on his bills until they 
could see how these go. Mr. Bann?r said he was· aksed to corre up with an NIC 
package arrl when he got here, Senator Echols and .Mr. Banner took it up to bill 
drafting for NIC. .Mr. Banner said they were doing NIC' s work for them. .Mr. 
Banner said he didn't have any nore pressure than anybody else to get these drafts 
out. So through the Assembly com.11.ittee he has been trying to get these drafts 
out as fast as he could. Mr. Banner said he was hurrying today to get these in. 
His reason is that he wants to be around when his bills corre through because he 
is going to be stan:iing there testifying. Mr. Baru12r said he had been trying to 
get sarrething done and that was·why he was there. 

Burt Leavitt testified next. He said that industrial insurance is one of the 
rrost :i.rrportant things in our work. He Sci id it was a right of everyone to have 
this. He spoke a.tout a letter he had received from NIC and read from them. The 
letter will be ma.de a part of the record. Mr. Leavitt said he had received the 
letter only tvXJ days before the hearing and thought the corrmunications procedure 
should be reviewed. He felt when you have one organization that has a rronop'.)ly 
you have trouble. He also felt people should have a choice of coverage. Senator 
Raggio asked Mr. Leavitt if he knew anything about the employrrent security package. 
Mr. Leavitt said he didn't krDW about it. 
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Rolarrl Oakes, Associated General Contractors and a rrerrber of the Labor Manag~ 
Advisory Board, testified rext. He said that if these people that said they had 
not been notified it was the fault of their staff. This package was discussed 
at the general rreeting of the Associated General Contractors and was approved. He 
also happens to serve on the Laror Managerrent Conmi ttee appointed by theC'-.overnor 
and th2re is no package on enployrrcnt secuFity as of the date of the hearing. 
Senator Raggio and .Mr. Oakes discussed this ernployrrent security pacJr-age. 

Mary Novak testified next. She said she was in pain right then and was there 
to represent herself. She said NIC had been rude and had harrassed her. She 
said she asked for an NIC paper right away after here first accident and did 
not get it. Six weeks later she v-.Drked as a waitress and fell again under the 
sarre conditions. Mrs. Novak said they starte:3. telling her exactly what to do. 
She said she called in pain and asked for help and they ma.de here w:Jrse . ..;, She 
said she IID.de requests for change of doctors and never got it., Mrs: Novak sald 
they srould have bills to protect the patients they have. She said 'she was 
speaking not only for herself but for others in the sane condition: She said 
she got an attorney that has been kind to her and treated her right. 

'Ibm White testified next. He said he was as good a man as anyone who walks and 
when he cannot decided what to do -with his own m::mey that he received as a result 
of his injury, he didn't know what was wrong. He can no longer do his job be
cause of the injury. He said he believed any other insurance corrpany would pay 
you off and not just give you a little bit like NIC did. Mr. White said if a 
P3rson is on Rehabilitation they should be on the budget but as long as a man 
stands free and as long as he considers himself to be a nan, then let him make 
his own decision. Mr. White went into a different field. 'Ihis is at one third 
the pay but he said he had his pride and dignity and there is no price for that. 

Attorney Warren Goedert, law firm of Rice and Goedert, testified next. A copy 
of his staterrent is attached for the record. Senator Raggio asked when the 
trial about the appeals officer was to be heard in the Suprerre Court . .fv".ir. Goedert 
said it would be in December of 1975. The opening brief has been filed; the 
resrx:mding brief is prepared and he thought the time to file is at the end of 
the nonth. 'Ihe oral arguerrent may be heard earlier but that will not be done 
until all the briefs are in. Senator Raggio said that he resisted that provision 
and also the one on the panel of fhysicians. Mr. Goedert said he did remember. 
Senator !-bnroe asked if this decision is upheld will this rule out the adminis
trative procedures act as far as the appeals officer is concerned. Mr. C.:i0edert 
said this wc:uld awly only to NIC cases. 

Ralph Rush testified next. Attorney Coffin represented him. When Mr. Rush 
first got hurt his left eye was operated on but he did not have the right equip
m:mt. He requested NIC to send him to a specialist. They did not and he lost 
his left eye. There was a delay of eight or nine nnnths and he could not get 
any help. He retained John Coffin after this. 

Joyce Pederson testified next. Her husband is the injured person but she is 
the one who has had all the harrassrrent, not only from NIC but from the doctor. 
No one was willing to give them any support. 'Ihe attorneys cannot keep on working 
for nothing. Her husba.nd had a back injury received in Decemter of 1973. He 
was under a doctor that released him for light duty only. He is 35 years old . 
He is a noving and storage driver. She is a heart patient. Mrs. Pederson said 
she called NIC two days in a row and they said they could not find her husband's 
record. After she was given this excuse they told he.:r: the doctor had not sent 
her husband's records. She was told tllis week after week. Mrs. Pederson said 
this day was the nost useless day for ~q-:>le in b.'1eir condition. She said 
that she asked to pick her husband's check up bera.use there is a lot of mail 
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trouble in Sun Valley. The NIC said yes she could pick up the check. When she 
went down there they ha::1 mailed the check out. It was a trip to Carson City for 
oothing. NIC also said they ¼Duldn't p::i.y for his first doctor bills. She said · 
she had contacted Mrs. Cbjack and Mr. Banner abc:ut this problem and thanked them 
for their help. 

Fred Crick testified next. He lives .in Reno and was a TV cameraman at KOID. He 
fell off a ladder in the line of work. The ladder was rickety and should have been 
~d from anybody using it. He fell and had surgery on his neck. ~hen he was 
injured he only hurt for about ten minutes. Al:out a rronth later problems started. 
He went to three doctors and then to NIC. They turned him down. No questions 
were asked by his private insurance conpany. He submitted his fonr1S and they 
sent back everything was fine. He started getting noney and had his surgery. 
Dur.ing this time he was still trying to contact NIC. Now he is stiff necked 
from his fusion. On his private insurance fonrlS he stated he thought it was NIC. 
He was then cut off from his private insurance. NIC is still denying his clairn.He 
had a hearing .Ma.rch 18 with NIC. At the he.ar.ing another thing came up. Because of 
lack of noney 1-:e went to m.1sic two nights a week at a club .in California. He 
felt he was being degraded and has to crawl to people who are not his peers. He 
his now a janitor because that is all he can handle. He said to get Reiser and 
his h.mch out and straighten up NIC or call it Nevada Industrial Rip-Off. 

Jack Kenny, Borre Builders of Southern Nevada, testified next. He wante::l to kno.v 
what the fiscal inpact was giong to be. Senator Bryan asked what kind of inform
ation he had received on this hearing. Mr. Kenny did not answer but did ask who 
served on the Labor and Management Advisory Board. He also said they were not 
represented. Senator M::mroe said he had received a telegram a couple of days 
before the hearing from the Southern Nevada Horre Builders protesting a couple 
of these bills. Mr. Kenny said they sent it but they just got a letter saying 
to be here on the 18th and there were a bunch of bills to be heard. That was 
last week but as far as any of the preliminary negotiations they have not been 
a part of them. 

Robert Brown testified next. He lives in East Ely and works for Kennecott.· He 
was hurt v;orking under protest. He wanted to know why the NIC didn't investigate 
the accidents because if they did they would find that a lot of laws are being 
violated. 

Burt Farrell testified next. Mr. Farrell lives in Lyon County and had an indus
trial accident on July 5, 1973. He said he understood that as of July 1 they 
rut out any lump sum payrrents. He said he had surgery and when he recovered the 
NIC called him in for a hearing and gave him an award of 5 percent disability. 
He did not have an attorney at the tirre. The NIC gave him $206 ~r year. He 
was off from July 5, 1973 and went back to work Ivlay 14, 1974. Since then he 
hasn't healed right and he just had another surgery six weeks ago. The average 
working man, according to Mr. Farrell, would rather get a lurrp sum than $206 
:per year. He said to give them a little bit to catch up their bills. Mr. Farrell 
lost his hone, a car and a pick-up. He was also in favor of the bill on attorney's 
fees. He also had trouble getting his travel pay. "When he did get ·it he had to 
give $45 out of $14 7 to the attorney. He also thanked Mr. Banner for listening 
when he called him on the phone. 

Peter Newman testified next speaking for hinlself. He addressed him.self to 
Senator M::mroe's question about attorney's fees that gives control to the court. 
He felt that should be in there because if it not included in the bill the court 
has final regulatory power over an atton1ey•s· fees, the bill could be used as 
a sword by the corrmission on this ground. The NIC traditionally discour<1ges 
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people from getting attorneys. If the legislature is going to give attorney 
fees, the conmission should not be able to reduce this to an absurdity. He 
said it was against the law for an attorney to charge nore than $10 to a veteran 
when he is trying to increare his b?nefits. He said he has handled one charity 
case. If this provision was not in there the NIC could say they were going to 
award $10 to the attorneys. · 

Richard Bortolin, appeals officer of the Nevada Industrial Corrmission, testified 
next. He said he had not planned to make any cornrrent but felt there were soITE 
rerrarks that needed to be responded to. He wanted to make it very clear that 
the law suit in question roncerning ronstitutionality, he did not see or hear 
any of the three individuals that were brought on in that law suit. In addition, 
he was sued prior to being appointed by the Governor. So the issue is really one 
of a pure legal rmtter. He was refused oral argurrent in the district court be
low. He did not wish to make a cormrent on this case because of the fact that 
he didn't want to argue this case before the conmittee. Mr. Bortolin wants 
this case to go before the SupreITE Court. He had an induendo concerning his 
actions at the NIC. He felt that it was proper that he be housed at NIC's own 
quarters until the constitutional cloud was rerroved. He said he would like to 
get the constitutional question settled because it has been a thorn in his 
side since its inception. It has done nothing but impede what he has been trying 
to accomplish at NIC. He tried last surmer by bringing a writ of prohibition 
on to get this matter heard early. It was denied last swnrrer. He had the an
swering brief in in November. There have been tv.o extensions by the other side. 
He said he didn't want to argue this case but he did want to make two points 
very clear. The first one is that the administrative procedures act came into 
effect in 1967. The facts arising under the last three cases cited by Mr . 
Goa:1.ert came about as a result of facts occurring in 1964. He said he vv0uld answer 
Senator Monroe's questions about whether this would affect other agencies. He 
said he thought that particular issue is an issue which could be answered nost 
probably, because if judicial review is affected with NIC, that case will be 
recited by other agencies. Mr. Bortolin just felt there were a few points that 
should be brought out to the committee that were not exactly the way they appeared. 

Senator Raggio said the comm. ttee wasn't round by wheti."1er there is a decision 
or not. 'Ihey can change the law, in fact, and give a trial du novo. He said 
the· ronmittee was not round by the court. Mr. Bortolin said he realized that. 
He said his corrrrent on that was that he would have to get into the rrerits of the 
case and argue the case in order to answer that question. Senator Raggio said 
he wouldn't have to do that and just wanted his-corrirrent on whether Mr. Bortolin 
believed there should be a trial du novo and an appeal to a court. Mr. Bortolin 
said he struggled wit.½ that question for some time. In fact, it was the major 
question which rothered him as the appeals officer. He said sorre very good legal 
minds gave the issue of whether or no the district court should hear the facts 
rompletely over again. 'Ihese legal minds are the sane ones that established the 
administrative procedures act, which was adopted by this state. Mr. Bortolin' s 
answer to Senator Raggio's question is what fw1ction will an agency serve if its 
facts will have to be completely heard again in each and every case. 'lhe noder
ate procedures act has stated that the district could will be confined, as a rule, 
to substantial evidence and not the weight of the evidence. That is a legal 
argunent. 'Ihat is the issue in the suprerre court. Mr. Bortolin said he didn't 
know ha.v to answer except to say that he thought the ffi:ltter has got to be decided 
by the Supreme Court. He thought that if the ap~als officer provision is given 
all of the pJWers that a quasi-judicial officer should have at an agency level, 
he didn't see why he could not administer that v..'Orkmans disability claim as good 
as the district court could or nuybe even better because of the 0,.i:,crtise that is 
gained by doing it day in and day-- out. Senator Raggio asked what was wrong with 
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giving them both. Mr. Bortolin said he had no objection. Senator Raggio said 
they were after the truth. Mr. Bortolin said he had no qualms with having a 
review beyond himself. He said that quite frankly he hoped that all of the 
cases that were presented to him would be presented in the district oourt. He 
said his o.vn question was is it necessary for the district oourt to go into the 
credibility of witnesses and all of those things ti'1at entail the weight of evi
dence rule as opposed to substantial evidence rule. I;Ie said the drafters of the 
nodel administrative procedures act thought that would l::e a duplication of effort, 
and therein lies the issue v.hich must l:::e detennined. · 

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Bortolin if he as the hearings officer were ever invited 
to .make any comnent about any of the bills that were heard. Mr. Bortolin said 
in a couple of instances he did discuss them. These bills have generally been 
considered by labor and managerrent and he said he had errleavored to :ma.intain 
his independence. He said if he discussed a rule with NIC, he may have listened 
to a point they wished to present, but he has maintained his independence with 
regards to any of the matters that the bill ooncems. Senator Bryan asked if, 
aside from the labor managerr€nt package, did Mr. Bortolin have any recomrrendations 
to the corrmittec at this time about any changes, etc. Mr. Bortolin said he 
had prepared a bill ¼hich is an appeals officer bill, vlhich he understood has not 
cone out of drafting. He said that at the time the corrmittee discussed this he 
would go over anything the committee wanted him to. Hr. Bortolin said any bills 
that are discussed individually, that would be the time to comrent. 

There being no further business, Senator Bryan noved adjourriment. 
Senator .M.:mroe seconded the notion. 
'I'he notion was unan.inous • 

The preceeding portion of the minutes of the Joint Hearing, held on March 18, 
1975, with the Assembly Labor Comnittee and the Senate Corrmerce and La.J::or 
Corrmittee are: 

Respectfully submitted: 

Kristine Zohner, 
Secretary 
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Senator Floyd Lamb 
Carson City, Nevada 

Dear Senator Lamb: 

1355 Granite Drive 
Reno, Nevada 

March 10, 1975 

"Justice, Humanity Equity" 

These three strong words are borne on the great seat of the 
Nevada Industrial Commission on the wall of the lobby of the Commission 
Building in Carson City. 

However, after experiencing almost futile interaction with 
the Nevada Industrial Commission I feel compelled on behalf of myself and 
the other citizens of the State of Nevada to bring t~o your attention the many 
inadequacies and injustices of the Nevada Industrial Commission. Unless 
someone has had an actual claim against the Nevada Industrial Commission 
and has gone through what I and many others have gone through as a result 
of an on-the-job injury, one can't possibly know how frustrating and difficult 
the N. I. C. is to deal with. 

First of all, the average citizen is neither aware nor ls in
formed during this process of his or her rights under N. I. C. I soon found 

- out that it is absolutely necesaary that an N. I. C. claimant be represented 

ft. '..;f:-;3,,::-) by a gualified atto~ Ji. few citizens, having undergone a serious injury, 
!.: .tfY: "'/ can afford to hire an attorney on an hourly basis. The attorneys have to get 

fl" 11
• ~ paid so that those few that will handle an N. I. C. case have to take such cases 

: 1J ~ ;ib.i ,I' - on a percentaa
0

e basis. I think this is basically unfair because N.I. C. has 
"-.~-. . l) L f vt,.' Y' i.i-1""" 1--' v their claim adjuaters and their attorneys paid for but they do not provide P'? the same for the claimants who really need it.1 r When someone has had an industrial injury and has been on 

{ N. I. C. comp~naation for awhile they get serio~sly behind in_all t~eir bills. 

• \ tJ! 71c9C d~ ,d,.~L'/~ LL /,.,c, j (/-J.~ 
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As I understand the law the way it now is, N. I. C. will not pay the claimant 
a. lump sum award at the end of their claim but metes out the award in year
ly installments until the claimant is 65 years old. 0£ course, N. I. C. paid 
no interest on the award nor do they pay any extra for the inflation a::; yea.rs 
go by. Additionally, the money is most needed as soon as-the injured work
man ha.s been released to go back to work because by that time he has built 
up a. large number of debts. Unless someone ha·s a tremendously good job to 
go back to, they simply can't make it under the present N. I. C. system. 

This entire process takes many months. For instance, I was 
hurt in March, 1973, released at the end of May, 1973, had my first hearing 
in February, 1974 and a second hearing in February, 1975. During this long 

,. time span no compensation was forthcoming fr~;:: N:l. q. so that the clai_!P,~-
. ant can't possibly get caught up .financially. &--~- 2--:J -~v /?V~/~ £ 

,;J' -~ . In my ow.; case, out of desperation I finally went to an attorney. · ~u .It , ~ My attorney intorm:d me that I was fortunate ~hat my accident_ had occurred 
· •. ;' ~-1;'\ .... J before July of 1973 oecause after that date claimants unde:..- N.1.C. have no 

• .. ~,; fe,.L,1.f right to appeal the decision of the Nevada Industrial Commission to the courts. ,f:L~·-~J". The only relief available now, if one doesn't like what the Comm.· ission awards tJn ..,Y) I them. is to go to a "independent" hearing officer who happens to have his of-

V
IL / ~ ficre ~n-.the N.I.C. build.ing and who h. :_p.pens~ to hold h.is hearings __ at.the 1:•I,,;C• 

.Jf ri bu1ld1.ng., e.. / l . ~ ·~ 4 _ ~ ,, ts /- _,, ~_., , ,.,,(_...,, , . • 7 \ ({,,/1: c.{..,,i.·,.z,,,:,.~,{(.,•«~ ~"•" ~;1,.J-- cJ.,._,_ -!:-se / - ~"p:,_ 'c;."\,, '>~ 

• 

C Another interesting little fact is that the N. i. C. Com..Tl:lission 

?1 ; 

not only makes the final awards to the claimants under N. I. C., but has respon
sibility for increasing the N. I. C. funds. This seems to me to be a total con
flict of interest. 

Up to the present few persons have taken the interest to initiate 
or question constructive changes in the policies or procedures o! the Nevada. 
Industrial Commission. However~ it behooves us all to see that N. I. C. 
adequately serves all those Nevadans for which it was set up to serve, and to 
provide the services for which Nevada employers contribute so that their em~ 
ployees are protected. Let's make the words "Justice Humanity Equity" 
really have mea..'1.ing for people who fall under the Nevada Industrial Commissioi 

Sincerely, 
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LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: 

I'm coming to speak to you for the reason that I have· a 

large N. I. C. practice and have seen the operation of N. I. C. on a level 

that is probably not visible to you as legislators. I have a large N. I. C. 

practice, not by choice but by default, in that most lawyers in the State 

of Nevada will not take on an N. I. C. case. I have continued to take 

N. I. C. cases only for the reason that without the assistance of a lawyer 

an N. I. C. claimant in this State has little or no chance of receiving equitable 

treatment. I state this advisedly after practicing before the Nevada Indus

trial Commission for over 8 years. 

My 8 yea rs in practicing before the Nevada Industrial 

Co1n1nission has absolutely convinced me that claimants before the Com

mission absolutely need legal assistance. It is a bit paradoxical that we 

provide legal assistance for those who are accused of.,and in most cases 

have committed a crime,but do not provide legal assistance for those whose 

only fault is having suffered an accident causing an injury while they were 

working within the course and scope of their employment. 

As an example of the need for legal assistance, I cite the 

case of Ralph Rush, a man in his early 60 1 s who has worked all of his life. 

Mr. Rush was a heavy duty mechanic and in Au.gust of 1973 got some metal 

shavings in his eye while he working on the job. Mr. Rush went to an 

opthalmologist in Reno who advised him. that he needed surgery for a de

tatched retina and that facilities for s.uch an operation were only available 

in San Francisco. The Nevada Industrial Com1nission was also advised of 

this fact and a request was made by the opthalmologist in Reno to send Mr. 

Rush down to San Francisco to obtain the surgery. The doctor in Reno ad

vised N. I. C. that unless this was done, Mr. Rush stood a very good chance 

of losing the sight of his eye. N. I. C. refused the doctor's request for the 
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referral to San Francisco. 
1So 

At that point Mr. Rush sought legal help and with the lawyer's 

assistance was able to immediately obtain permission from N. I. C. to go down 

to San Francisco to have the necessary work done. Unfortunately, however, 

that permission came too late and as a consequence Mr. Rush lost his eye. 

The doctor in San Francisco made a straightforward statement that had he 

been able to operate at the ti.me the Reno eye doctor first wanted to send Mr. 

Rush to San Francisco, he would have been able to save a portion of the visioa 

and the eyeball itself for Mr. Rush. Had Mr. Rush been able to obtain legal 

counsel at the outset of :his claim, he would have been able to get N. I. C. 1 s 

permission to seek medical attention in San Francisco and his eye would have 

been saved. 

Another example of the need for attorneys is the case of a 

lady who suffered a back injury and reached a stable condition at the enci of 

1974. N. I. C. made a tentative award to her pending a final discussion with 

her doctor and her attorney. In late January of 1975, this lady suffered a 

flare-up of her conditions and her doctor wrote to N. I. C. requesting t:n.at the 

c laim be opened for medical attention. The lady was unable to work and has 

been since that time. 

N. I. C. has agreed to send the lady down to their own clinic 

in Las Vegas, Nevada, but pending the time in which the lady is to go to Las 

Vegas, N.I. C. has refused to give her any kind of compensation. This lady's 

husband is disabled, which fact is known to N. I. C. The lady herself is dis

abled so there is absolutely no money coming in to that household. Wifoout 

the assistance of counsel, this lady has no chance of being able to feed herself 

or meet any of her obligations • 

Another area in which citizens of our State are prejudiced by 

the current laws is the area where they are called down to N. I. C. for discussion 

of settleinent of their claims. The Nevada Industrial Commission maintains a 

staff of trained and experienced insurance adjusters. These people deal with 
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this field on a daily basis and are quite competent at their work. Most of the 

claimants coming before the Nevada Industrial Commission in contract have 181 

no training in advocacy and in many cases are barely literate. They car.not 

adequately express themselves nor can they adequately argue against the as

sertions of the claims people at N. I. C. whose primary purpose seems to be 

to preserve the fund at N. I. C. 

The system at the Nevada Industrial Commission as it now 

stands is tantamount to an automobile accident situation in which an injured 

party first deals with the claims adj uster for the insurance company until an 

agree1nent can obviously not be worked out between them. Then the insurance 

carrier is asked to settle the dispute between themselves and the clai n:-ant. 

I think that this would not be tolerated were this the system for the settle1nent 

of claims of private in'"E urance carriers and I don't think that it should be tol

erated with claims against the Nevada Industrial Com1nission. 

Another extremely distasteful aspect of N. I. C. arises out 

of the 1973 legislation offered by N. I. C. in which there is a prohibition against 

paying a claimant a lump sum settlement. 

The time of an injured man's greatest need is when he is 

back on his feet and can either return to his former job or take on a new job 

in another field which, usually pays him less than his previous job. The cur

rent rate for paying claimants' compensation under N.I. C. is 2/3rds of their 

normal salary based on a maximum of $749. 00 per month. It is a fact of our 

existence that most of us Ei:end all but 5 to 10% of our net earnings. JHer being 

out of work for many months and receiving 66-2/3rds % of normal pay, most 

N. I. C. claimants are far behind in their obligations. Many N. I. C. claimants 

have lost their homes, their cars and their real estate while on compensation 

under N. I. C. Yet, under the 1973 legislation, no lump sums can be awarded 

any N. I. C, claimant. Instead, the claimant is paid on an annual basis in 

equal increments from the ti.me of the settlement of his claim nntil he reaches 
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65 ye.ars of age. 

Not only does this system cause a great deal of paper work 

at the Industrial Commission antl completely avoids helping the injured work

man when he most needs it, but is completely inequitable to him because of 

the inflationary factors that are a part of our existence. For example, if 

an injured workman were 55 years old and were awarded a disability percen

tage which totaled $10,000 he should receive payments of $1,000 per year 

until he is 65. Assuming an inflationary factor of 10% per year, which has 

been the case for the last several years, the injured workman would receive 

$1,000 his first year which would have a full %1, 000 buying power. In the 

5th year he would again receive $1,000 which would have only $656 in buying 

power. By the 10th year the $1,000 annual payment would only have $380 

of buying power. Nor does the Nevada Industrial Commission pay interest 

on awards that they make. Thus, it is again a rip-off of the injured workrnan1 

• fr,tr· -t:~ l:u--· ,:,,,:~ ~1 
B_,c'.c..,.:~-,.;;7 the p;ople concerned with building up the industriai insurance 

fund benefit. 

As a result of the 1973 legislation, Nevada Industrial Com-

mission claimants cannot go to the District Cou1·t in the event that they are 

dissatisfied with whatever N, I. C, offers them. The system as it now exists 

is that when an injured claimant has achieved a stable medical plateau he is 

called in before the claims department of the Commission where professional 

people and the N. I. C. doctor interrogate the claimant and then decide what 

they will offer by way of a permanent-partial disability award. If the claimant 

is not satisfied with what is offered at that level he can then go to the Com-

mission level hearing at which two of the three Nevada Industrial Commissioners 

sit in judgment.· These gentlemen have the direct conflict of interest in their 

responsibility for building up the industrial insurance fund and at the same time 

passing on the awards that are to be paid out of the fund. In the vast majority 

of cases that I 1vehad experience with, the Commissioners malr(> liHlP, or nn 

182 
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change in the award given by the Claims Department. Under the 197 3 legis-

lation, the claimant can then go before the 'independent''hearing officer' who is 

housed at N. I. C., who works with the N, I. C. claims examiners and the Com~ 

missioners on a daily basis and who serves at the pleasure of the Governor. 

Coincidentally, the governor also appoints the chairman of the Commission. 

It doesn't take a great deal of thinking to realize that if the man appointed by 

the Governor to serve as the chairman of the Nevada Industrial Commission 

becomes disenchanted with the independent hearing officer the chairman of 
.) 

to 
the Commission will be likely thave the ready ear of the Governor if he wants 

to have the''independent11 officer dismissed, 

While I have heard good reports of the present headng of

ficer, it seems to i,1.e to be unwise to guaranteethe independence of Ji~1. 

officer on the character and integrity of the hearing officer now in office, 

lS3 

The hearing officer, of course, has the ability and power to not only rubber . 1 
.. I i,...~ :;;,.,.,..:.. ;)~1 .J • ._.\,.-",,"_...I 

c~,,.;r,..( , · 1 i,,,, ...,. ;; • .-.~ 

stamp the Commission level award but to reduce such p~ I thinkAis prob-

ably ~ unconstitutional and certainly is no guarantee that over 200, 000 

people in this State covered by the Nevada lndustrial li"nsurance Act have a 

fair hearing if and when they have an industrial accident which causes them 

partial or total permanent disability. 

Another item which has caused inequities in the Industrial 

Insurance Act of this State is the elimination of "other factors". Under the 

current system the disabi-lity rating is made according to the AMA Guides 

For Disability. As an example, if a person has a ruptured disc in his back 

., 
he is given a certain percentage of disability of the whole man, This is 

obviously inequitable for, if a person has a sedentary job the loss of strength 

and full mobility of his backiwliile troublesome, will not be crucial to his em

ployment. However, if a m~n is a carpenter, construction worker or laborer, 

such an injury could totally disable this man from any occupation that he is 
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reasonably suited for. Yet N. I. C. continues to push for the maintenance oi 

one standard for all clai mants,.no matter what their age or profession. It 

seems f;.-..'--.:,--t;J---;,~-•-b:3 obvious that if we are to have any equity in the Nevada 

Industrial Act we must restore other factors so that the people deciding how 

much assistance an injured workman in this State needs as a result of his in

dustrial accident can look at the particular circumstances of each person who 

is injured. 
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-., PREPARED STATEMENT Fo'R JOINT .H~ARIN('; 
on NEVADA INDUSTRIAL ACT 

-. 
1. . A.B. 372, which attempts to deal with the Witt v. 

Jacks on. cas.e, f ai 19 to take• into consideration the fact that Nevada; .. ' ' . . 

by statute, has adopted the comparative. negligence doctrine.. ·Con~ · 

tributory negligence is not the applicable docttine in the· SJ:ate of 

Nevada. 'l'herefore, this bill was h~$tily conceived and was n.ot given 
. ' '. 

sufficient thought to the comple:Xities of the problems. 

2. A.B. 5 is an extremely important bill in that it will raise·. 

cove·rage for those people .whose compensation rates have been fixed. 

without regard to the cost of living, increases and subsequent in--
. . 

creases in the compensation·rates. Specifically, in the· case-of . 

Mr. Mccraken, his compensation of $166 per month would be at least 

doubled if this bill were to go. into effect. There seems to be no 

. question that a human being is unable to survive on $166 per month. 

3. A.B. 329 would eliminate the unfairnes_s that r_e.sults from 

successful_ injur~d claimants who, of necessity, must obtain counsel· 

to assist them in their claims. The system has been and is that -the 

attorney takes a percentage of the awa.rd he is ultimately found to be 

entitled to. In other words, a claimant's compensation is reduced·by' 

the ·amount of his attorney's :fee. It is basically unequitable. Our 

office has obtained in some 21 cases over $400 ,0'00 worth of coverage 

for injured workmen as opposed to the Commissions offer o:f less then 

$30,000. 

4. A subsequent problem exists with the present constitutiori~l 

status of the Appe'ats Officer. The Second Judicial District Court.• 

• has already ruled the Appeals. Officer unconstitutionally endowed. 

That case is p.resentJ.y pending before the Nevada Supreme Court. The 

-1-

,.,\., 
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Legislature has only two courses of action which it may l_egally follow • 

(1) Reestablish a workmens right to an independent action in the Courts 

of this state or (2) pass a- resolution amending our constitution to 

permit the Appeals Officer to exercise judicial functions. The Nevada:

Industrial Commission is presently exposed to liability on the basis of 

the Appeals Officer's unconstitutional decisions. 

5. A.B. 425. The Nevada Industrial Commission in this bill 

fails to understand and comprehend the differenc~ between diseases of 
-, 

the heart which result from employment,and accidents which precip-

itate heart attacks. The concept of A.B. 425, in changing our statutes, 
,-

is a good one but the bill is unworkably drawn and does not correct 

the problems which exist in the police and firemans heart bill, NRS 

617.457. This office will submit to the Joint Committees a proposed 

bill which will conform to the law as it exists in other states and 

in this state. 

~~ ~-~,u 

i -

'N f\R.'R.E."N. 'J . G otl)1::i;z. ... 

.2 t4 S-re:.wART .s, • 
Rwo , ~E.\l t\b~ 

~2~ -0\0:> 

-·2--
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

REPEAL subsection 3 of NRS 61~. 542 

REPEAL NRS 616.543 

. . . ~-
conformity with the, Second. Judieial Di;strict court decision 

. . . 
declaring those statutes unconstitutional, and also bring 

our sta'j::.utes ipto .. conformity wit.h the Nevada State 

constitution. The only other alternative is to pass 

·. a resolutiQn for a proposed consti tutionar, amendment. 

· Thi.s legislation wou+d keep the Appeals officer but st~ll 
V 

~llow access to the c.ou:tts 'for an independent action • 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO AB425 

Section ] . Chapter 617 of NRS is hereby amended by adding 

thereto a new section which shall read as follow,s: 

1. Diseases of the heart, resulting in either te~porary 

or permanent total disability or deatll are compensable, 

188 

under tne'.provisions of this chapter when produc~d or 

aggravated by the distinctive conditions , or exertions of the 

employment .• 

Section 2. this portion of AB425 is'•in cdnformi ty, with· 

the law as written. 



• A.B. 403. 6 
CTI ON PARJ" ~~PH WHY /WHAT CHANGED WHY /WHO REQUIRED CHAN • ..::..:..::..:..::;___,;:..:.,:.:..::;_ _____ ,:__ __________________________ ....;.,;;_;;;..:__.:_:..;.._~~....;;;.;;.=;;__=..;..____,;_ _____ -,..,, 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

618.095 

618.135 

618.145 

618.195 

618.255 

618.295 

618.315 

618.325 

618.345 

618.365 

618.375 

618.385 

618.395 

618.425 

618.435 

618.445 

Clarifying definition of "employer". 

Housekeeping-"and health" 

Adds "public agency" to definition of person 
considered an employer. 

Housekecping-[on or before July 1, 1974]. 

Housekeeping-"safety and health representative". 

Establishing six month time limit for temporary 
standards. 

Delete reference to inspector of mines to allow 
for intra-NIC coordination of safety and health 
activities. 

Housekeep~ng-delete "as consultants or representa
tives". 

Establishes time period for reporting of fatal 
or catastrophic accidents to DOSH. 

Add language to review board procedures to protect 
confidentiality of trade secrets. 

Housekeeping-"and health". 

Housekeeping-"and/or healthful". 

Amended to include lessor as responsible person. 

Add language to advise employees when department 
determines an imminent danger does not exist. 

Housekeeping-replace "director" with "department". 

Federal legislative review letter 

Federal legislative review letter 

Bill drafter update. 

State Personnel Division wants 
"consultant" used only for contract 
positions. 
Agreed to in final review prior 
to approval of State Plan 

Agreed to in final review prior 
to approval of State Plan 

Requirement to meet Indices of 1902 
& Fed. legislative review letter 

Federal legislative review letter 

Strengthened to include language for protection of Federal legislative review letter 
employees discriminated ag'ainst for filing a complaint 
and spells procedures to be followed. 



• 17 618.465 

18 618.475 

19 618.485 

20 618.535 

21 618.545 

22 618.555 

23 618.575 

24 618.585 

25 618~595 

26 618.605 

27 618.615 

28 6-18.625 

29 618.??? 

• • Housekeeping- change "he shall" to "the department •· . Bill drafter update. 
shall". 

Housekeeping-replace "director" with "department". 

Clarifies hearing procedures and stipulates that 
contest hearing be held before review board. 

Housekeeping-"and health" 

Housekeeping-delete "an inspector" add "a depart
ment representative". 

Add reference to Section 545. 

Housekeeping-update of review board language. 

II " II II 

II II II II 

Housekeeping-change "appeal" to "appeal or 
contest" and "commission" to "review board". 

Housekeeping-update of review board language. 

Housekeeping-change "commission" to "department". 

Entitles employee access to records of exposure to 
toxic materials or harmful physical agents. Also 
that employers myst notify employees that they 
have been or are being exposed to toxic materials 
at levels exceeding prescribed standards and 
employer to advise employ~e of action being taken 
to correct the condition. 

Federal legislative review letter. 

Federal legislative review letter. 

Bill drafter update. 

II II 

II " 

Bill drafter update. 

Federal legislative review letter. 
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NEVADA INDUSTRIAL COmlSSION LEGISLATION 

RECO:viMENOED FOR CONSIOER~TION BY THE 1975 LEGISLATURE l9l 

SAFETY: 

(I) OSHA - AB-403 

(2) State Mine Inspector - AB-360 
AB-409 

(3) 

COVERAGE: 

(4) El imlnate occupational and numerical exemption~ and permit cover·age 
of self-employed individuals, AB-440 

(5) Full Coverage of all occupationally related illnesses. AB-425 

COMPENSATION BENEFITS: 

(6) Revision of schedule of worker's compensation benefits. AB 1128. 

Maximum Monthly Benef'itsi 
July 1973 1975 (est.) 

Ca) Permanent Total Disabi I ity (claimant)-------- $459. $760. 

(b} Temporary Total Disabi I ity (claimant)-------- $459. 

(c) Death __ .Cone dependent)------------------------

Cd) Permanent Partial Disabi I ity (per degree of 
disabi I i1'y per month for working lifetime)---

(e) Temporary Partial Disability-----------------

(7) Death benefits (burial and educational-AB-368:----

(8) Retroactive benefit funded by General Fund-SB-330: 

EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION: 

(9) Provide for uninsured employer account. AB-371 

(10) Limited lump sum. AB 427 

( 11) Promptne_ss of payment. AB 11 I~ 

(12) Criminal penalty. AB 426 

(13) Subrogation. AB-372. 

( 14) Si I icosls. AB-405 

(15) Technical changes. AB-364. 

$459. 

3.li4 

$459. 

$650 •. 

10% 

$760. · 

$760 . 

5.70 

. $760. 

$1200 •. 

20% 

(16) Eliminate temporcry total disability benefit limitation. AB-367. 

( 17) Equate husband and wi fc dependents benefit. AB-366. 

(16) Adjust limit on claims for disease or death. AB-370. 

(19) Commission buildings. AB-404 . 

(20) Ambulance service. AB-365 

(21) Clarify waiting period. AB-369, 

(22) Volunteers. AB 429 
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SAFETY 

SUMMARY OF NEVADA INDUSTRIAL COtlMISSION LEGISLATION 

RECOMMENDED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE 1975 LEGISLATURE 

AB 403 (l) OSHA - An Act broadening the scope of the Nevada Occupational Safety 
and Health Act; clarifying the responsibility of the director and the 
department in carrying out administrative functions under Chapter 618; 
establishing the procedures for an informal conference on contested 
safety and health citations and providing other matters properly 
relating thereto. 

AB 360 (2) State Mine Inspector - An Act funding the operation of the State Inspector 
of Mines pursuant to NRS 512.100. 

AB 409 (3) State Mine Inspector - An Act relating to the Office of the State Inspector 
of Mines; I 

COVERAGE 

AB 440 (4) Eliminate occupational and numerical exemptions and permit coverage of 
self-employed individuals - An Act extending compulsory industrial 
insurance and occupational disease coverage to include employees 
whose employer has one or more employees and to include optional coverage 
for sole proprietors. This Act also extends compulsory industrial 
insurance and occupational disease coverage to include all occupations 
except casual employment and stage performers. 

AB 425 (5) Full coverage of all occupationally related illnesses - An Act extending 
occupational disease coverage to include disorders of the heart for 
all occupations. 

COMPENSATION BENEFITS 

AB 428 (6) Revision of schedule of worker's compensation benefits - An Act rev1s1ng 
the definition of the "average monthly wage" and having the effect of 
increasing the maximum ~onthly dis.ability benefit by 50%, from an amount 
equal to 66 2/3% of the state average monthly wage, to an amount equal 
to 100% of the state average monthly wage except for permanent partial 
disability compensation. The maximum permanent partial disability 
compensation would also be increased by 50% from a base of 50% of the 
average monthly wage to 75% of the average monthly wage. 

AB 368 (7) Death Benefits - An Act to increase burial benefits and to extend 
dependent benefits to surviving children enrolled in an educational 
institution . 
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SUMMARY - NIC LEGISLATION 
PAGE T\.JO 

SB 330 (8) Retroactive benefit funded by General Fund - An Act to provide 20% 
increase in benefits to certain categories of claimants and dependents. 
Increased total disability benefits if disability occurred prior to 
April 9, 1971. Increased death benefits if death occurred prior to 
July I, 1973. 

EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION 

AB 371 (9) Provide for uninsured employer account - An Act allowing an injured 
employee of an uninsured Nevada employer to elect to receive benefits 
under Chapter 616 or 617; assigning to the Commission the employee's 
right to bring a suit against the non-insured employer in the event that 
the employee elects coverage. 

AB 427 (10) Limited Jump sum - An Act allowing an injured employee to elect lump 
sum payment of a permanent partial disability award if his impairment 
does not exceed 12% impairment of the whole man; providing the means 
for calculating such a lump sum award. 

AB 419 (11) Promptness of payment - An Act requiring employers to report industrial 
injuries to the Commission within six (6) working days of the employer's 
knowledge ofsuch injury; authorizing the Commission to fine employers 
who fail to comply with this requirement. 

AB 426 (12) Criminal penalty - An Act providing that false statements for the purpose 
of obtaining benefits shall be grounds for forfeiture of all rights to 
benefits. 

AB 372 (13) Subrogation - An Act clarifying the Nevada Industrial Commission's 
right of subrogation. 

AB 405 (14) Silicosis - An Act eliminating the requirement that disability or death 
from silicosis result within two (2) years after the last injurious 
exposure. 

AB 364 (15) Technical changes - An Act eliminating compulsory coverage of a working 
member of a partnership; clarifying coverage for county and local 
authorities; providing for the responsibility of sole proprietors electing 
coverage; clarifying the maximum payroll to be reported by each employer 
for any one employee; clarifying coverage for employees injured while 
participating in employer sponsored athletic events. 

AB 367 (16) Eliminate temporary total disability benefit limitation - An Act 
eliminating the 100 month limitation on temporary total disability benefits. 

AB 366 (17) Equate husband and wife dependents benefit - An Act equating dependent's 
rights as between husband and wife. 

AB 370 (18) Adjust limit on claims for disease or death - An Act adjusting limit on 
claims for occupational disease or death from within four (4) months 
after disability or within six (6) months after death to within 90 days 
of knowledge of disability by employee or within one (1) year after death. 

AB 404 (19) Commission buildings - An Act to include rehabilitation facilities in the 
Commission's authorization to invest in buildings. 

AB 365 (20) Ambulance service - An Act allowing payment of ambulance service by the 
Nevada Industrial Commission. 

AB 369 (21) Clarify waiting period - An Act clarifying that the five (5) day waiting 
period applies only to temporary disability benefits, and not to permanent 
disability benefits or medical benefits. 

AB 429 (22) Volunteers 
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ON TUESDAY. }~I\RCH 25, 1975, }rEETING WITH 1/IBOR AND ~~\NAGEMENT AT 9:30 A.H. 
ROO!·f 131. THE 1-'OLLO\.IIKG BILLS WILL BE DISCUSSED. 

~: Revises tiire limits for filing claims with NXC for compehsation based 
on occupational disease. 

AB371: Permits employee to elect compensation under the provisions of chapters 
616 and 617 of NRS when his employer has failed to provide mandatory 
coverage. 

~: Deletes provision that disability or death from silicosis have re
sulted within two years following last injurious exposure as condition 
for payment of compensation. 

Provides for forfeiture of industrial insurance benefits obtained by 
false statements and prov~des penalties for employer's failure to 
provide compensation. 

,-
AB429: Extends Nevada Industrial Insurance Act coverage to certain unpaid. 

volunteer workers •. 

ON TUESDAY, ?-'ARCH 25, 1975, 'MEETING WITH LABOR AND NANAGEHENT AT 2:30 P.M. 
' ROOM 131 2 THE FOLLOWING BILLS WILL BE DISCUSSED. 

AB365: 

~: 

Allows NIC to provide first aid and transportation to injured employee 
when employer fails.or refuses • 

Removes sex distinction from provision of Nev. Ind. Ins. ·Act establish
ing conclusive presumption of total dependence of spouse upon an in
jured or deceased employee. 

AB367: Removes time limitation on temporary total disability benefits under 
Nev. Ind. Ins. Act. 

~:· Provides that temporary compensation benefits are not paid f:or minimum 
duration of incapacity. 

~: Clarifies right of NIC to reduce compensation payable to injured em
ployee or his dependents in amount equal to any damages that such 
employee or dependent ~y recover from a third person not.withstanding 
contributory negligence of employer. 

ON THURSDAY, X.I\RCH 27, 1975,HEETING WITH LABOR AND MANAGEMENT AT 9:30 A.M. 
ROOM 131, The following bills will be discussed. 

AB-364: 

~: 

~: 

AB-425: 

Revises certain provisions of Nev. Ind. Ins. Act and Nev. Occupa
tional Diseases Act. 

Increases workmen's compensation benefits for burial expenses and 
extends period compensation wil 1 be paid to surviving children if 
enrolled in vocational or educational institution. 

Places time limitation on employer for reporting an industrial 
injury to the Commission • 

Extends occupational disease- coverage for heart diseases to all 
occupations covered under the Nevada Industrial Insurance. Act and 
Nevada Occupational Dise~ses Act. 

-------------------------------



BDR _____ _ 

A• D • __ _._2__ 
s.n. ____ _ 

AMENDHENTS: 
F r·s CAL N O T E Assembly: First Reeding _____ _ 

Sec6nd Reading ____ _ 
Third Reading 

Senate: First Reading 

Date transmitted January 27, · 1975 
· Secor.d Reading ____ _ 

Third Reading 

Agency submitting Nevada Industrfo l Comni ssionDa te pr epar ed_---'J ..... a .... n...,.u...,..a,_,_r..,..y_27._....1 _.] .... 9_._7 ..... 5 ___ _ 

Summary 

Pennanent Partial Disability 
Compensation changes. See 
explanation below • 

• al ... _ ...... •••.•••·•••••••·••· 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Co;;,tinuing__ 

------
EXI>LANATION (use continuation sheets if r~quired): 

AB 2 would result in increasing the cost of permanent partial disability compensation by- 65. 6 
percent. The funding of the added cost would require a 13.1 percent increase in workmen's 
compensation premium rates paid by employers. · 

There ·are two elements in the bill which produce measurable ·increases ·in cost, they are-: 

1. The extension of the duration of permanent partial disab·ility benefits from the 
present cut-off age of 65 years, (or 5 year's benefits) to the date of death of 
the cla·imant. This provision would increase cost by 20 percent •. 

2. The addition of "other factors" to be considered arriving at the degree of·permanent 
partial disability would result in a 38% increase in the cost of permanent partial 
disability compensation. · 

-
. Signature __ ,..._.,~~~,,,_~.,,,,_~---,--__ /e__ __ ~_"-9-_-~ ______ _ 

Joh rd R. Reiser 
Titlc ____ Ch_gjl~~ . ...._ ___________ _ 

IAiewed by Department of Administration ___________________ _ 
cw~ents by Department of Administration: 



The combination of these two elements produce a 65.6 percent increase in the cost of pennanent 
.tial disability compensation. 

There are other provisions in the bill which may have some fiscal impact, but there is no 
means of objectively measuring that impact. 

The provision for a payment in lump sum to survivors of claimants who die within 5 years of 
an award would be a negligible added cost and would not measurably affEct premium rate level. 

The provision for a lump sum payment for permanent partial disability of 20 percent or less 
at a rate of 50 percent of the claimant's average monthly wage for each 1 percent of dis
ability would not in itself add to the cost of permanent partial compensation. 

However, it would tend to encourage litigation, particularly when other factors are included 
as an element of disability. 

1rk p~ov<isiori-tih'fch' ma,kes the· advanc"e•of compensation benefits disc~-efionary ·on the part o~ 
"'the comm·; ssion upon demonstration of "dire financial need" cannot be priced. It \·1il l add 
to administrative costs, and since there is no limit on advances or amount of.advance it 
could ·require substantial administrative effc.rt. 

In addition to the added administrative cost, there will be an indeterminate amount of cost 
as a result of the advances. The present value of permanent partial reserves is based on the 
assumption that 3 3/4% interest will be earned on the undisbursed balance, The payment of 
advances reduces the balance upon which interest will be earned. 

P.19raph_ 5 - The change to this paragranh does not appear to be complete. 

The paragraph reads: 

An employee receiving permanent or temporary total disability compensation is not 
entitled to permanent partial disability compensation during the period when he is 
receiving permanent total disability compensation. 

It probably should read: 

"An employee receiving permanent or temporary total disability compensation is not 
entitled to permanent partial disability compensation during the period \'/hen he is 
receiving (permanent} total disability compensation." · · . 

If there was no intent to delete "permanent" in the last line, there would be an ·indeter-
minate increase in cost. · 

It would allow an individual to draw both TTD and PPD compensation at the same time. His 
total compensation during this period would very likely exceed his "take home pay". There 
would be a great incentive to accept an award with the intent of reopening as soon as possH,Ie. 
since upon reopening both TTD and PPD would be payable. . 

There would generally be a disincentive to 
had had previous awards. 

P.graph 4 - Second sentence is ambiguous. 
de~ermination of temporary ~otal disability, 

It probably should read: 

terminate temporary disability if the claimant 

"Compensation shall commence on the date of 
II .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

"shall commence on the date of termination of temporary total disability." 



BDR ----=---A. B. 3 -------• S.B. ____ _ 

AMENDMENTS: 
F I S C A L N O T E Assembly: First Reading -------Second Reading ·-------Third Reading 

Senate: First Reading 
Second Reading _____ _ 

Date transmitted ,Januar.L .... 27""-',~J ..... 97,._,5...._ ___ _ Third Reading 

Agency submit ting Nevada Iodustrial ComTli ssionDa te pr epar ed __ ...:;;:J.,:.a.:..:.n;:::.u"'--ar:-.y~2:..:.7....l,-:..·1~97!..;5:;:.._ __ 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
------=S~u~m~m~a~r~Y~------~1~9~7~4~--75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

Change in definition of average 
monthly wage and maximum considered 
wage for disability compensation. 

-Total .......• ., ......•..... o•••• ------
EXPLANATION {use continuation sheets if required): 

The revision in the definition of the "average monthly wage" has the effect of increasing the 
maximum monthly disability benefit from $485.23 in fiscal 1975, an amount equal to 66 2/3% 
of the state average monthly wage $727.48, to $867.10 (66 2/3% x $1,300) except for perma.nent 
partial disability. The maxirn11m permanent partia1 disability compensation would b~ increa~ed 
by a like p~rcentage, i.e$ 78.7 percent. 

During 1974, 53.l percent of the disabled workers in Nevada received less than the maximum 
average monthly wage upon which disability compensation is base.d. This group wou1 d not rc~ce·i ve 
any additional benefit if AB 3 is enacted. · 

The remaining 46.9 percent of disabled workmen received wages in excess of the maximum average 
monthly wage considered for compensation. This group would receive increased disabil ·ity comp~ 
ensation benefits. 

· Signature ~fit' /e...._ 
Jann . e1ser 

Title Chairman 

R •. ewed by Department of Administration 
C ents by Department of Administration: 
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.re are 5 categories of disability compensation which would increase in cost. " 

Temporary Total Disability Compensation would increase by 29.1%. 
Permanent Partial Disability Compensation would increase by 28.5%. 
Permanent Total Disability Compensation would increase by 22.7%. 
Survivor's Benefits (fatal accidents/diseases) would increase by 22.7%. 
Temporary Partial Disability Compensation would increase by 29.1%. 

The effect of these increases in.cost on the overall cost of workmen's compensation to 
employers insured by NIC would be 15.4 percent. 

Fiscal year 1974 premium paid by insured employers amounted to $43,630,000. -

Assuming an annual 5% increase in premium income, the cost of the increased benefits in 
fiscal 1976 as a result of the provisions of AB 3 would be $7,408,000 • 

• 
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BDR -------A. B. __ _._ __ _ 
S • B • 1 (19 

AMENDMENTS: - F I S C A L N O T E Assembly: First Reading ------

Senate: 

Second Reading 
Third Reading 
First Reading 
Second Reading 

------

------Date transmitted ,January 27, 1975 Third Reading 

Agency submit tingt:Jevada Industrial Cammi ssion Date prepar ed _ _._._,J ..... a~ni ...... 1a..._.r'-:l¥-'--"2 .. 7...,.,__.,_J 9..,_7,._5_._ ___ _ 

Summary 

Pennits employee \•1hose employer 
provides accident benefits to 
select own provider. 

lt:t s-c al: r E! ~r :rt:t s-c-a :t Y: e err :r-:t s· c- ,rJ: Ye a r 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

·T·-·l ................ ., ......... ________________________ _ 
EXPLANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 
The revision to NRS 616.415 contained in AB 4 does not recognize that emplo_yer premium and loss 
expense are directly related. 

Employers who make. arrangements to provide accident benefits directly to their employees do not 
pay any premium for accident benefits, therefore, they are responsible for the entire cost of 
accident benefits provided to their employees from whatever source. 

If the cost of any accident benefits incurred by an employee of such an employer were charged 
to the State Insurance Fund, Accident Benefit Account, other employers \·Jho provide their 
employee with full coverage would be subs·idizing the claim losses of emp·loyers operating under 
a "disability compensation only11 plan of coverage. 

AB 4 should be amended to provide 
the employee will be paid in full 
benefits directly. 

that the expenses arising from medical services selected by 
by any employer who has made arrangements to provide acc·ident 

. Signature ~ ~------ R_ ~ 
JohnlR. Reiser 

Title Chairman 

Reviewed by Department of Administration ---------------------Co.en ts by Depar troen t of Administration: 



The alternative would be to eliminate the possibility for an employer to elect to provide 
accident benefits. 

- j 
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• F I S C A L N O T E 
AMENDMENTS: 

Assembly: 

Senate: · 

BDR __ ----c'.:-----

A. B. 5 --""'-'-----zot s. B .. ------
First Reading ------Second Reading 
Third Reading 
First Reading 
Second Reading 

------

-------Date transmitted February 5, 1975 Third Reading 

Agency submit ting Nevada Tndustrj al Cnrrrnj c:;•donDa te prepared E Pbruary 5. ] 975 

Summary 

Cost of increased benefit levels 
for·· permanent total compensation 
and survivor's benefits on FY 
1975 and prior year claims. 

Ttla1 ...................•...... 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing __ 

------
EXPLANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 

The language of AB 5 as it was introduced on January 21, 1975, does not express the intent of 
Assemblyman Banner according to his verbal statement. 

It is our understanding that paragraph 2 should read, "The amount of compensation to which a 
permanently and totally disao·led person or the dependent survivors of fatally injured vmrkers 
are entitled is payable according to the rates provided in this chapter as amended from time 
to time, and the Commission shall adjust current payments accordingly. This subsection applies 
only if the disabling industrial injury, death or occupational disease occurred prior to 
July l , l 975. 

The projected cost of this bill is based upon the following assumptions. 

(Next page) 

.Signature_--=--,-\~/\J~~--::c--=--•----K._,__}_~_-___ ;._ ___ _ 
JohnO R. Reiser 

Title __ ~C~h~a~ir~m~a~n.,__ _______________ _ 

Reviewed by Department of Administration C.ents by Department of Administration_: ____________________ _ 



A cases of permanent total disability presently active and any additional permc0~ total 
~es which arise from accidents or occupational disease which occur prior to July l, 1975, 
will receive 66 2/3 percent of the average monthly wage of the injured worker. The maximum 
wage to be considered is $1,300 per month. Any permanent total case who is receiving or 
would be entitled to monthly compensation which amounts to more than 66 2/3 percent of his 
average wage will continue to receive that amount after July 1, 1975. 

The same parameters would apply to survivors of fatally injured workmen, with the exception 
that chi 1 dren of v/idows or widowers \·1ho remarry) would receive 15 percent of the average 
wage of the deceased. A maximum payable to multiple children would be -66 2/3 percent of 
the average wage. 

If it is assumed that the level of benefits on fiscal 1975 and prior claims would be increased 
to the levels specified and frozen at that point. The bill would create an unfunded liability 
having a present value of $22,308,000, i.e. if $22,308,000 were deposited on July l, 1975; 
and the undisbursed balance of the fund earned income at a rate of 3 3/4 percent per annum, 
the increased cost of permanent total disability compensation and survivor's benefits provided 
in A B-5 would be funded. 

-
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BDR __ ~~---
A. B • __f'-"-3 __ _ 
S.B. _____ _ 

• F I S C A L N O T E 
AMENDMENTS: 

Assembly: First Reading _____ _ 
Second Reading ____ _ 
Third Reading 

Senate: First Reading 
Second Reading _____ _ 

Date transmitted~aouary 27. 1975 Third Reading 

Agency submit ting Nevada Industrial CorrrnissionDa te prepared January 27. 1975 

Summary 

Workmen's Compensation cost for 
coverage of student teacherso 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

9a 1 ........• • • • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • •------ ------ ------ -------

EXPLANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 

The present premium rate paid on the salaries of school and university employees is$ .89 per 
$100 of payroll. It is probable that the rate beginning July 1 J 1975, will increase by 20 
percent, to $1.07 per $100. 

The Univers~ty would be considered the employer. Each month that a student is assigned to 
student teaching, the University would pay a premium of $1.07 per student teacher. 

Signature ~~ 
JohnR. Reiser 

Title Chairman 

Reviewed by Department of Administration~--------------------
Comments by Department of A~ministration: ., 
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Z0·1 BDR -------A.B. _____ _ 
S.B. __ ~3~1 __ _ 

AMENDMENTS: 
F I S C A L N O T E Assembly: First Reading -------Second Reading ------Third Reading 

Senate: First Reading 
Second Reading _____ _ 

Date transQitted _ _._M=a~r~c~b-Z~,_..1~9~Z~5-____ _ Third Reading 

Agency submit ting Nevada Industr:i;i) Commj ssjonDa te prepared _ __,~_._.1a .... r .... c ..... b ......... Z .... , _J ...... 9 ...... 7 ..... 5 _____ _ 

Summary 

Cost of supplemental workmen's 
compensation benefits to be 
funded by the General Fund. 

See below. 

TA1 ..... : .................... . 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing_ 

------
{)LANATION (use continuation sheets if required): . 

SB 31 1 if enacted, would create a new liability of $9,446,000 for workmen's compensation benefit 
to be paid from the state general fund. 

Section 2 which provides for a 20% increase of permanent total disability compensation for 
industrial injuries or occupational disease incurred between April 9t 1971 j and Jti'ly 1 $, 1975i 
represents an additional cost of $2,800,000. 

Section 3 which provides for a 20% increase of temporary total disability as a result of 
accidents or occupational disease incurred between April 9, 1971, and July l, 1975~ would add 
$1,705,000. . · 

Section 5 which provides for a 20% increase in permanent partial disability as a result of 
accidents incurred between April 9, 1971, and July l, 1975, represents an additional cost of 
$3,797,000. 

Signature ~ }(_ 
Joh R. Reiser 

Title Chairman 

Reviewed by Department of Administration ____________________ _ 
C.ents by Department of Administration: 

0 



S.B. 31 20!:> 

• 
( ... ction 4 as it is written, would result in an indetenninate additional cost. Most of the 
permanent partial disability compensation on claims incurred prior to April 9, 1971, has 
been paid and the claims have been closed. However, claimant's reopening rights are 
virtually life long. Individuals who have received permanent partial awards are the most 
likely candidates for reopening. The 35% increase for permanent partial provided in Section 
4 might be an incentive for reopening requests. It would create an open ended liability. 

Section 6 which provides a tripling of the compensation for permanent damage to the teeth 
as a result of industrial accident will result in an insignificant additional cost for 
workmen's compensation, approximately $1,500 per year. 

Section 7 whi~h increases the burial expense allowance from $650 to $850 for a fatally injured 
worker would cost $18,000 annually. The additional cost would .not visually effect premium 
rates. 

Sections 9 and 10 increase permanent total and survivor benefits arising from industrial 
injury or occupational disease which occurred prior to April 9, 1971, or July 1, 1973, 
respectively, by 22 percent. The net increase provided is 12%~ The additional cost would 
be $1,145,000. 

-
( 
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BDR -------A.B. ____ '~32~9:r__ 
S.B. _____ _ 

• F I S C A L N O T E 
· AMENDMENTS: 

Assembly: First Reading ------Second Reading _____ _ 
Third Reading 

Senate: First Reading 
Second Reading ------Date transmitted __ ~~=1a~r~c.=h~2=0~,,_,_l=9~75,._ ____ _ Third Reading 

Agency submit ting Nevada Industrial Commi ssionDa te pr epar ed __ ~M=ar'-c=h.a-;;:2=0..,_,_1::.:9 __ 7-=5;__. ____ _ 

Summary 

Provides for payment of attorney 
fees from the State Insurance 
Fund. 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

iei1
•·························------ ------ ------ --------

EXPLANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 
Any claimant entitled to compensation, approximately 38,000 in 1974, would have the right to 
the services of an attorney. The attorney fees would be paid from the State Insurance Fund. 

In California, $25,000,000 a year is awarded as attorney fees by the Workmen's Compensation 
Board. One out of 16 claimants in the northern part of the state and one out of 13 in the _ 
southern part retain an attorney. · 
The attorney fees amount to 11 percent of the cost of pennanent partial disability compensation. 

Nevada would have the potential for in excess of 2,500 cases per year which would be litigated 
if the bi 11 was passed. 

The direct cost in attorney fees in fiscal- 1976 could approximate $1,100,000. Additional NIC 
administrative expense in the form of added legal staff and supporting personnel, and extended 
temporary disability benefits as a result of litigation could increase the cost of the bill 
to $2,000,000 per annum. The impact on employer premium would approximate 4 percent. 

Signature ~~ ~ ~ 
Joh R. Reiser 

Title Chairman 

Reviewed by Department of Administration ---------------------C, en ts by Department of Administration: 



-(' F x·s CAL N O T E 
AMENDHENTS: 

Assembly: 

Senate: 

BDR. ______ _ 

A. B. 36R s.n. _____ _ 

First Reading ------Second Reading _____ _ 
Third Reading 
First Reading 
Second Reading ·------Date transmitted __ ~,~1a~o=1~ia~r~~_,_.8+1 _J~9~Z~5,__ ___ _ Third Reading 

Agency submit ting Nevada Industrial carrimj ssfonDa te pr epar ed _ __,.J'""'a"'"'n=u=a-'-ry-'--'8"'-"-.. ...,1'-"9'"'"7""'5 ____ _ 

-======================================================-=================================== 
Summary 

Extend the duration of survivor's 
benefits for dependent children 
engaged in a full time course of 
education. 

Fiseal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

T-'ll •.....•..•..•.•••••••••••• __________________ -------

c_.'LANATION (use continuation sheets if required): . 

The proposed revision in the cut-off age for survivor's benefi,ts permits the continuation of 
benefits until the age of 25 years for those siblings who are pursuing full time courses of 
education; for those who do not continue their education, the termination age remains 18. 

The National Commission on State Workmen's Compensation Laws recommended extension of th2 age 
limit of survivor benefits as proposed. Proposed federal legislation which would establish 
standards against which state workmen's compensation will be measured contains a similar 
standard. 

The benefit would apply only where there are surviving children but no surviving spouse, or 
to children whose surviving parent remarries and thus terminates the parent's right to continJE 
survivor's benefits. The monthly benefit for the first category of surviving children could 
amount to a maximum 66 2/3% of the average monthly wage. Children in the second category 
would receive 15% of the average monthly wage. 

Reviewed 

Cients 

-. Signature ~-L-._ Jz_ ~ 
Johna R. Reiser 

'Title Chairman 

by Department of Administration ·---------------------
by Department of Administration: 
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The annual cost of the proposed change would b~ $100,000. 

. f?h . . ,,.,,,i : (....., 

A.B. 368 

This amount would represent a .2% addition to workmen's compensation 
premium rates. 
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F I S C A L 

AMENDMENTS: 
N O T E Assembly: 

Senate: 

BDR --------
209 A• B • 371 

S.B. -------
First Reading -------Second Reading _____ ____ 
Third Reading -------First Reading ________ _ 
Second Reading ______ _ 

Date transmitted _ _....,J~ao~i~,a~r~y'-J.,,l8~>-l~9~1~5,._ ____ _ Third Reading 

Agency submitting Nevada Industrial CommissionDate prepared. __ ...::J:.:::a~n~u=-ar_,_y-'--,.:8::.;,:i,__:1..:::.9.:..7.:::.5 __ _ 

Summary 

To assure compensation to Nevada 
resident workmen injured in the 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscil Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

course of employment for an employer ___________________________ _ 
who fails to provide compulsory 
workmen's compensation insurance 
coverage. 

T_l .................... _ ...... ________________________ _ 
1!:LANATION (use continuation sheets if required): _ 
'ffie proposed revision to NRS 616 would assure that a Nevada resident workman injured in the 
course of his employment would be entitled to the benefits provided in this chapter, whether 
or not his employer had provided the mandatory workmen's compensation insurance coverage 
required by this chapter and NRS 617. Election of the injured workman to receive compensation 
provided in NRS 616 would convey to NIC the right to sue the non-complying employer for the 
full value of benefits to which the workman would become entitled. 

If the worker elected to sue the employer for damages under the terms of NRS 616.300, the 
worker would forfeit his entitlement to compensation as provided ·in this chapter. 

Employers who fail to provide mandatory workmen's compensation coverage are frequently 
insolvent or without assets. Attempts to recover compensation costs are unsuccessful in the 
majority of cases. 

Signature._=--=-~'~~..;.......,=---=-..;:;__t:._ __ ~---=-_;;_ ___ _ 
Johaj R. Reiser 

Title ___ ~C=h=a~irrn:..:=a=n"-----------------

Reviewed by Department of Administration -----------------------Comments by Department of Administration: 

• 
. ( 

. ' . 
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A.B. 371 

A one percent increase in premium rate would be required to cover the added 
cost of this revision to NRS 616 and 617. The estimated annual cost is $500,000. 

This coverage was recommended by the National Commission on State Workmen's 
Compensation Laws. Proposed federal legislation,.which would establish standards 
against which state workmen's compensation programs would be measured, includes 
provision for coverage of employees of uninsured employers. 
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• AMENDMENTS: 
S.B • -------

F I S C A L N O T E Assembly: First Reading -------Second Reading ______ _ 

C Senate: 
Third Reading 
First Reading 
Second Reading ______ _ 

Date transmitted _ _;;J=A=N~U~A~R~Y_,:;::1~3.2 _.;:;;.1~97~5..:..-__ _ Third Reading 

Agency submitting INDUS'iRIAL COMMISSION Date prepared JANUARY 10., 1975 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
Summary 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing. 

PERSONNEL SERVICES 46,514 136' 2119 1372006 

OUT-OF-STATE TRAVEL 675 1,796 2,525 

IN-STATE TRAVEL 10,150 30,000 31,500 

OPERATING EXPENSES 12,515 29,534 31,012 

EQUIPMENT, SPECIALIZED 30,361 11,436 2,000 - 100~215 12Z,5Z2 ·202,113 ToLal •• ··•••••••••••••••••••••· 

EXPLANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 

(:BUDGET WOULD PROVIDE FOR OPERATION OF AGENCY UNDER REQUIREMENTS AND PROVISION 
OF A STATE PLAN AGREEMENT WITH THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
PURSUANT TO THE "FEDERAL METAL AND NON-METALLIC MINE SAFETY ACT." (PUBLIC. 
LAW 89-577, 30 U.S.C. 721-740). THE STATE MINERALS INDUSTRY HAS STRONGLY 
INDICATED A DESIRE BOTH FROM MANAGEMENT AND LABOR THAT NEVADA ACQUIRE A 
STATE PLAN AGREEMENT •. THE PLAN WOULD REQUIRE AT LEAST SIX (6) FIELD PER
SONNEL AND NECESSARY EQUIPMENT. TOTAL AGENCY j?ERSONNEL EIGHT (8). KINDLY 
REFER TO ATTACHED BUDGET REQUEST. 

PLEASE SEE FISCAL NOTE CONTINUATION SHEET, PAGES 1 AND 2. 

Signature_,d;,....:..?/4_:tt_tu.u_·_j_('_il__,;,....Jt..;;;.iz_.:;...:1'2:>=-·=',,.4-______ _ 

Title INSPECTOR OF MINES ----==--=---------......_ _________ _ 
Reviewed by Department of Administration 
.ents by Department of Administration_: ___________________ _ 

( 
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S.B. ----

•.he State Inspector of Mines is charged with the statutory responsibility· 
Wnder Chapter 512, NRS to: 

1. 
(( 

2. 

3. 

Inspect all active operations of open-pit and underground mines, mills, 
smelters, and ore reduction plants in Nevada as often as necessary to 
insure safe and healthful working conditions at each individual 
property. 

Inspect all active sand, gravel and crushed stone operations as often 
as necessary to insure safe and healthful working conditions at each 
individual property. 

Transmit to the Governor a biennial report listing: (a) All fatal 
accidents that have occurred during the two year period with full 
particulars. (b) A·summary of nonfatal accidents that have been 
reported during the period. (c) The number of mines examined and 
found to be active or idle and the total number of new employed. 
(d) The number and character of notices served with recommendations 
for compliance. (e) The number of employee complaints received and 
action taken. (f) A summary of reports received from mine operators 
and deputy inspectors. (g) A full statement containing all available 
statistical and other information calculated to exhibit the mineral 
resources of the State and to promote the development of mining. 
(h) Such other information and suggestions as may be advisable. 

-· Collect information and statistics relative to mines and mining and· 
the mineral resources of the State. 

5. Carefully keep a·complete record of all mines examined indicating 
all pertinent facts relative to a safe and healthful operation by 
the employer and employees. · 

6. Investigate complaints concerning mine dangers received from employees 
and enforce compliance to remove such dangerous conditions. 

7. Investigate fully the cause of fatal accidents by the quickest and 
most convenient means. 

8. Serve as an ex-officio member of the Mining Safety Advisory Board, a 
seven member board to formulate and propose to the Inspector of 
Mines rules, regulations and standards for the prevention of accidents 
in the mineral industry. 

9. Enforce health and safety provisions of Chapter 518, NRS. 

10. Provide for licensing and enforcement of safe operating procedures 
by Hoisting Engineers as provided in Chapter 626, NRS. 

In addition to the statutory requirements, the State Inspector of Mines: 

•· Collaborates with the State Mining Advisory Board to assist in pro
moting their primary functions and objects. 

12. Collaborates with Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology to assist the 
( bureau in all ways as required by the director. 

13. Informs the public in all matters as required when feasible regarding 
• -•---- __ .r;t,~L-- --..::t ,_ __ ,.,_,_ ------'--
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20. 

21. 
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Coordinates with the Mining Enforcement and Safety Administration, 
Department of the Interior, in all ways towards one common goal -
the protection of life, promotion of health and safety and the 
prevention of accidents in Nevada mines. 

Aids and assists mine operators in determining the most feasible 
method for mine drainage of ground water. · 

Coordinates with other state agencies in all ways feasible as 

----

requested in matters of mine safety and health or mineral resource data. 

Publishes "Nevada Mines, Mills, and Smelters", "Nevada Miriing Claim 
Procedures", and "Nevada State Mining Laws", or other such data or 
information that the public or industry may justifiably warrant. 
Additional items anticipated may include "Safety Letters" or 
"Notices", "Buyers Guide", industry safety notices and "Mine Safety 
Standards" to be available in ten separate parts. 

Assists in preparing required legislation which would be in the 
best interest of Nevada mine ·_operators, employees, and the people of 
the State. 

At the present time them are approximately 320 operations employing 7,400 
~dividuals producing nearly $225 million in natural resource commodities. 
91ese statistics are constantly on the upswing because of the fundamental 

nature of the industry. The total statewide payroll now exceeds $70 million 
in this industry. Mini~g is the state's second largest industry. 

,:(~-Because of the artificial, hostile and constantly changing environment 
found in mining, it is one of the most hazardous and technologically · 
challenging industries. Safety and health must take precedence over all 
mine functions. A safe, healthy and productive workplace is fundamental 
to both labor, man~gement and the State of Nevada • 

• 



AMENDMENTS: 
F I S C A L NO'l'E Assembly: 

Senate: 

Date transmitted January 3 1975 

:BDR ______ _ 
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S.B. 

First Reading 
Second Reading 
Third Reading 
First Reading 
Second Reading 
Third.Reading 

-------

-------

-------

Agency submit ting Nevada Industrial Commission Date prepared January 3, 1975 

Summary 

Remove the prohibition against 
consideration of ailment or 
disorders of the heart as 
injuries or occupational 
diseases arising out of 
and in the course of employment. 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

T-1••••••••••••••••••••••••••-------------- _______ -~------

~LANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 

Nevada's present restriction relating to ailments or disorders of the heart is among 
the roost stringent found in workmen's compensation statues. 

The National Commission of State llorkmen's Compensation Laws recommended agair.st such 
restrictions in model workmen I s compensation programs. Proposed fede .... ·al legislation 
which would establish standards against which state worlauen's compensation programs 
,-1ould be measured would make a heart restriction unacceptable and probable cause 
for preemption of the state worker's compensation program by the U. s. Department 
of Labor. 

This change would introduce a new element to the worker's compensation coverage. 
The ultimate effect will not be known until experience is gained, The rate increase 
for this provision is 3% or $1,500,000 • 

. Signature ___ \r/"~~:-:---=--=JZ.:--:--_/_~_-___ ~----
6 John R. Reiser 

Title Chairman --------------------------
Reviewed by Department of Administration C.ents by Department of Administration_: ________________________ _ 
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Date transmitted January 3,, 1975 

Second Reading 
Third Reading 

Senate: First Reading 
Second Reading 
Third Reading 
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Agency submit ting Nevada Industrial CornmissionDa te prepared _____ J=an;..;.u=a=r .... v_,;;:_3.,_, -:l;..:;9..:..7..:.4 ____ _ 
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Summary 

Revise definition of 
"average monthly wage". 
NRS 616.027 . 

To ta 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Continuing 

------
[~LANATION (use continuation sheets if required): 
' -The proposed revision to the definition of the "average monthly wage" has the effect of 
increasing the maximum monthly disability benefit by 50%, from an amount equal to 66 2/3% of 
the state average monthly wage, to an amount equal to 100% of the state average monthly wage 
except for permanent partial disability compensation. The maximum permanent partial dis
ability compens,ttion would also be increased by 50% from a base of 50% of the average monthly 
wage to 75% of the average monthly wage. This change would align Nevada's workmen's compensa
tion disability benefit levels with the recommendations of the National Commission on Workmen's 
Compensation laws and with the provisions of proposed federal legislation which would establish 
standards against which state workmen's compensation programs would be measured. If the 
federal legislation is enacted, state programs which did not meet federal standards would be 
preempted by the federal government - U.S. Department of Labor. 

(Next page) 

Signature ~ /( 
~ohn Reiser 

Title Chairman 

Re~wed by Department of Administration 
c,.nts by Department of Administration: 
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A.B. 428 

.ng 1974, 53.1% of the disabled workers in Nevada received less than the maximum average 
monthly wage upon which disability compensation is based. This group would not receive any 
9,.rlditional benefit if the proposed revision in the definition of "average monthly wage" is 
'l ipted. 

The remaining 46.9 percent of the disabled workmen received wages in excess of the maximum 
average monthly wage considered for compensation. This group would receive increased comp
ensation benefits. 

There are 5 categories of disability compensation which would increase in cost. 

Temporary Total Disability Compensation would increase by 21%. · 
Permanent Partial Disability Compensation would increase by 20.4%. 
Permanent Total Disability Compensation would increase by 16.4%. 
Survivor's Benefits (fatal accidents/diseases) would increase by 16.4%. 
Temporary Partial Disability Compensation would increase by 21%. 

The effect of these increases in cost on the overall cost of workmen's compensation to the 
employers insured by NIC would be 10.9%. 

Fiscal year 1974 premium paid by insured employers amounted to $43,630,000. 

Assuming an annual 5% increase in premium income, the cost of the increased benefits as a 
result of the revised definition of average monthly wage in fiscal 1975 would be $5,243,000. -
( 

• 
( 
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Mr. Donald W. Pettet 
Coin Castle Casino 
15 East Fremont Street 
las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Thomas E. Phelps 
Concrete Construction Corp. 
3015 Valley View Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. james Burns 
Concrete Construction Corp. 
3015 Valley View Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Lyn Condo Masonry 
5830 Alfred Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89108 

Mr. Frcink \.;. Van Winkle 
Consolidated Electrical Dist. 
2021 Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 
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1301 South Commerce 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Howard McClure 
Howard's Glass Co. 
2~ Losee Road 
:91 Las Vegas, Nevada 89030 

Mr. Newell Howlett 
Howlett Olsen Egg Co. 
41 North Mojave Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 09101 

Ms. Joyce Rains, Office Mgr. 
Howlett Olsen Egg Co. . 
41 North Mojave Road 
las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. John McDonald, Jr. 
Jamco Masonry 
4898 Sawyer 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89108 

Mr. Sprad1 in · 
Hydro-Conduit Corporation 
1200 Hiesner Hay 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

2::/t Jerry's Carpet Service 
3424 Miramar 

Mr. Wing Fong 
Imperial Drug Company 
1553 Decatur Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Mr. James Nalley 
Industrial Steel Corporation 
3665 Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Dr. Joseph Ingersoll, D. 0. S. 
803 South 7th Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Dick Paivanas, Manager 
Interstate Kol-Pak of Nev., Inc. 
4425 Aldebaran 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Clayton Boyer 
J & C Carpet 
1903 Western Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Mace R. Gazda 
Jackpot Casino 
2410 Las Vegas Blvd. South 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Jake Dieleman 
Jake's Crane & Rigging 
6109 S. Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Richard Dieleman 
Jake's Crane & Rigging 
6109 S. Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89108 

Mr. Floyd Frehner 
Jet Concrete 
900 E. Owens 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030 

Mr. Joseph Prange 
Joe's Ornamental Iron 
4784 Boulder Highway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89121 

Mr. Ken James, Gen. Mgr. 
Joe's 1rnamental Iron · 
4784 Boulder Highway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89121 

Mr. Ken Freeman 
K & T Carpet Service 
2841 Civic Center Drive 
North Las ·vegas, Nevada. 89030 

Mr. George D. Kalb 
George Kalb Construction 
3250 Spring Mountain Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. George F. Kalb 
George Kalb Construction 
3250 Spring Mountain Road 
Las ·Vegas, Nevada 89102 
,I 

Mr. Pete Kubena 
Desert Chrysler-Plymouth 
3115 East Fremont Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Rudy Gonzalez, Manager" 
L & H Builders Supply 
P. O. Box 1118 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 ·, 



I, 

-
Mr. Andrew H. Tompkins 

i Lady luck Casi no 
i P. 0. Box 1060 
J.as Vegas, Nevada 89101 ,, 

' 
Mr. W. F~ Borders 
.Las Vegas Auto Parts 
916 North Main Street 
las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Bob Hall, President 
Las Vegas Building Materials 
P. 0. Box 530 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Scott King 
Las Vegas Building Materials 
P. 0. Box 530 
L4tVegas, Nevada 89101 

~Mr.Charles Hecht 
Las Vegas Distributing Co. 
4325 Aldebaran 
.Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Walt Epprecht 
Las Vegas Dodge, Inc. 
3470 Boulder Highway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89121 

Mr. George Jaramillo 
Las Vegas Fertilizer Co. 
3420 Losee Road 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030 

Mr. Mark Garnett, President 
Las Vegas Laundry, Inc. 
707 South First Street 
• Vegas'. Nevada 89101 

Mr. Arthur D. Schlauder 
las Vegas Machine, Inc. 
2700 South Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

"Mr. Harvey Schnitzer 
las Vegas Mazda 
3105 East Fremont Street 
Las Vega_s, Nevada 89104 z;;2 

Mr. H. Stuart Griffith 
Las _Vegas News Agency 
333 West St. Louis 
las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

~r. E. C. Henning, Vice Pres. 
Las Vegas Sausage Company 
3425 Wynn Road 
las Vegas, Nevada 89108 

Mr. Duane Stratton 
· Las Vegas Tile & Terrazzo 

322 Wa 11 Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Frank E. Martin 
Las Vegas Transfer & Storage 
Post Office Box 219 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Albert G. Puliz 
Lawrence Mayflower 

-Post Office Box 15443 
· Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Robert M. Lawless 
Bob Lawless Masonry 
3049 Cedar Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Ernest Thacker 
Lincoln Welding Works 
3549 South Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. T. C. Longley, President 
Longley Construction Co. 
P. 0. Box 1960 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

kr. Paul Collier 
Longley Construction Co. 
P. 0. Box 1960 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Las Veeas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Anthony A. Marnell 
Tony Marnell Company 
1908 Western Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. George Marnell 
Tony Marnell Company 
1908 Western Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. J.C. Maxwell 
1020 West Vegas Drive 

. Las Vegas, Nevada 89108 

Mr. John McCandless 
McCandless International Trucks 
4838 South Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Norman R. Saylors . 
McKesson Liquor Co. · 
P. 0. Box 4247 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Mr. Ed Dufrene 
McKesson Wine & Spirits 
Post Office Box 4247 
Las Vegas, Nevada: 89106 

Mr~ Bill Newcomb, Manager 
McKesson & Robbins Drug Co. 
273 South Highland Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Mr. Dewayne Anderson 
McKesson & Robbins Drug Co. 
2323 North 27th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85001 

, 

Mr. William F. Nichols 
McKesson & Robbins Drug Co. 
P. 0. Box 10390 
Palo Alto, California 94303 

Mr. Nick Vander Vaart , 
Messenger Graphics 
215 North Thi r.d Street 
Las Vegas, Nev~da · 89161 



'Messenger Corporation 
2~?3 South 21st Street 
I tJix, Arizona 85030 

Mike's Carpet Service 
2120 Paradise Road 
..las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

i. 

Monroe Schnieder Associates 
. 274 Wattis Way 
So. San Francisco, Calif. 

94080 

Mr. Ricardo Morales 
Ricky Morales Masonry 
904 Carpenter 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Mr. Steve Morrill 
Merri 11 Masonry 

• 
Esmera 1 da" 

· Vegas, Nevada 

Mr. Norman Cox 

89102 

_Multiple Services Floor 
Covering 

2441 W. Desert Inn Road 
Las Vegas,. Nevada 89109 

Mr. Walter Young, Manager 
National Dollar Stores 
501 Fremont Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Leon Pollock, Manager 
Nevada Baking Company 
299 West Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. J. L. Bennett 
Nevada Beverage Co. 

I t Office Box 14787 
Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Rosenfeld 
Nevada Blind & Floor Co. 

1300 South Main Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Thayer E. Coon, President Mr. Stan Skaza 
Nevada First Aid Safety Supply Nevada Ready Mix 
1214 South Main Street zo3 P. O. Box 2775 
!.as Vegas, Nevada 89104 1

:.., Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

.~r. Irv Goldstein 
Nevada Floor Craftsmen, Inc. 
1012 East Charleston Blvd. 
tas Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. William H. Hernstadt, Pres. 
Nevada Independent Broadcasting 
1800 Boulder Highway 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. Gary Waller, Gen. Mgr. 
Nevada Independent Broadcasting 
1800 Boulder Highway 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Miss Becky McCagno 
Nevada Meats, Inc. 
3551 West Spring Mountain Road 
La.-s Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Victor Isaacson 
Nevada Optical Co. 
1008 E. Charleston Blvd .. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 · 

Mr. Elmer R. Martell, Jr. 
Nevada Paneling Co. 
P-. O. Box 5457 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Zelvin Lowman 
Nevada Po\-1er Company 
P.O. Box 230 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Jerry Middleton 
Nevada Power Company 
1701 West Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Arthur Pearson 
Nevada Power Company 
P.O. Box 230 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Darrell Thornton 
Nevada Ready Mix 
P. O. Box 2775 
Las Vega~, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Luis Gorbena 
New York Bagel Boys, Inc . 
3661 Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Mr. Frank E. Longo 
New York Meats · 
2760 South Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Thomas Cavalli, Admintstrator 
North Las Vegas Hospital 
1409 East Lake Mead Blvd. 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 8903C 

Mr. Mark S. Powers 
Olson Glass Company 
1815 Industria1 Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

,, 

Mr. Thomas Logan 
Osborne Electric 
Post Office Box 14700 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Joseph C. Magee, Branch M£ 
Osborne Electric 
Post Office Box 14700 
las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. themas War 
Pacific Engineering & Producti 
Post Office Box 797 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. Raymond Paglia 
Ray Paglia Construction. 
610 Naples Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 



~r. Earl Williams, Manager 
Par o~Ai re 
08 Ath Main Street 
La~gas, Nevada 89101 

I 
Ms. Stephania Parker 
J. J. Parker Company 
~675 Western Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevad~ 89109 

; 

Mr. Pat Clark, President 
Pat Clark Pontiac, Inc. 
2575 East Sahara Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

1 Mr. Wi 11 is Reynar 
Pavell Electric ~upp1y Co. 
lQASouth First Street 
La,-,egas, Nevada. 89101 

Mr. W. A. Perry 
W. A. Perry Tile & Marble 
3686 South Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nev~da 89103 

Mr. Richard Grilz 
Personalized Pool Service 
701 Toncpah Highway 
Las Vegas, ~evada 89107 

Howard W. Williams, Sr., V.P. 
Personalized Pool Service, Inc. 
705 Rancho Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. J. D. Henderson 
Petrolane Gas Service 
r>.Ji. Box 826 
•ks, Nevada 89431 

Mr. J. Pierce 
Pierce Glass Company 
1322 So. Main Street 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89104 

Mr. Tom Elardi 
Pioneer Club 
P. 0. Box 14576 
Las Vegas, Nevada 891142;~4 

Mr. J. L. Bennett 
Pioneer Trucking 
P. 0. Box 14870 
las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Poppa Gar's, Inc. 
1624 West Oakey Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Brad D. Brandt 
Postell & Brandt Custom 

Floor Covering 
·3851 Pennwood, Suite B-3 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mre Marvin Myers 
Preferred Sales, Inc. 
418 West Mesquite 

· .Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Ms. Helen Myers, Sec. Treas. 
.Preferred Sales, Inc. 
418 West Mesquite 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Rainbow Glass Company 
275 South Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Mr. J. J. Rose 
Red Rose Roofing 
306 West St. Louis 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Robert freeman, Pres. 
Roberts Roof & Floor, Inc. 
3250 Sirius Avenue 
Las Vcqas. Nevada 09102 

Sister Georgeanne Duggan, Admi 
St. Rose de Lima Hospital 
102 Lake Mead Drive 

· Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. George Randall 
S. E. I., Inc. 
Post Office Box 1070 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Abe Miller 
Sal Sagev Hotel Co., Inc. 
111 South Main Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Harry C. Scott 
Scott Masonry · 
2680 North Gateway Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89110 

Mr. J. Ray Holcombe . 
Se aw.a rd Construction -Co. 
Post Office Box 679 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Mr. E. F. Smith · 
Sherry's Fine Food 
44 East Convention Center 
Las Vegas, Neva~a 8~109 

Mr. James L. Shetakis 
Shetakis Wholesa1ers, Inc. 
P.O. Box 14987 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Bil 1 Shope 
Shope Roofing Company 

'4610 Hynn Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. ·l. R. LaCo~r, Controller 
Showboat Hotel 
2800 Fremont Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

u J R Kelley Presii'~nt r1r • • • t 

Showboat Hotel 
2800 Fremont Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 



•·• n,,,...,..,,. •..1-•-•. ---- --:• 
1lver State Disposal 
• ·Q.- Box 15170 
as Vegas, Nevada 89114 

r. Ray Crunk 
il ~ State Glass Co. 
8i..··remont Street 
as gas, Nevada 89104 

1r. Mont H. Gutke, Sr. 
kaggs Drug Centers 
• 0. Box 658 
alt Lake City, Utah 84110 

r. R. C. Buckmiller 
Skaggs Companies, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 658 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 

Mr. H. S. Ensign 
Skaggs Companies, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 658 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 

Mr. Carl Robinson 
Skaggs 
20JA.E. Lake Mead Boulevard 
La~gas, Nevada 

Mr. R. E. Lund, Manager 
Skaggs Drug Center 
1800 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Rex Rayl ance 
Skaggs Family Store 
1150 Desert Inn Road 
las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Mr. Al Grady 
Skaggs Companies • 
Bonanza Road & Tonopah Highway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Mr. J. J. Leonard 
Southern Nevada Movers 
"~- Main Street 
. 9'egas, Nevada 89101 

• I 
,/ 

I \ 

' 

" .. - - -

Southern Nevada Steel 
3682 Valley View Blvd. 
las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Ted Weins, Pres. 
Southern Nevada TBA Supply 
1701 las Vegas Blvd. S. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. William Wright 
Southwest Publishing Co. 
P.a. Box 10 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. L. A. Payne 
Special Service Supply 
2900 Westwood 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Mr. Al Pefley, Manager 
Spring Crest Drapery Studio 
4041 Audrie 
Las Vegas, Nevada.89109 

Mr. J. S. Vander Laan 
Standard Wholesale Supply 
P. a. Box 4157 
~as Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Mr. James F. Or.r 
Stauffer Chemical Company 
P.O. Box 86 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. C. R. Trueworthy 
Stauffer Chemical Company 
P.O. Box 86 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. G. R. Stewart 
Stauffer Chemical Company 
P. 0. Box 86 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. Harold Stewart 
Stewart Bros. 
P. 0. Box 2775 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

z~tt1-tr. Robert K. Moss,.uen. Mgr. 
Stocks Mill & Supply 
3336 Cinder Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Richard D. Ford, Controller 
Stocks Mill & Supply· 
3336 Cinder Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 · 

Mr. Jerry Allred, Gen, Mgr. 
Sunland Motors 
3131 Fremont Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

I 

Mr. Dwight Kimmell · 
Superior Concrete Specialties 
6511 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada.89104 

Mr. L. E. Anderson 
Superior Tire, Inc. 
2320 Western Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

·Mr. Vaughn H. McDowell 
Toto Purchasing & Supply 
P. 0. Box 4037 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

, 

Mr. Arnold W. McClintock 
Triangle Steel & Supply Co. 
3691 Bandini Blvd. 
Los Angeles, California 9002~ . . 

, 



r~iangie Steel & Supply Co. 
p. , 0. Box 19 4 5 

as Vegas;Ncvada 89106 

Tri-Way Contractors 
1317 South Grand 
Lo:-1ge les, Ca 1 i fornia 

Mr. Tom Moore 
Tuily & Co. Meats, Inc. 
41 North Mojave Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Craig Kennedy 
U.S. Masonry, Inc. 
4110 W. Oakey Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Ms. Wilma Ferdinand 
Valley Bank of Nevada 
P. _i:. Box 15427 
t9egas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Charles L. Schowalter. 
Val hy Hosp1 tal 
620 Shadow Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Mr. Thomas Lee Olds, Pres. 
Valley Supply Co., Inc. 
3155 S. Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Floyd Hodges 
Valley Unifonn Supply 
1530 South Commerce 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Mr. Robert Van Nonnan 
Van's Builders Supply, Inc. 
1422 Western Avenue 
I -Vegas, Nevada 89102 

/ 

Vegas Steel Co.• Inc. 
130 West Owens 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 

Mr. R. Lynn Bunker 
Vegas Village Shopping 
953 E. Sahara Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Heber J. Tobler 
Vegas Village Shopping 
953 E. Sahara Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Don Leas 
.Vernon Equipment·, Inc. 
2115 E. 27th Street 

Corp. 

Corp. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 90058 

Mr. Jake Von Tobel 
Ed Von Tobel Lumber Co. 
2655 S. Maryland Parkv1ay 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Ms. Ruby Martin 
Ed Von Tobel Lumber Co. 
2655 S. Maryland Parkway 

• las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Mr. Dwight Will_iams 
WMK Transit Mix 
·P. 0. Box 14697 
t~s-Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Lloyd W. Taggart 
WMK Transit Mix 
P. 0. Box 14697 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Art Benni ck 
WMK Transit Mix 
P. 0. Box 14697 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Art Adams, President 
Warehouse, Inc. 
4675 C South Polaris 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

n,<"-;t.• 
~f .. ,0 

Warthen t3UTCK 
3025 E. Sahara Avenue 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89104 

Mr. Wayne E.· Kirch, Owner 
Wayne's Auto Body Shop 
1730 S. Main Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Warren Webb 
Warren Webb Construction 
4974 Andover 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102. 

Ted Wiens Firestone 
1701 Las Vegas Blvd. South 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

West Hi 11 Lanes 
4747 West Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. George Gleed, President 
Western Cigar of Las Vegas 
P. 0. Box 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Charles Cameron 
Lake Mead Cooperative 
P.O. Box 2203 
Grand Junction, Colorado 

81501 

Mr. Vear Jenson, Empl. Rep. 
Lake Mead Cooperative 

· 195 W. 7200 South 
Midvale, Utah 

.. Western Dairymen Cooperative 
3181 Las Vegas Blvd. North 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 

89030 

Mr. Donald S. Adams 
Western Genera1 Dairies, Inc. 
1500 Searles Avenue 
La~ Vegas, Nevada 89101 



r. Jay Cowen 
hr 1at, Inc. 
8 •• Fremont Street 
as vegas, Nevada 89104 

Ir. R. Low, Gen. Mgr. 
,howboa t, Inc. 
:800 E. Fremont Street 
.as Vegas, Nevada 89104 

'· 
I 
' 

Mr. C.R. Darling 
Sletten Construction Co. 
P. 0. Box 14742 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

L .: 

- J. A. Tiberti 
J. A. Tiberti Construction Co. 
P. 0. Box 14722 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Mr. Mark Whiting 
Whiting Bros. Construction Co. 
6418 -A East Vegas Valley Dr. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

Mr. Garth Frehner 
Frehner Construction Co. 
124 ~/est Brooks 

· North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030 

-
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estern L1ncn Kcn~a, 
205 Westc""fl Avenue 
4 ; Ve~isj Nevada 89102 

. 
r. Rae A. Wheeler 
hePler Trucking 

33..$. Polaris · 
laliJegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Monty Brandt 
White Cross Drug Company 
400 E. Fremont Street 
l.as Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. Chris Brandt 
White Cross Drug Company 
1700 Las Vegas Boulevard So. 
las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Bill Whittle 
Whittle Masonry 
120 South Minnesota 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Mr. Les Bawden 
Wilgar Bros. G1a?s Company 
29Jl,S. Highland 
La'll'~gas, Nevada 89102 

Ms. May Hanson, Administrator 
Womens Hos pi ta 1 
2025 E. Sahara Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Ron Lurie, ·Gen. Mgr. 
Wonder World Industries 
1501 N. Decatur 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Mr. Bi 11 Knudsen 
Work Clothes Rental 
P. 0. Box 20~8 
Henderson, Nevada 89015 

Mr. Art Lurie 
World Liquor Co., Inc. 
3~li.Mary1 and Parh,ay 
wegas, Nevada 89109 

M"". ,r.- --wyas l'ToSonry ----
2110 S. Highland 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Vaughan M. Cannon, Sr~ 
Young Electric Sign Company 
2576 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. D. I. Jamison, President 
Young & Rue Moving & Storage 
P. 0. Box 7340 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Mr. John E. Yoxen 
John E. Yoxen Masonry 
3664 S. Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

--.- -~-- ... ~-:-...;,;:...~· 

Mr. Terence P. Daly 
Vegas Linen Supp 1y, Inc. 
1100 Foremaster Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

• I •• 

Mr. Verle Lee 
. Lee Office Equipment 
· ··300 ·East Char1eston Blvd. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Jerry A. Lee, Vice Pres. 
Lee Office Equipment 
330 East Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Bob Meagher 
Westland Carpet 
3613 Procyon Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 

Mr. Howard Carter 
A-Action Installation 
1774 Rear Industrial Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

A ~-c Gr e enoou111 1.:. • 

2744 South Highland Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

z;~~r. Tom Reese 
Multiple Services Floor Coveri, 

. 2441 W. Desert Inn Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89121 

Mr. John Fusch 
Burgess Associates 
5000 W. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Mr. Steve Hastings 
Red's Carpet Service 
867 North Lamb, No. 198 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89110 

Mr. George M. Spruner .· 
Qua 1 i ty Carpet 
200 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Jim Neiswonger 
Quality Carpet 
200 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

Mr. Fred Nehl 
Bair Bros. Carpet Valley 
3475 "C" Boulder Highway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89121 

.. 
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