MINUTES

ASSEMBLY COMMERCE COMMITTEE

APRIL 13, 1977

MEMBERS PRESENT

Chairman Harmon

Vice Chairman Mello (Excused first part of meeting)
Mr. Barengo

Mr. Demers

Mrs. Hayes

Mr. Moody
Mr. Price
Mr. Sena
Mr. Weise

GUESTS PRESENT

See Guest List Attached

The meeting was called to order at 4 p.m. by Chairman Harmon
who presented the Committee with proposed amendments to A.B. 201
(Exhibit 1).

Joe Midmore, representing Southern Nevada Mobile Home Park
Association, said that while there was another bill the
Association would have preferred, these amendments to A.B. 201
make it a bill that is reasonably fair to both landlords and
tenants.

COMMITTEE ACTION

Mr. Weise moved the adoption of the amendments to A.B. 201,
seconded by Mr. Sena. Unanimously carried.

Mr. Weise moved Do Pass A.B. 201 as amended. Seconded by Mrs.
Hayes and unanimously carried.

Mr. Weise stated that the above motions do not necessarily mean
that he will support this measure on the Floor, but he does
think some legislation of this type is needed.

Chairman Harmon announced that A.B. 638 was not scheduled but
inasmuch as one witness from the East is present, his testimony
will be heard. There will be no further discussion on the bill
until the scheduled hearing on April 18, 1977.
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John Booth, an Actuary with the American Life Insurance Association
headquartered in Washington, D.C., testified in favor of A.B. 638.
Mr. Booth explained as follows:

This bill basically is an updating of the standard valuation and
nonforfeiture laws in Nevada to reflect changes in the standard
laws which were adopted by the National Association of Insurance
Commissioners in December, 1976. This is part of a nationwide
program to update these standard laws in all of the 50 states.

Basically, the standard nonforfeiture law specifies benefits
which must be made available to policyholders who cease paying
premiums on life insurance policies, and it sets a floor for
such benefits below which no company is permitted to go.

The standard valuation law sets forth a uniform procedure and
basis for insurance commissioners to use in making the required
annual determination of an insurer's financial condition. It
specifies certain minimum standards for evaluating the insurer's
liabilities on its outstanding policies and contracts and also
sets a minimum standard below which the company is not permitted
to go.

The requirements for these minimum nonforfeiture values, benefits
and reserves in both of these laws are expressed in terms of
certain specified assumptions as to interest, earnings and
mortality. They also go into some actuarial formulas and details
on calculation procedures to be used in determining these min-
imum values.

Summarized, A.B. 638 does the following: It would enact a new
standard nonforfeiture law for individual deferred annuities.

This would furnish the same kind of protection for the policy-
holder who ceases paying premiums under deferred annuity contracts
as 1s now provided for those who cease paying premiums under

life insurance contracts. It would increase the statutory interest
rate assumptions used in defining minimum reserves and nonforfeiture
values. This would make it possible for insurance companies to
offer lower priced products to the public. The bill would also
increase the permissible female age setback in the mortality table
used in defining minimum reserves and nonforfeiture values.

There are two technical amendments, one of which would clarify
the application of the commissioner's reserve method in setting
reserves for certain types of annuity contracts. The other would
redefine some of the procedures used. in computing reserves.

The next bill to be discussed was A.B. 630 which permits grey-
hound racing where licensed by city or county.
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Appearing in support of A.B. 630 was Robert Rucker, president of

a group of 11 people who would like to put a dog and horse racing
facility in this part of the State of Nevada. With Mr. Rucker

was Walt Fujimoto, of the architectural firm of Bird, Fujimoto

& Fish in San Diego, who was available to answer questions regard-
ing the facility.

This bill would allow greyhound racing in the counties in Nevada.
Mr. Rucker stated that they have talked to Lyon County and
received a favorable reaction. Mr. Rucker presented the esti-
mates and projections for the proposed facility (Exhibit 2);

a list of the stockholders and officers (Exhibit 3); and a
description of the facility (Exhibit 4).

Mr. Weise asked if Lyon County was the only place they intended
to work. Mr. Rucker said they were not sure and if this bill

is passed it will be necessary to run a feasibility study of the
area. Upon further questioning by Mr. Weise, Mr. Rucker said
they anticipated running 200 days.

Mr. Sena said he wanted to receive a legal opinion of this matter
from Mr. Daykin.

Mr. Bob Broadbent, speaking for some of the small counties, said
they were in favor of the legislation.

Mr. Ed Maloney, County Commissioner for Lyon County, stated they
were in favor of the bill.

Les Kofoed, Executive Director of the Gaming Industry Association,
appeared in opposition to the bill. This would allow any of

the counties, not just Lyon or Storey or Clark, to set up a

race track on the city limits of any city under the authority

of the County Commissioners. Mr. Kofoed feels that there is no
way a race track can compete with the fast action in casinos

and he further does not believe it will bring additional people
to Nevada. Also, the gaming industry spends millions of dollars
to bring people to Nevada and they resent others taking advantage
of this to "slice the pie a little thinner". Mr. Kofoed feels
the present law expresses the sentiments of the people of Nevada.

Senate Bill 337

Angus W. McLeod, Administrator of the Real Estate Division,
Department of Commerce, appeared in support of S.B. 337 since
they requested this bill. Mr. McLeod said that the education
presently required before an applicant can apply for a broker's
license is so extensive that too few people can qualify. The
statute is working in such a way as to unjustifiably restrict
persons from receiving the broker's license. 1In 1956 fifty-four

3.
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brokers and 1,100 salesmen were licensed. This is a ratio of 21
salesmen for every broker. Mr. McLeod stated that another problem
is that the required college courses are not readily available.
The University of Nevada refuses to accept some credits from

the Community College and the University itself does not offer

the required courses. It is possible, according to Mr. McLeod,
that nobody, or at least very few people, will be able to

qualify after next January. Mr. McLeod cited examples of people
with a great deal of experience and background who are unable

to qualify for broker's licenses under the present law.

Mr. McLeod feels that S.B. 337 will solve the problems outlined
above since there are many fine vocational schools in Nevada
and other states offering quality real estate education.

The bill as proposed in its original form gives the Division

of Real Estate the authority to establish these standards of
equivalency. The Senate changed that language to let the Real
Estate Advisory Commission have the authority. Mr. McLeod

still believes that the Division of Real Estate is the proper
body to create these standards and recommends that the Committee
change the language back to the original form. Mr. McLeod

also proposed another amendment which is attached as Exhibit 5.

Mr. Weise said he would be interested in hearing the private
sector's arguments. He also had reservations about the bill
last session.

Mr. Lee Wilder, President of Education Dynamics Institute, also
appeared in support of S.B. 337. He is also speaking on behalf
the Real Estate School of Reno, the Real Estate School of Las
Vegas, the Real Estate School of Nevada and Northern Nevada
Real Estate School, the four private real estate schools in
Nevada. A copy of Mr. Wilder's comments to the Committee is
attached as Exhibit 6. Mr. Wilder also submitted approximately
120 letters from students supporting the passage of S.B. 337.
These letters are available for inspection in the Commerce
Committee's secretary's files.

Mr. Wilder also felt that the "or" which was mentioned in the
amendment submitted by Mr. McLeod was important as there is an
ambiguity in the bill on page 2, line 38.

Rennie Ashelman also appeared in support of the bill and stated
that Mr. Wilder and Mr. McLeod had expressed his opinion. Mr.

Ashelman suggested that the amendment on page 2, line 28, should
read "or courses" instead of just "or", or perhaps "or courses
offered by other institutions”. Mr. Ashelman felt that if this
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amendment is not included the Committee would be enacting the
same bill.

Assemblyman Bill Kissam was the next witness in support of

S.B. 337 as well as the amendment suggested by Mr. Ashelman.
Mr., Kissam is in support of the private enterprise section that -
this bill would help support, specifically Mr. Lee Wilder's
school of real estate. Mr. Kissam stated that he graduated

from this school in 1960, returned in 1961 to get his broker's
license and learned enough from Mr. Wilder to go into business
for himself. Mr. Kissam said that anything to put Mr. Wilder
out of business would be grossly unfair and would be doing the
real estate profession an injustice.

In answer to questions by Mr. Weise, Mr. Kissam said that

he thought that brokers, salesmen and anybody dealing with the
public in the real estate profession should be subjected to con-
tinuing education just as other professions are.

Mr. Charles Pacheco appeared in support of S.B. 337. Mr. Pacheco
said he was 57 years old and just entering the real estate busi-
ness. He feels that the present restrictions are too stringent
for people who want to help the public by going into the real
estate business.

Mr. Paul Ergeres appeared on behalf of the Nevada Association
of Realtors in opposition to S.B. 337. Mr. Ergeres reminded the
Committee of the legislation passed in 1973 which originally
called for a four year college degree but was amended down to
two years. This same bill allows an individual to become a
broker without going to college one day or without getting one
college credit. Mr. Ergeres explained the ways a person can
become a broker in the real estate business. The majority of
people are going to private schools and Mr. Ergeres said they
were doing an excellent job and the Association has no argument
with private schools.

Mr. Ergeres said it was very important that the laws governing
the licensing of brokers should be strict and they are strict

at the present time. The question the Committee is considering
at thi's time is the difference between private schools and going
to community college or university. Mr. Ergeres said that,
contrary to what Mr. McLeod stated, all the courses that are
currently being taught at the community college level will gqualify
for the broker examination. Mr. Ergeres further stated that
they felt the industry needed more professional brokers and
brokers with a well-rounded education and that is the difference
in what people can get by going to the university or community
college or going to the private school.

Mr. Ergeres described the tremendous turnover in the industry.
They need more people to stay in the business and the way to
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assure that is to be sure they are better prepared when they come
in. They feel that the thousands of clients that are served by
brokers are entitled to have the best qualified people represent-
ing them.

Mr. Weise questioned why a man now entering the business has to
have a college education to go out and compete with a broker

who does not even have a high school education, and why the
industry has not required continuing education for present

brokers. Mr. Ergeres said there is a bill for continuing education
coming up soon which they support.

Mr. Chuck Ruthe of Las Vegas agreed with Mr. Weise that education

should be continued within the industry. Mr. Ruthe is asking
the Committee to help maintain the progress they have made in
the past and vote against S.B. 337.

Mr. Weise requested that the Real Estate Division furnish inform-
ation showing how many of the brokers who went out of business
last year were new brokers who had just come in. The Real

Estate Division said they would have the information to Mr.

Weise by April 17, 1977.

Assembly Bill 475

Chairman Harmon appointed a subcommittee consisting of Mr. Weise,
Mr. Price and Mr. Sena to study A.B. 475 and the amendments
requested.

Mr. Fred Welden, State Land Use Planning Agency, and Irene Porter
from Southern Nevada, explained the origin and technical back-
ground of A.B. 475. A list of the members of the Committees
studying Nevada's land division laws is attached as Exhibit 7.
Mr. Welden further explained that many people spent a tremendous
amount of time over the last year putting this bill together

and many compromises are involved. Ms. Porter also explained

the work involved and said there were changes requested in the
bill which Mr. Gil Buck and Larry Hampton will present.

Don Saylor, Director of Community Planning and Development for
the City of Las Vegas, said they were in favor of the proposed
legislation but there was wording to be changed which would be
submitted through Ms. Porter. Mr. Saylor briefly described the
wording they objected to. The big problem is that there is no
language regarding off-site improvements. He was submit his
comments in writing to the subcommittee.

Mr. Larry Hampton, Director of Public Works, City of Las Vegas,
reiterated Mr. Saylor's remarks regarding off-site improvements
around the school districts. Mr. Hampton said he would also
turn his remarks over to the subcommittee.
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C. W. Lingenfelter, Nevada Association of Realtors, also worked
on the committee. They attempted to try to put the subdivision
statutes under one statute so that developers, prospective buyers
and people of that nature could look at the subdivision law and
know where they were going. Mr. Lingenfelter submitted two
suggested amendments which are attached as Exhibit 8. The
Nevada Association of Realtors feel that it is a good bill which
needs only minor changes.

Mr. Gil Buck, a land surveyor and realtor from Las Vegas, also
served on the committee developing this bill. Mr. Buck said
he concurred with the previous testimony and that he will also
put his remarks in writing for the subcommittee. In answer to
a qguestion by Mr. Weise, Mr. Buck said they support a "simple
majority" concept.

Mr. Bob Gardner, Director of Public Works for Douglas County,
also served on the technical committee that worked for the past
year on A.B. 475. Mr. Gardner is in favor of the bill and
agrees with all the comments made previously. Mr. Gardner

said that on page 5 there is a requirement that any agency that
reviews the map must respond in 15 days, but on page 6 it

gives the school district 30 days, and the requirements should
be the same for both. On page 7 line 14, regarding the bond
amount, all counties have their own requirements as to bonds.
On page 8, Mr. Gardner thinks line 7, 8, 9 and 10 should be
excluded. Mr. Gardner also thought Lines 46 and 47 on page 17
should be examined.

William E. Buxton, Chief Deputy Director of Public Works for
Clark County, submitted a written statement of his remarks to
the Committee. A copy of this statement is attached as Exhibit

9.

Mr. Stan Warren, Nevada Bell, said that he didn't think anyone
had talked in favor of the section on utility easements where
you would lose them if they were unused in a period of 5 years.
The utilities this section relates to agree that this is a part
of the legislation they are definitely opposed to. Mr. Warren
stated he is also speaking for Sierra Pacific and Southwest
Gas. There is also a problem on page 13, Sec. 29, line 39.

The existing law provides for the means that a governing body
may preserve a public easement from an extinguishment by vacation
or abandonment of a street or a highway. No provision is made
for the preservation of franchise rights either in the existing
law or in the bill. Mr. Warren presented an amendment, Exhibit
10, which should correct this situation. He proposes that it
be added on page 14 at the end of line 38 as a new subsection.

Rusty Nash of the Washoe County District Attorney's office
stated he was legal advisor for a Regional Planning Commission.
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Mr. Nash feels there should be some clarification on A.B.475.
Overall, he thinks the committee has done an extremely good job
and it is a good bill. Mr. Nash said that Assemblyman Weise
pointed out that Mr. Nash was the only one who has given an
opinion that you can't do the four by four subdivisions now.
This bill now allows the four by four, but it allows the govern-
ing bodies the kind of review procedure and restrictions that
they can place on it which are needed. Mr. Nash asks the Com-
mittee to support the bill since it is a vast improvement over
what Nevada now has.

Assemblyman Bill Kissam appeared in support of the bill. However,
the bill as it is now written is still perpetuating an injustice
that has been placed upon the land developer in the rural areas.
Specifically, Mr. Kissam said he was referred to the law stating
that 40 acre parcels should be the minimum size parcel to be
sold. Mr. Kissam presented suggested amendment #815A which

is attached as Exhibit 11.

Joe Lavoy stated he was representing himself as an investor in
land in the State of Nevada. He also objects to the 40 acre
minimum size parcel to be sold.

Mr. Bob Broadbent said there was a letter addressed to Karen
Hayes from Blanche Holmes which they wished to present. A

copy of this letter with attachments is attached as Exhibit 12.
Also, Mr. Broadbent hoped that the Committee would leave page 16
as it is in the present law. They can now take cash instead of
the property.

Mr. Steve Stucker, Deputy City Attorney from North Las Vegas,

introduced Paul Giardina, Urban Planner, and Clint Stay, Assistant

City Engineer, both of North Las Vegas. All three are in favor
of the bill with certain technical amendments which have been
suggested.

A letter from the Washoe-Storey Conservation District expressing
their opinion of AB-475 is attached as Exhibit 13. A letter
from representatives of Lemmon Valley Improvement Association
and Virginia Foot Hills Property Owner's Association is attached
as Exhibit 14.

S
Chairman Harmon announced that Mr. Weise would hold a meeting
of the Subcommittee to Study A.B. 475 in Room 222 upon Assembly
adjournment April 15, 1977.

COMMITTEE ACTION

S.B. 127: Mr. Demers moved Do Pass, seconded by Mr. Sena.
Motion carried.

S.B. 337: Mr. Moody moved Do Pass as Amended, seconded by Mr.

8.
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Demers. Motion carried with Mr. Barengo and Mr. Weise abstaining.

A.B. 630: Mr. Moody moved Do Pass, seconded by Mr. Demers. Motion
carried with Mr. Barengo voting no and Mr. Weise abstaining.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Jane Dunne
Assembly Attache
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59TH NEVADA LEGISLATURE

COMMERCE COMMITTEE
LEGISLATIVE ACTION

DATE __ April 13, 1977
SUBJECT S.B. 127 -
MOTTON:

Do Pass = X Amend °~  Indefinitely Postpone

Moved by Mr. Demers - -

Reconsider

Seconded by Mr. Sena

AMENDD/IENT e o e e e e e e e e e s s

Moved by Seconded by
AMENDMENT = ~ -~~~

Moved by Seconded by

" MOTION AMEND © AMEND
VOTE: Yes No " Yes No Yes No
Harmon %
Mello Not present —
Barengo X
Demers x :
Hayes X ~
Moody X
Price X
Sena X
Weise X
TALLY:
Original Motion: Passed ¥ Defeated Withdrawn

Amended & Passed

Amended & Passed

April 13,
Date

Attach to Minutes 1977

Amended & Defeated

Amended & Defeated
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59TH NEVADA LEGISLATURE

COMMERCE COMMITTEE

- LEGISLATIVE ACTION

DATE April 13, 1977
SUBJECT 'S.B. 337 oo
MOTION: "+ 'Do Pass as Amended: "
Do Pass '~ Amend ~ Indefinitely Postpone Reconsider
Moved by =~ =~ Mr. Moody Seconded by Mr. Demers
AMENDMENT ‘' See Exhibit 5 Minutes of April 13, 1977
Moved by Seconded by
AMENDMENT & o
Moved by Seconded by
" MOTION AMEND AMEND
VOTE: Yes No " Yes No Yes No
Harmon X
Mello Not present —_
Barengo Abstainin
Demers X
Hayes X
Moody X
Price X
Sena X
Weise Abstaining
TALLY: 6 0
Original Motion: Passed X Defeated Withdrawn

Amended &_Passed

Amended & Passed

Attach to Minutes

Amended & Defeated

Amended & Defeated

April 13, 1977

Date
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DATE _ April 13, 1977

S59TH NEVADA LEGISLATURE

COMMERCE COMMITTEE
LEGISLATIVE ACTION !

SUBJECT ‘A.B. 630
MOTION: & 5 e
Do Pass ¥ Amend Reconsider

Indefinitely Postpone

—————

Moved by Mr. Moody:---- .- Seconded by Mr. Demers
AMENDMENT ST
Moved by Seconded by
AMENDMENT @
Moved by Seconded by
" MOTION AMEND AMEND
VOTE: Yes No " Yes No Yes No
Harmon X
Mello Not Present
Barengo X
Demers X '
Hayes X :
Moody X
Price X
Sena X
Weise Abstaining
6 1
TALLY:
Original Motion: Passed x Defeated Withdrawn

Amended & Passed

Amended & Passed

Attach to Minutes

Amended & Defeated

Amended & Defeated

April 13, 1977

Date




A.B. 201

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 201—ASSEMBLYMEN DREYER, HAYES,
HORN, HARMON, BREMNER, ROSS, SCHOFIELD AND

January 31, 1977
Refetred to Committes on Commerce.

SUMMARY —Reguiates landlord tenant reistionship in mobils
home parks. (BDR 10-663)
FSCALNOTB. LoulothwmmmtImpwt.No.

or Industriai Insurance

(X3

L. 2
EXFLANATION—Mattr in italicr is new; mmtwee fn brackes [ ] is macecisl to be omited.

AN ACT reiating to mobile home parks; the relstionship of lnndbvd
and tanant in such parks; ﬁnrtnbh
F‘Dm damsummmms;pm-

viding s penaity; and thereto.

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

Snmoul.ChaptarllsofNRSmherebyam by adding
theretd the onssetforrhassecu 2to 11, incl of this act. E!Qii oun

Sec. 2. upon coi n for use -
and occupancy o amobﬂehomclotforlmonthorlonger,regm-dlmaf vaseered wA

whether rent is to be paid weekly, monthly or otherwise, is void unless 5“2”!5!”*-,_
theagreenmﬂuinwntingmdsxgmdbythclmdlmﬂmdthctm

The agreement shall contain but i3 not limited to

rovisions relatin o _th :

PO P =

T
8 (s ¥r Duration of the agreemens. .
3 > Amountofrmana‘thcmannermdtmofuspaymau

(N F, Occupancy and rastrictions ofi occupancy Hy

children or pets.
(N4, Servicesand utilities included with the lot

rental and the responsibity for maintaining
or paying ° f%or the services and utilitiles.

g(ﬂﬂ mehidzmaybereqmdandthcpurpomforwinchtheym
re

'quired.
14 ()& Deposits which may be required and the conditions for their
15 refund. .

{4) 2 _Any maintenance which the tenant is required
to_perform,
(3-\ f£f sexrvices which a rbvided and maintained

2. A tenancy which was created before July 1, 1977, may

be continued without an agreement in writing if the

tenant signs a statement that he wants to continue the

tenancy under the oral agreement.

Exkibit 1




ERRIRRE

{ERYRE

BRRESE

Sac.S. Any provision in g rental agreement for a mobile home lot
wI mvidch thattlxetalamf.‘ ehis
. Agrees to waive or forego any ri or remedies afforded
1353118.240:0118.290;09::% jve, and sections ZtaII,inchl.nv'c,z
act; .

2.  Authorizes n to o ud) : i
qwofthcmualampa’? . onfess fi gmen:anam"daunmng ’
Agreestqpaythclandlord’.r attorney’s fees, except that the agree-
ment may provide that attorney's fees may be awarded to the prevailing
pa;ryu;theevmzzcaunactian;or :

. Agrees to the exculpation or limitation of any liability of the land-
Iordansmgunda-lawortpbndemnijythelandlordfarthatliabﬂityor
f’o::r‘dconnctedthmwuh.'
void. :

SEC. 4. 'I. The landlord shall disclase in writing”

()% s v writing to each tenant the

a, persons authorized to manage the mobile home park;
mu(ib)Apmnauhoﬁzedmmefvcwviccofmcmfgrathclmdbrd;

{c) Thcpﬁndpcldrcorparazémvmoft{umbilehampark;

- and the information shall be kept current.

2. Thrinformadonshallbefwvgishedlnwritirqtomhm

gurrent tenant a.ng to eggg new tenant on or bgfg:ﬁ

the commencement of his ténancy.

* SBc.S. 1. Any payment, deposit, fee, or other charge which is’
required by the landlord in addition to periodic remt, utility charges or
service fees and is collected as prepaid rent or a sum to compensate for
mumdefauhha"depodf’govmedbyﬂumviﬁomaf:h&uc-

~2, A separate record of each deposit shall be

maintained by the landlord.

Lo ~ ]‘ d"“w.mm‘. .

3. Alldepo:it.rm‘rehmdable,a;-:dupoummbwiioua thc:enwwyA '
tllelandlordmaycldmﬁomadepo.ﬁto:dysuchammaffarerwom
ablymmay:}oranedytmamdzfmdtsindnpaymemafrm,uxility
chargum or service fees and to repair damage to the park caused by the

If a refund is made, it shall be sent to the

tenant within 21 days after the tenancy is terminated.

4. Upon termination of the landlord’s interest in the mobile home
park, the landlord shall either transfer to his successor in.interest that
portion of the deposit remaining after making any deductions allowed
under this section or return such portion ta the tenant.

5. The claim of the tenant to any deposit to which he is entitled by
law takes precedence over the claim of any creditor of the landlord. -

'
I
|

¢

SEC. 6. The landlord shall:

2. Maintain in good working order ail clectrical, plumbing and sani-
tary ‘facilities and appliances which he furnishes. .

SEC. 7. It orrrrobilemitorme—isrrd e fitfor—aconpamney—for=argp

et eotanmi vt sl lad iy the Lundloeg
" 1. If a mobile bhome is made unfit for occupancy

"for_any period in excess of 24 hours by any cause

S5ELERSE

~~for which the land lord

47 lord is responsible, the rent snatt be propornonarety abated, and refunded
48 .or credited against the following month’s rent.

-

ani' 'Kapdlwmnmoft}wparkbmdéanmsafccbndidom' : =
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BEEREELERA

BREBBRIVRRBNES

remaings unfit and may: . .
R th:actualandremmblecastafthcmbmauchaunng
ﬁo(:)thcmrd,bmhotmzhmanmnaumequdwmcrmforﬂw
mabichhomelZ:;or rent N
educt the cost from future rent.

(si)cs. Thclmdla'dandthetmumayagrecthatanycoqtrovqsy
relating to arry manter arising under NRS 118240 to 118.290, inclusive,
wndscctionsZrall.buﬂurive,ofddsac{orugzderarmqlagremm
maybcsubmimdforarbinuiona:pmwgizd:pthb:mon.Am
commences arbitration by filing a complaint wxgh the consumer affairs
division of the departmens of cammerce. The arbitrator shall be the com-
mmiona'ofcounmwraﬁnir:orh&daignuwdenthelmdlordmdrhe

agree upon another arbitrator, in which case the cost of arbitration

tenant i |
- shail be apportioned batween the parties by that arbitrator.

3 he landlord shall not terminate @ tenancy, refuse to renew
atmncysgc.g, increase i rent or decrease services he normaily .rqpplm. or bring
ort}wemenwbrbzgmacuabe'c;‘f‘:rpommon' of a mobile home lot as
retaliation upon the tenant : o o

1. Hc'hascomplm‘mdingood.faithaboutavwlanqnofabmldmg,.
:afexyorheal:hcodcorregulaxianpamining{aanwbdehomcpark to
thegovemmcntdagmmpomibieforenfarangtllgcodc or regulation.

2 :l‘:ethe k rd:‘::l’;io of‘gy provision o}
condition or operation of park or a vic n s ; )
NRS 118240 to 118.290, inclusive, and sections.2 to 9, inclusive, of this

act3 H:ha.:organizedorb«omeamcmboofatman&r‘leagueor
il 4

4. Acftaziouha:bmis.uadtodwlandlordaqthcresxdtofacong-
pla;:.zt OIC: a judicial proceeding or arbitration between the landlord and
the tenant, an issue has been determined adversely to the landlord.

-~

6. The tenant has failed or refuéed to give

written consent to a rule or ;gghlation which is

ad d amended by the landlord after the

tenant has entered into the rental agreement.

plus reasonable attormey's

- A/,. landlord or a
SEC. 10. 1. Adtenam may recover damage.r/for any infury or loss

Y. violation of any of the provisio RS

24? to}("18.29'03 inclusive, and sections Zytzf9 ;lclu.ﬁve ;&L 118--
- addition to the remedy ) i id . .

Wytmﬁaaam,wmmsmhdalm

eyt Ty ey S,
tained by him, whichever is greater, pius reasonable attoiacy - actual

reasonable attorney’s fees.

SBC. 11.  Any landlord
118240 10 I]8g% o es

guilty of

a A
SBC. 12. NRS 118.230 is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘
118.230 As used in NRS 1182 inctusive []
sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this e = 15220 L1, end
1. “Landiord”

. means the owner, lessor or operator of a mobile home

2. “Mobﬂehonn”rmenmavehicularstmcmre id i
motive power, built on a chassis or frame, which is: without independent

inclusive, and sections 2 to 9, inclusive, of this act is

any of the provisions. of NRS -
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(a) Designed to be used with or without a t foundation;

(b) Capabie of being drawn by a motor veg:cle,and

(c) Used as and suitable for year-round occupancy as a residence, when
connected to utilities, by one person who maintains a household or by two
or more ns who maintain a common household.

3. bile home lot” means a portion of land within a mobile home
pukwhmhmrenmdorheldoutforrenttoammmodateamobﬂchome

4. “Mobile home or “park” means an area or tract of land
where two or more homes or mobile home lots are rented or held
out for rent.

SEc. 13. NRS 118.240 is hereby amended to read as follows:

118.240 1. [An} Except as provided in subsection 4, an oral or
writtén agreement between a 2 landlord and tenant for a mobile home lot in
amobﬂehomeparkmdmmmshaﬂnmbemmnaxedbythalmdlord

oncemwnungtothetenant[]:medmthemanmr-

except upon
provided in NRS 40.280:
¢ (a)l'hxrtydaysinadvm:fthcmobilehomedoano&excwdw
‘eet in width.
(b) Forty-five days if the mobile home exceeds 16 fest in width.
“(c) Five days in.advance if the termination is because the conduct of

tlhes.tzesnsmconmmtuanmsanccasdm‘bedmmbwcnonSofNRS'
11

2. The landiord shall specify in the notice the reason for the termina-
tion of the agresment. The reason relied upon for the termination shafl
be set forth with specific facts so that the date, place and circumstances
concerning ths reasoq for ‘the termination can be determined. Reference
alouetoaprovmonofNRS118250doanotconsntutasuﬁmentspec:ﬁ
city under this subsection. © .

3. [The lendlord shall not require the tenant to waive his rights

underthmmonandanysuchwmmucontrarytopubhcpohcyand

is void. ] If a tenant remains in possession of the mobile home lot with
the rd’s consent after expiration of the term of the rental agreement,
the tenancy is from week-tosweek in the case of a tenant who pays weekly
rent, and in all otRer cases the tenancy is. from month-to-month.

tenant’'s continued ‘occupancy shall be on the same terms and conditions
as were contained in the rental agreement unless .rpeaﬁcaily agreed other-

wise i writing.

4. [Nomthsmndmm& the provisions of NRS 118.230 to 118.290,
inclusive, the] The ord and -tenant mayagreeto aspecxﬁcdatafm'
termination of the

agreement.

SecC. 14. NRS 118.250 is hereby amended to read as follows:

‘118.250 The rental ent described in NRS 118.240-may not
be terminated except for: i or more of the foilowing:

1. Nonpayment of]

1. Fadilure of the. tenant to pay rent, tﬂ:tycharguormsonable
service [chari? . fees within 10 days after written notice of delinquency
served upon the tenant in the manner provided in NRS 40.280; .

2. Failure of the tenant [to comply with:

(2) Any] to" correct any noncompiiance with a_lawy ordmancc or
vernmental

reguiation pertaining to mobile homes [; or

1
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(b) Valid rules or regulations] or a valid rule or regulation estab-
ished pursuant ta NRS 118.260 [.]. within - reasonable time after

iving notification of noncompliance; e

[Conduct of the tenant in the mobile home park which consti-
an-annoyancs to other tenants or interferes with park management.] -
peated or comtinued violation of valid rules of conduct, occupancy or
of park facilities after written notice of the violasion is served upon
tenant in the manner provided in NRS 40.280;
Condemnation . or a change in land use of the mobile homs

L) or. )
S. gonductotthemuamwhichconnimmanuismasdcﬁned
im NRS 40.140. ]

SEC. 15. NRS 118.260 is hereby amended to read as follows:

118.260 1. The landlord may adopt rules or ions concerning
the tenant’s use and occupancy of the mobils home ot and the grounds;
areas and facilities of the mobile home. park held out for. the use of

tenants y.
2. -All such rules or regulations shail be: .
(a)Rtummblyrdaudtoth_epwpouforwldahtheymadapred; -
(b) Sufficieruly explicit in their prohibition, direction or limitation to
b:fom:‘ the tenant of ;‘023: «ﬁfa mus; dadwor not dooffor ;z:zplimceba_
{c) Adopted in good fai not for purpose of evading any o
gation of the landlord arising under the law; and
(d)UMfmdya#mdMaﬂtmh&amk,angﬂwm .

managers. .
3. Except as provided in subsection ] 4, such a rule or regulation

Af

o

E.¥E

‘is enforcible against the tenant cnly if he has notice of it at the tame o

enmintothemtalamenLAm!eorregu]aﬁonadopmdormended
after the tenant enters into the mnral ag i forcibie ss the

in writing

SEC. 16.  NRS 118.270 is hereby aménded to read as follows:
118270 The landlord shall not: -

(a)Anyeutrmorexitfeetoatenamasummg’ or leaving occu-
pancy of a mobile home lot. )
. (b),Anymderogsem:;‘ghfuorcommixsionasa.condiﬂanmpermit-
pntiatenamtose!lhxsmo home within the mobile home park even
if the mobile home is to remain wichintha&ark,unlmthelandlordhas
acted as the mobile home owner’s agent in e sale pursuant to a written

designated—pot=areas—or—pet-rins—are- SOG—ONE NG GING el

i j i 4 ’ '- N
(d)Any:ecwityordmnagedepodtﬂupwpouofwhichistoavold
compliance with the provisions of subsection S.
2. Increase rent or service fees unless:
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(a). The increase applies to all tenants in @ uniform manner; and

(b) Written notice advising the tenant of the increase is sent to the

tenant 60 days in advance of the first payment to be increased.
1 3. Deny any tenant the right to sell his mobile home within the
orrequirethztenantmmmovemcmobﬂchome&om,megark
solely on the basis of such sale, except as provided in NRS.118.280.
4. Prohibit any tenant desiring to sell his mobile home within the
pakﬁvmadvatiu’ngthclocaﬁonofthemobﬂchomemdthcnmof
the mobile home park or prohibit the tenant from displaying at least one
sign advertising the sale of the mobile home. .
[3.] 5. Prohibit any meetings held in the park’s community or rec-

'mﬁontmmybymemm_ormpamofanymobﬂehmmme

park to-discuss mobile home living and affairs, if such meetings are heid
at reasonable hours and when the facility is not otherwise in use.
Sec. 17. NRS 118.290 is hereby amended to read as follows:.
118.290 The landlord shall provide
mnsofNRs 118.240 to 118.280, inclusive, and sections 2 to 11,
::,ofthuactindzemmlagremmandinano&epomdina
conspicuous placs in- the park’s community or recreation facility or other
common area. .

each tenant with the text of the



ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS FOR PROPOSED
NORTHERN NEVADA GREYHOUND/HORSE RACING FACILITY
AS PREPARED BY

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY FARMING CO., INC.

Estimated Value of Park with Capitol Improvements $ 3,000,000
Estimated Direct Employment o 125
Estimated Payroll $ 1,500,000
Estimated Indirect Employment ‘ 250
Estimated Nightly Attendance 2200
Estimated Nightly Pari-mutuel Handle $ 157278
Proposed Racing Days 200
Estimated Total Attendance 440,000
Estimated Total Pari-mutuel Handle ' $31,455,600
Anticipated Revenue to City/County $ 314,556
Anticipated Revenue for Racing Commission $ 314,556
Anticipated Revenue to the State of Nevada $ 629,112
Estimated Property Tax $ 40,000
Estimated Sales Tax Revenue Indeterminable

Approximately 375 employment opportunities will be created when the Park is built,
and virtually all these jobs will be filled by local residents. The estimated payroll on
these jobs will amount to over $1,500,000.00. The proposed $3,000,000.00 facility
will offer many economic opportunities for local small businessmen and building trade
contractors during the Park’s construction and continued maintenance. The county where
the Park is located will receive over $350,000 per year from this new revenue source, in the
" form of mutuel take-out, property taxes, admission taxes, license and permit fees, plus a
share of sale’s and payroll taxes. The State of Nevada will receive approximately $629,000.00.

Ex4,é,7" 2 569



NORTHERN NEVADA RACING FACILITY

BOARD OF DIRECTORS:

OFFICERS:

Robert Robson, Chairman
Russell Whiting

Charles Keller

James Falen

Robert Rucker

President, Robert Rucker

Executive Vice President, General Manager, Robert Knestrick
Vice President, James Falen

Vice President, Operations (Track Director), to be hired

Vice President, Sales, to be hired

Secretary, Russell Whiting

Treasurer, C.P.A., to be hired

STOCK HOLDERS:

Robert Robson, Co-founder, Chairman, Board of Directors, Microma,
Inc., Cupertino, California; Co-founder, Chairman, Board of
Directors, Hy-Tek Industries, Inc., Los Gatos, California;
Co-founder, Chairman, Board of Directors, San Joaquin
Valley Farming Company, Inc., Merced, California; Cattle
Rancher; Resident of Le Grand, California

Charles Keller, Founder, Chairman, Board of Directors, President of
/llumination Industries, Sunnyvale, California; Resident of
Los Altos, California

Russell Whiting, Practicing Attorney, Merced, California; Co-founder,
Secretary/Treasurer, San Joaquin Valley Farming Company,
Inc., Merced, California; Resident of Merced, California -

Robert Knestrick, President, General Manager, First Merced Title
Company, Merced, California; Resident of Merced, California

James Falen, Co-founder, President, Hy-Tek Industries, Inc., Los Gatos,
California; Resident of Los Gatos, California

Martin Garcia, Restaurant owner, Santa Clara, California; Resident, Los ’
Altos, California '

Jack Brewer, Founder, Chairman, Board of Directors, President, Sen-Pack,
Sunnyvale, California; Metric, Inc., Mountain View, California;
Metal Recovery Specialists, Malaysia, Resident of Los Altos,
California

Robert Rucker, Licensed California Real Estate Broker, Merced, California;
Co-founder, President, San Joaquin Farming Company, Inc.;
Resident of Merced, California

.Reuben Robson, Retired Postal Employee, South Dakota, Resident

of South Dakota

Joseph Thompson, Cattle Rancher, South Dakota; Resident of South
Dakota

Dale Jones, Employee of Rucker-Whiting and Associates, Realtors,
Merced, California; Resident of Clovis, California

E)(lubﬂb 3
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DESCRIPTION

The primary purpose of The Northern Nevada Racing Facility will

be to conduct a pari-mutuel greyhound/horseracing operation. Northern
Nevada Racing Facility intends to build a facility for the purpose of
racing greyhound dogs and horses. The proposed facility will have a
seating capacity of approximately 10,000 people. The grandstand part
of the facility will be completely enclosed to provide for racing during
the winter months. All wagering and accounting for this facility will

be computerized utilizing a Hewlett Packard computer.

The new structure will cost an estimated $3,000,000. The structure
will be designed by Bird, Fujimoto and Fish, Architects, San Diego,
California, who have built and/or remodeled twenty five race facilities
throughout the nation and Mexico and are presently the architects
for the Henderson Greyhound racing operation. Jim Bird, who will
be the architect from the above mentioned firm, will work closely
with the County Engineer and County Planning Commission of

_ the county where facility is constructed,

The facility will furnish all of their own security, working jointly

with the County Sheriff. The facility will employ either off-duty police
officers or specially trained security forces. A compound will be
constructed suitable to house 500 racing greyhounds on the premises
with suitable amenities for training and exercising the greyhounds, along
with a training and stable facility for horses. This facility will have

a completely self-sufficient waste disposal system.

The entire parking area will be paved, fenced and have full security.
It is anticipated that construction will start on the new facility during

the first part of 1978 and completed within an approximated con-
struction period of six months. '

o
s
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STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
REAL ESTATE DIVISION

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

X CARSON CITY. NEVADA 889701
» MIKE O'CALLAGHAN (702) 888-4280
GOVERNOR
MICHAEL L. MELNER ‘ : ANGUS W. MCLEOD
i ph Aprll 13, 1977 ADMINISTRATOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

REAL ESTATE DiVisSiON

The Honorable Harley L. Harmon, Chairman
Assembly Committee on Commerce and Labor
Nevada State Legislature

Legislative Building
401 S. Carson Street
Carson City, Nevada

RE: Senate Bill 337
Dear Assemblyman Harmon:
Recommended Language, Section 11

1l1. For the purposes of this section, "college level courses" are
courses offered byany accredited college or university [and which fulfill

\baccalaureat degree requirements.] or which meet the standards of

reducation established by the division. The division may adopt regula-
tions setting forth standards of education which are equivalent to the
college level courses outlined in this subsection. The regulations

may take into account the stamdard of instructors, the scope and content
of the instruction, hours of instruction and such other criteria as the
division requires.

Respectfully submitted,
e &/,WQZ(

Angfys W. McLeod
Administrator

AMc:sh
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A PARTIAL SOLUTION TO THE
RISING COST OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN NEVADA
Remarks to the Assembly Committee on Commerce and Labor
By Lee Wilder, President, Education Dynamics Institute
April 13, 1977

During this Legislature, there has been much testimony and debate concerning
requests for the State's university and community college systems. The Las Vegas
Review-Journal* reported that the community college budget has grown from its
original $300,000 to a current request exceeding 7.5 million dollars. In addition,
requests are being made for further community college expansion: $846,000 for
Fallon, 6.9 million dollars for the Western Nevada Community College, and 1.3
million dollars for the Carson City Community College. Senator Lamb was quoted
as saying, "You're going to have one on every corner in Las Vegas." Assembly-
man Vergiels pointed out that the state has only 600,000 residents, but two univer-+
sities, at least six community college campuses in use or planned, and the Desert
Research Institute. Senator Lamb also said, "You're trying to be too many things
to too many people."

So, we see a problem where the Legislature is struggling to find money to pay for
ever-expanding public education. Yet in 1975, the Legislaturé took away from the
public the choice of selecting private education -- at least in the area of training
real estate brokers. Absurd as it seems, quality, tax-paying, private enterprise
was legislated out of business and that entire field of training was given exclu-
sively to the tax-consuming university and community college system.

Is quality of private education the issue? The four private real estate schools must
offer a fine product -- why else would someone pay up to $300 for a course that
the State offers for $90? And unlike the public real estate education program,
proprietary schools must annually prove their institutional and educational compe-
tence to:

1. The Nevada Commission on Postsecondary Institutional Authorization
(the licensing agency for private schools);

The Nevada Real Estate Advisory Commission;

The Nevada Department of Education (Teacher Certification);

The Veterans Administration (if VA-approved);

In the case of accredited schools, to the U. S. Office of Education,
through the National Association of Trade and Technical Schools,
or other accrediting agencies.

O s W N

The entire problem stems from NRS 645.343, paragraph 11: "For purposes of this
section, 'college-level courses' are courses offered by any accredited college or

university and which fulfill baccalaureate degree requirements." Under this law,
all the private schools were removed from real estate broker license training, and

*[as Vegas Review-Journal, Wednesday, January 26, 1977
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So, what is the basis for opposition to SB 337? The entire opposition seems to

be from the Nevada Association of Realtors (NAR). The arguments made by NAR
during hearings before the Senate Commerce Committee were simply that they

had "spent years trying to get the present law passed: it's in effect, it's working,
and we don't want to change it." The arguments seem to be entirely self-serving,
and are not related as to: (1) whether or not free enterprise should exist

in training of real estate brokers, (2) whether or not the public could or

could not receive adequate education through this source, (3) whether or not

it is compatible with the educational objectives of NRS 645.343, (4) whether or

not the public should have the right to choose their educational institution.

It would appear that the design is specifically to exclude private real estate
training for brokers, since free enterprise has proved highly effective, and
continued allowance of private education would probably result in an increased
number of brokers being licensed, thereby increasing competition for themselves.
This is a classic case of the self-regulating using regulation to control competition.

Therefore, we in private enterprise, and our students, urge passage of SB 337,
to redress these serious inequities.



STATE OF NEVADA
CAPITOL COMPLEX

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
REAL ESTATE DIVISION

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
AR O GALLAGHAN CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710

GovERNOR-
MICHAEL L. MELNER R ANGUS W. MCLEOD
Dinxcronr ADMINISTRATOR
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE January 18, 1977 REAL ESTATE DIVISION

Mr. LeRoy D. Wilder, President
Education Dynamics Institute
2635 N. Decatur Blvd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89108

Dear Lee:
This letter is in response to yours of January 12, 1977.

The law, specifically NRS 645.353, Section 11, rigidly defines
the kinds of courses the Division must accept for broker and
broker-salesman applicants, i.e., courses offered by any accred-
ited college or university which fulfill baccalaureate degree
requirements. The Division believes this has caused some
problems and does not permit the Division to recognize many
excellent courses which are sufficient for the public interest.

The Division is going to introduce legislation at the current
legislature which will permit us to establish, by rule and
regulation, standards on which we can judge whether or not non-
baccalaureate degree courses are equivalent to such courses.
Whether or not such rules and regulations would result in the
courses presented by Education Dynamics Institute being sufficient
for broker pre-licensing education I am, of course, at this time
not prepared to say. Incidentally, our legislation provides
that the Division and not the Real Estate Advisory Commission,
be authorized to promulgate the rules and requlations establish-
ing the standards for equivalency. These particular proposals
(equivalency and regulations adopted by the Division) have been
extensively discussed with the industry in Nevada. The Nevada
Association of REALTORS is adamantly opposed to both of these
proposals and to certain other proposed changes, which would
give the Division rule and regulation making authority in other
areas.

When this bill is drafted and introduced I will try to remember
to notify you of its identity so you can follow it in the
legislature and attend or testify at hearings if desired.

Slzcerely, % : /

W McLeod:
Administrator
AWM:mjs

' cc: Paul Wong
M. L. Melner - - - With L. Wilder ltr. & enclosures
Bernard DiOrio - - " " " " " "
David Wood - = - - " " " " " "

Phyllis Braselton-~ " " " " n " 5"/5

MEMBER: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REAL ESTATE LICENSE LLAW OFFICIALS



(Coordinator)
Fred Welden
State Land Use Planning

Glen Thompson
Assistant City Engineer Reno

Ron Young, Director
Humboldt Co. Planning Dept.

Mark Meiser
Meiser Enterprises, Inc.

Mike Marfisi
Attorney - Elko

H. LaVerne Rosse

ronmental Protection Serv.
: Barnes, Deputy A.G.
Real Estate Division

Jim Newman
Building Contractor

George Boucher
Elko County Manager

THE COMMITTEE STUDYING NEVADA'S
LAND DIVISION LAWS

Northern Nevada

(Coordinator)
Bob Erickson
State Land Use Planning

Robert Churn
Engineer, City of Sparks

B. P: Selinder

Churchill Co. Resource Coord.

Charles Breese

Washoe Co. District Health Dpt.

Walt Neitz
Nevada Land Surveyors Assn.

Lew Dodgion
State Health Division

Corky Lingenfelter
Nevada Assn. of Realtors

Don Bayer ‘ '
Washoe Co. Regional Planning

Richard Wagner, District Atty.

Pershing County -

Mike Lattin
Chilton Engineering

Alex Fittinghoff
Sparks Commnunity Dev. Coord.

Floyd Vice
Washoe County Engineer

Ron Byrd .
SEA Consulting Engineers

Robert Gardner, Director
Douglas Co. Public Works

Allan Means
Means Engineering Services

Ralph Cipriani, Director
Nye County Planning

Tom Conger
Sharp, Krater & Associates

Bill Newman
State Water Resources Divisii



COMMITTEE MEMBERS

COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN - IRENE PORTER, ASSOCIATE A.I.P.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

Mr. Larry Hampton, Director of Public Works

Mr.

Art Veeder, Subdivision Engineer

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS

Mr.

Clint Stay, Assistant City Engineer

Mr. Duane Sudweeks, City Engineer

CITY OF HENDERSON

Mr.

Robert Gordon s Division of Planning

CITY OF BOULDER CITY

Mr.

Robert Eads, Division of Public Works

COUNTY OF CLARK

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

James Scholl, County Public Works Department

John Pisciotti, Division of Building & Safety

Greg Borgel, (currently in County Administration Office) -
Jay Downey, Director of Planning

Ralph Ciprianni, County Planning

Kay Adams, County Surveyor

DISTRICT HEALTE DEPARTMENT

Mr.
Dr.

Willem Stolk, Environmental Sanitation
Uckert ‘

SOUTHERN NEVADA HOMEBUILDERS

Jack Kinney, Builder/Member
Robert Weld, Executive Director

Zal it 7
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PRIVATE ENGINEER/LAND SURVEY

Mr. Gil Buck, Land Surveyor/Realtor
Mr. Robert McNutt, Engineer
Mr. Karsten Bronken, Engineer & Surveyor

REAL ESTATE

Mr. Ron Reiss, Realtor
Mr. Al Levy, Realtor -

Additionally the bill has been reviewed by:

Mr. Geoff Billingsley, Director of Public Works, City of Henderson
Mr. Les MacFarlane, Engineer-President of Land Surveyors,Southern Nevada Chapter
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AB 475 Section 1 which amends 278.010 should be amended
lines 19 and 20 by striking lines 19 and 20 and inserting in lieu

thereof the following:

40 nominal acres means an agx® area of land
not less than 1/16 of the section as described

by the government land office survey or 40
acres calculated by actual survey."

u (f)

Eix%,L/7-§7
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The Clark County Public Works Department has some very
serious objections to. AB 475, especially within the parcel map
section of the proposed law. |

Clark Cox;-zity had 297 parcel maps filed during 1976 creating
approximately 900 lots. Ifeel AB 475 would make it even harder
to obtain or require off-site improvements than the present law.
Clark County has many areas where the Federal Government created
5 acre, 23 acre and 1% acre parcels. These parcels are presently
being developed into 3 acre lots where wéter district lines are
available and into 1% acre parcels were wells must be drilled. Any
single 5 acre parcel can be divided into eight %'acre lots after street
dedications have been made. A street separating two 5 acre parcels
could have 16 lots fronﬁing on the street witl'; NO improvements. This

situation does exist. The new property owners demand to have their
Jg//dcf """’-‘-' e "" s Velzah s ‘T,

e

streetsﬂpa.ved and the County to provide the paving. This is an injustice
to the remainder of the taxpayers whose streets were improveci by the
developers of the subdivisions in which they live.

It appears to me in Section 2, NRS 278. 320 the. addition of the
words "at one fime" would allow individuals to divide pr0pe'rty into fnany
lots by four by fouring' because no time is specified. I-also question
the differing requirements based on population. Clarit County has similar
problems with the other counties outside our urbanized area. A parcel

map was recorded creating 12 ten acre parcels which is allowed in Clark

o~

/ ‘. . .
/i ’n—' N {’/U ~ot “l f" ez &'f(_c‘

County and not in the other counties. Presently on my desk is a parcel

map dividing one of these parcels into 2} acre parcels. I recommend

EAZ,/!/% 7
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keeping the requirements the same throﬁghout the state, preferably
keeping those provisions for population less than 200, 000.

Section 3, NRS 278. 327 states property may be divided
againt and''shall conform with the applicable provisions'. How
.would this be interpreted? If each falls under a parcel map provision,
we. still cannot require off-site improvements.

Section 11, NRS 278.370(1) states local entities shall enact
local subdivision ordinaﬁces which ... shall not conflict with
NRS 278. 010 to 278, 630 inclusive', Section 35 states ... consistent
with existing development of abutting property'. Ifeel that County
would not be able to require any off-site improvemehts if the abutting
property does not have any improvements.

Section 33, NRS 278.500: I feel the requirements should
remain the same throughout the Sta.tel;a.xjgwiet local entities en#ct
ordinances if they want lessor,xi'gc;rt:iz:em:ents. As stated previously,

. , o o5 He
Clark County has similar problems outside our urbanized area, with
other counites.

NRS 278.500 (4) states: "when two o.r more separate lots,
parcels, sites, units or plots of land are pt-zrchased, they remain
sepai’ate. ..area exempt fr.om the érovisions of NRS 278.. 010 to 278. 630,
inclusive, until further divided'. Does this imply that they are separate

unless divided? This would be easily avoided by just keeping title in

separate names.

EXA bt F
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Section 35: We have serious problems Witﬁ both proposals
based on population. Boti'x state ..."consistent with existing development
of abutting property'. If there are no roads or other improvements
on the abutting property, what can be required? This has been a hotly
contested item in Clark County with just the word ”adja.cent.”. With opponents
claiming if a road is not gravelled or paved, on abutting property, we
could not require any improvements,

How could an entity enforce provision 1l(c) of this section?

Only require improvements on the second parcel map and the first one
requireé no improvements?
Ao |

We have serious objections to paragraph 2 for population over
200, 000. We would recommend amending this to: ''(a) the gové‘rning’
bod‘y may require by ordinance, dedication and improvement of any
r/w, easement, or reservation for road access. It may also require
such road design, street alignment and width according to adopted
county standards'. Paragraph (b), I feel, should be deleted in its
entirity, because we have areas where 21 gross acre parcels appear
to be the ultimate development of the area. These areas are located
on the i:ringe o;a urbanized areas and in our buﬂying communities,

As I stated previously, }Jnder present state law, Ihad one map come in
with 12 ten acre parcels and further division has already begun on these
parcels.

Section 36, paragraph 2, I feel should be a.m'ended as follows:
"Before waiving a pgrcel map or survey, the County Surveyor or a
registered land surveyor appointed by ;;he governing body shall be

consulted". The present wording would allow the planning director to



-_—— -

consult a land surveyor of his choice if he did not agree with the county
surveyor and waive a parcel map. I do not feel.thi's.possibility should
be allowed.

Itestified last Wednesday before the Senate Government Affairs
Committee in favor of SB 391 because I feel, in thp parcei ™map area,
that SB 391 is much more equitable than AB 475. If the provisions in
SB 391 could be incorporated in AB 475 Ifeel we would have a good overall
bill. , Iy
ol | e B

The County has Eot approximately $3, 000 000 in off-51te ‘U\‘(.. ,UF"

D J ; 3& \n ..;5)1{{3} DL

l
improvements because of the present parcel map law. We have d1sucssed

the present law, and methods to enact the provisions equitably in Clark
County, with ;eala.tcrs, property owners and land surveyors. Shown here
is an ‘add taken out in the Las Vegas Sun on May 17, 1976 m opposition

to the requirements we feel can be enacted under the present law.

During one of these meetings it was stated to me that the parcel map law
is a method of circumventing the subdivision law and there is little that

can be done about it. Under the present state law and AB 475, I would

ST "Jf-

. i
have to concur. Ihave here drawings showing how different parcels of

land created more than 4 lots in 5 acres without any improvements
and without creating a subdivision. We tried two cases in court in 1976

with the courts ruling against us. One map filed created four lots under

-~

the name of a corporation solely-owned by the president of the corporation

and an additional 4 lots were created in the abutting 21 acres by the same

individual and his wife, The other case we lost was a father dividing one

o841

21 acre parcel and the daughter dividing the abutting 2} acre parcel.

Ak L.v 9
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In both cases, the 2} acre.parcels came from timé sé.me 5 acre parcel.
The court ruled both cases legal and were not Subdivisions; I have
here three parcel maps creating 9 lots on 5 acres. Legal ¢pinion
from our District Attorney's office declared they were legal based on
our two court cases.

' With small tracts I have no easy solution nor can I recommend
a fgasible cure-all eliminating all the problems. We have récently received
a letter from the District Health Department vstating that 35% of all
fugitive dust created in Las Vegas Valley comes from unpaved roads.
They have, as we have, Areceived numerous complaints from citizens
about the dust. Ifeel another method to help solve the pr.:oblem wouid
be to redefine a subdivision as 3 or more parcels.. This would allow the
small owners to divide the prOPerty so his family c'ould bu‘ild on the
remainder portions,

.Section 21 of this bill provides for reviéw of the maps by the

" Health District and/or the Division of Water Resources, giving them
virtual veto power by refusing to sign the maps. An appeal procedure
should be written into the bill in f.he event this should ilappen. All
development could be stopped in the County by either of .these agencies
refusing to sign the maps.

I would be happy to answer any questions.

I3

2850
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AMENDMENT TO NEVADA ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 475

Amendment No. 1

On page 14 of the printed bill between lines 38

and 39 insert:

"9. The vacation or abandonment of any street or
highway shall extinguish all franchise rights therein,
including rights-of-way granted to teilsphone utilities
pursuant to Chapter 707 NRS, except as to a franchisee
who (a) has facilities located within or is otherwise
using such street or highway pursuant to its franchise,
and (b) complies with the provisions herein. The
governing body proposing vacation or abandonment of

a street or highway shall, within 15 days after adop-
tion of a resolution or ordinance of intention to
vacate or abandon, give written notice to all fran-
chisees of such intention. A franchisee shall have
180 days from the date of receipt of notice, to file
for record in the office of the recorder in the county
in which the vacated or abandoned street or highway

is located, a verified notice of presence in such
street or highway together with a map or description
of an easement of reasonable size adequate tc encompass
such facilities or use and reasonable future use or
uses. Should any governing body fail to give a
franchisee actual notice of an intention to vacate,
the affected franchisee should have 180 days from the
date it discovers the intention to vacate to file the
above described verified notice of presence."

o856
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April 9, 1977

Assemblyman Karen Hayes
Legislative Building
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Dear Karen:

The enclosed map will give you a visual picture of the impact of
Parcel Map development in one area in Enterprise. We have no
objection to growth, but feel it is our right to want and have

orderly progressive development. The law, the result of AB375

passed by the 1975 legislature, has permitted developers an open

door to build 230 houses, all with septic tanks, with side by

side parcel map permission, creating subdivisions, bypassing all

the provisions set forth in the Subdivision law,,44~_4f¢¢9‘7nu70¢1Az&.

Gravel streets, septic systems, unpaved cul-de-sac access (private
streets), now permitted in the parcel map law will later become the
burden of all taxpayers to remedy.

We have studied all the bills on division of land-subdivisions,
parcel maps-before this legislative session

Referring to AB475, our recommendations follow:

Section 2 NRS278.320 - 1 - a )

" 32 NRS 500 - 1 )
noo35 ) yg 2 )
1t 36 )
" 40 NRS278.565 - 1 )

In the above we believe it to be unconstitutional to make differing
requirements based on whether county population is ''200,000 or less'!
and '"200,000 or more" when requirements for counties of 200,000 or
less are more stringent in protection of public safety, health etc.
We believe all citizens should have equal protection under the law.

NRS278.320 - 1 (line 33) delete "at one time".
This would permit a large parcel to be divided time and again
by parcel maps into four lots, circumventing subdivision require-
ments,

We recommend Subdivision definition to read "to be divided into
three or more lots".

Section 6 ~ 3 and Section 7 - 2 (a) through (i):

These provisions should also be applicable to parcel map divis-
ions and to control parcel map development in outlying areas
where there is neither water nor power lest slum areas develop.

— 990
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Page 2 - Karen Hayes
Section 11 278.370 - 1

' Delete "but shall not be in conflict with NRS278.010 to 278.630
inclusive",

Localities within theistate differ and local govermment should
not be restricted in ordinance provisions to assure health,
safety, pollution control etc.

Section 32 NRS278.4981
This section should also apply to parcel maps.
‘Parcel map developers have created subdivisions without require-
ment of providing for parks. Enterprise now has a population of

3500. To date there is no source of funds to develop 'the park
.land we have.

Section 33 NRS278.500 - 1

Change to read "into two or less lots",

Due to the fact this arez (72 square miles) is government platted
into 1%, 2% and 5 acre parcels, one only division of land best
preserves Rural Estates Residential District zoning.

' Section 35 (a) and (b)

Delete "as is'reasonably nécessary and consistent with existing
development of abutting property".

When parcel map development extends into virgin desert areas, or
in areas where there is no existing development, the local
governing body should be permitted by ordinance to require off-
site access, street grading, surfacing, street alignment, drain-
age provisions, lot designs, water quality and supply, sewerage
disposal and all other requirements necessary to establish a
basic quality standard for future development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours- very truly,.
S A a / noo
Lo it a /.‘//CL//{?‘C// Ve Lot

“ Bianche B. Holmés,’Chairman

ENTERPRISE CITIZENS' ADVISORY COUNCIL
6613 S. Procyon
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118

Enclosed is more detailed recommendation by a Council member.
Enc. Map

. Copies to: Senator Hilbrecht
Senator Bryan
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1. Reference: 278.320,'1. (Page 2 line 2): Amend line 2 to eliminaste
“at one time". :

- This wordage "at one time" can permit fragmentary development
‘ thus circumventing the purpose of subdivision laws.

2. Reference: 278.370, 1. (Page 7, lines 25 and 26): Amend lines 25
and 26 so as to grant governing bodies right to comply with:
1. Judicial 1nterpretat10n of the law .
2. Protection of the rights of its citizens 1n accordanre
with local needs.

3., Reference: -278.380, 3. (Page 7, lines 43 through 45.): Amend to
delete that which is in italics and retain that which is in
brackets.

That which is in italics is too discretionary. The governing
body may require an amount which is insufficient to protect the
interests of the public, or they may require an amount which
can be deemed excessive or punative,

L4, Reference: "278.390, 2. (Page 8, lines 7 and 8). Amend Ywhich is
zoned for commercial use''.

The return of a utility easement only to commercial property
owners is discriminatory. The rights of all property owners
should be equally protected and not only the rights of speci-
fic (e.g. commercial) property owners.

5. Reference: 278.4981, 1 and (b), Page 15, lines 30 and 4L4). Amend
to add "parcel map". ‘

Every developer, including a parcel map developer, must con-
trlbute to development of parks or service areas. Why should

garcel map developer_ be excluded from contributing? Y
ad ing 'parcel Map'" all ambiguity is removed, thus eliminating
a JudlClal determination pertaining to the intent of the law.

6. Reference: 278.4981, 3, (a) and (b), (page 16, lines 34 through
- 35 and line 44), Amend to delete that which is in italics
and retain that which is in brackets.

A developer who contributes to parks or service areas includes
the contribution in the selling price of the property. There-~
fore the buyer of the property has assumed the cost and thus
shuld receive all benefits resulting from the return of the
developers contribution.

If theAgoverning body returns the contribution to the developer,
then the governing body is erroneously returning the property
ovner's vested interest to the developer.

It should be noted that: 1, if the law is passed as is, the
governing body can anly return to the developer contributions
which were made 2fter the passing of the law. Prepassage con-
contributions must be returned to the property owvners. Ex post
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v Page 2 ABLT7S , “April 9, 197vY

®-

- facto laws‘are unconstitutional. 2. All retained contri-

butions whether returned to the developer or property owner
must be reported to the I.R.S. by the governing body.

Reference: 278.4981, 1 (£),(Page 16, lines 20 through 22).

Amend to retain that which is in brackets.

By removing that which is in brackets, parcel map developers
will not be required to contribute for their second division
of their original parce} map.

Reference: 278.500, 1, (Page 17, line 5). Amend to delete the

wordage "unless this requirement is waived".

" Parcel maps must be filed. The State of Nevada must provide

equal protection to all its citizens, The rights of citizens
who purchase property filed under "parcel map" laws should

have the same legal protection as citizens who purchase property
filed under Subdivision laws.

Reference: 278 Section 35, (Page 18, lines 38 through 46).

Amend to delete lines 38 through L45.

Citizens who reside in a county whose population is over
200,000 must have the same legislative protection as citi-
zens who reside in a county whose population is under 200,00Q
Denial of equal protection is unconstitutional.

" Reference: 278 Section 36, (Page 19, lines 2, L, 5, and 6).

Amend to delete: From lines 1 and 2 "and may waive the re-
gquirement for parcel map or survey'.
From lines 3 and 4, all of paragraph 2.
From lines 5 and 6, "a request for waiver".

Parcel map laws should be equal to subdivision laws. If they
are not, the State is not providing equal protection uncer
the law,

11, Reference: 278.510, 3 and 4, (Page 19, lines 29 and 43). Amend to

delete: From line 29, "if a survey is required'.
From line 43, "“if a survey is not required!.

A parcel map survey must be required if the law is to provide
equal protection with subdivision laws.

12. Reference: 278.510, 5, 6, and Section 38, 1 (a), (b), (c), (Page 20,

line 1 through 10, and lines 16 through 22, Amend to delete
lines 1 through 10 and lines 16 through 22.

A parcel map survey or parcel map should not be waived.
Waiving of parcel map surveys denies the future buyer of
parcel map property the protection afforded by subdivision
property. Thus no eqtual protection under the law.
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Washoe-storey Conservation Distric

1545 S. WELLS AVENUE RENO, NEVADA 89502 PHONE (702) 3229934

April 13, 1977
TO: Assembly Commerce Committee
FROM: Washoe~Storey Conservation District

RE:  AB-L75

The Washoe-Storey Conservation District has reviewed this bill with interest.

We regularly review tentative subdivision maps for the Regional Planning Com-
migsion of Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County under an agreement with the three
local governing bodies, advising them about problems with the renewable natural
resourceg of the area, especially problems relating to slope and soils character-
igtica of the site. We were, therefore, concerned to see how this subdivision
bill would affect the working relatlonshlp we have with the Pla.nnlng Commisgsion
and the governing bodies.

We have found only one matter in AB-L75 that we believe would create a problem,
and wish to call this to your attention. Section 7 (page 5, lines 4O and follow-
ing) proposes a new list of the different items the governing body should examine
in reviewing subdivision maps. We note with concerm that this proposal would
delete the existing requirement that the governing body make findings with respect
to such matters as air and water pollution, the nature of soils and subsoils and
their ability adequately to support waste disposal, and the slope of the land and
its effect on effluents, and would change it to a simple requiremént that the
governing body consider these items. .

It has been our experience that it is already difficult for local governing
bodies to make often complex decisiong where matters of physical resource capacity
are involved. Our local governing bodies have sought our advice partly, no doubt,
becauge of the exigting strong statutory requirement that they make findings with
regard to these matters. We feel it would not be wise to weaken this requirement,
ag proposed in the bill. :

We therefore recommend to the Committee that you either return to the old wording
here or else amend Section 7 so that it still requires that findings be made.

Thank you for your consideration.
Submitted by,

MW% -

Groves

@ Chairma.n

ﬁ/ﬁ,éﬁ" /3
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Assembly Commerce Committee ' : April 13, 1977
417G
Suggested Amendments to AB .

We are generally very much in favor of this bill, which would clarify the existing
subdivision statute. We do however have a few amendments to suggest.

1. Section 2 (line 40, p. 2):

We request the population limit of '"less than 200,000" be changed to read
"less than 100,000."

This would have the effect of making all suburban subdivisions of land, even
those into parcels which may be more than 40 acres in size, subject to subdivision
requirements and review in Washoe Coutity only. (Note that it would not affect
agricultural land divisions, which are exempted by subsection 3 of this section.)
This change is needed in Washoe County because we have now started to see suburban
subdividing into parcelsof 40 acre size and greater, and now have virtually no
control over it,

2. Section 4, new subsection 5 (line 5, p. 5):

The time given the planning commission to complete its review of tentative
subdivision maps is here changed from 65 days (note old wording on line 10 of p. 4)
to 45 days. We suggest that it should remain at 65 days and not be décreased.

Planning commissions do not meet daily or even weekly as a general rule,

Yet these commissions must receive and coordinate many different agency reviews,
including a school board review of the map that is allowed 30 days from the day
of the board's receipt of their copy of the map. Clearly it may at times be
difficult or even impossible for the plamning commission to complete their review
within 45 days of the filing of the tentative map.

3. Section 4, new subsection 6 (lines 7-9, p. 5):

We would like to suggest an alternate wording of this sect ion.

This subsection provides for publication of the agenda of any meeting at which
tentative maps shall be considered., While we agree with the need to require this,
we do not feel that this is enmough. Subdividing, unlike other forms of changes of
the use of land, does not require any review by the public; no public noticing is
required, nor public hearing scheduled. Public notice alone is not sufficient unless
public hearing is also required. We therefore suggest that the following wording
replace that now proposed in subsection 6:

"Tentative subdivision maps shall be placed on the agenda of the planning
commission or governing body for public hearing,at least ten days notice of which
shall be given by publication of the time and place in the newspaper of greatest
circulation in the county or city affected."

Subdividing, no less than master planning or zoning, is a matter of public
interest affecting the welfare of the entire city or county and the property values

and lifestyles of adjacent property owners. Public hearing should be required,

4, Section 6 (lines 14 ff., p. 5):

Section 6 sets out procedures whereby the tentative map would be reviewed by
the state engineer's office and the health division. This is excellent. This

review should take place at the tentative map stage, as proposed in this bill.

Exhibit 14 596
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However, the wording proposed in the bill, while it spells out in detail how -
the health division is to review the map, does not specify the purpose of the
‘ state engineer's review. We suggest that a new subsection be added:
"The Division of Water Resources shall certify to the planning commission and
the governing body that the subdivision is approved concerning water quantity."

5. Section 7 (lines 40 and ff, p. 5):

This new section completely replaces the old wording (found on p. 4, lines 24 and ff).
It is basically a list of criteria to be used by the planning commission and the
governing body in reviewing tentative subdivision maps. We like the new list of
criteria suggested here, because it is both clearer and more complete than the old
list was. However, we must protest strongly the changes in the basic instructions
from "the making of findings" to simply "the governing body shall consider." It

is a serious weakening of the statute to drop the requirement that findings be

made. Clearly it is not adequate to simply discuss these vitally important criteria;
in order to protect the public health, safety and welfare the governing body should
actually determine that the subdivision does meet these criteria.

We therefore suggest that the bill be amended to return to the requirement that
findings be made. Since the new list of criteria is however preferable to the old
one, we have developed the following suggested new wording, which combines the best
features of both new and old sections:

"Section 7, subsection 2. The governing body shall make findings including,
but not limited to, findings that the subdivision:

(a) Will not result in undue water pollution, and is in conformance with all

laws and regulations concerning water pollution control.
(b) Will not result in undue air pollution, and is in conformance with all
laws and regulations concerning air pollution control.

(c) Will not lead to a solid waste disposal problem.

(d) Will have a water supply adequate in quanfity and quality for the
reasonably foreseeable needs of the subdivision, and will not damage any existing
water supplies or watershed capacities, and is in conformance with all laws and
regulations concerning water quantity and quality. United States Geological Survey
estimates of water quantity shall be used in determining water quantity.

(e) Will have adequate sewage disposal procedures and facilities, and is in
conformance with all laws and regulations concerning sewage disposal.

(f) Will have available and accessible any needed utilities.

(g) Will have available and accessible such needed public services as schools,
police and fire protection, tramnsportation, recreation and parks.

(h) Adequately protects against potential flood hazard.

(i) Adequately handles slope and soil characteristics of the site so that no
undue hazard to health, safety or welfare may result,

(j) Will be adequately served by existing or proposed streets and highways, will
not cause unreasonable traffic congestion or other unsafe traffic conditions, and is
in conformance with the master plan of streets and highways.

(k) Is in conformance with the duly adopted master plan for the area,

(1) Handles problems raised by reviewing agencies to the satisfaction of the
governing body."

6. Section 8 (lines 14 and ff, p. 6):

This section defines the review of the tentative map by the school board. Since
. the governing body is required by section 7 to consider the availability and access-
ibility of schools, an important subsection has been left out of this section: a
subsection that asks the school board for that information. We suggest adding a
subsection to say:
"The board of trustees shall also notify the planning commission or the governing
body of the availability and accessibility of schools for the proposed subdivision."

o097



7. Sections 10 and following (p. 7):

This section defines procedures for the filing of the final subdivision map.

We generally approve of the proposed wording here.  However, we regret that no

new language was suggested to handle the circumstance (which does occasionally

occur) when new information is made available between the approval of the tentative
map and the presentation of the final map. For example, tentative maps are often
filed before engineering work on soil conditions has been completed, and such work
may later show that soill conditions pose a serious health or safety hazard. We
suggest that new language be added in section 12 on line 36:
"However, nothing in this statute shall require a governing body to approve any final
map if information made available to them after the approval of the tentative map
shows that such approval may be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare."

8. Section 33 and the following sections on parcel maps (pp. 16 and ff):

These sections, which modify the parcel map procedures generally meet with
our approval as they apply to Washoe County. We do wish to point out to you two
possible problems we see with these sections.

Section 34 (through oversight we assume) does not say vhere in chapter 278
sections 35 and 36 are suppposed to be inserted. The language of section 35
hardly even mentions parcel maps, creating additional confusion as to what these
séations are supposed to be about. Assuming that we are correct that these
two sections are supposed to follow the previous section in NRS 278, we suggest
that this be clarified. )

The procedure outlined in section 36 for reviewing parcel maps is rather odd
as land use review procedures go. It would permit the governing body to completely
bypass their planning commission, but then provides for later appeal to the plan-
ning commis8ion if the applicant is dissatisfied with the decision of the governing
body's representative! We would prefer that this, as all other land use planning
matters, be reviewed by .the planning commission as a regular procedure. We suggest
that section 36 be reworded to say: "The director of planning or other person
authorized by the planning commission or, where there is no planning commission, by
the governing body, shall review and approve,,." This change will also require
some minor rewording of the rest of the section, but will regularize the procedures
for parcel map review and assure that the planning commission's expertise is made
available to the governing body.
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