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ASSEMBLY COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

APRIL 13, 1977 

MEMBERS PRESENT 

Chairman Harmon 

MINUTES 

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 is 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. In 1956 fifty-four 
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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 Wild~r, 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 nor 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 thfs 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 qualify 
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. 

55. 



• 

I 

• 

Assembly Commerce Committee Minutes 
April 13 r 1977 

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 question 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 

..1.:.. 
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 

"'Ee 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. 

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. 
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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. 

9. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jane Dunne 
Assembly Attache 
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A.B. 201 

ASSEMBLY Bll..I. NO. 201-ASSEMBLYMEN DREYER, HAYES, 
HORN, HARMON, BREMNER, ROSS, SCHOFIELD AND 
JEFFREY 

JANUAJI.Y 31, 19'n .. 
Referred to Committee on ~ 

SUMMARY-lteplates laadlord mct-. ralaliomhlp ill mobile 
holM parts. (BDR. 10:,663) 

PISCAL NOTE: Lacal or~ Impact: No. 
Stateor~X-.. Impect: No. 

~ ~--la"'"" ___ [ )la_to __ 

1 SBCTlON l. Chapter 118 of NRS is bemJ): am~ b}'. adding 
2 theretO ~ · · ons set forth as secti 2 to 11 me:! of this act. 
S SBC. 2. w u upon co · n or use 
I and occupancy•o a mobile hmM lot for I month or lo'!~•. regardla., of 
5 whether rent u to be paid wukly, monthly or othlrwi#, u void unlol 
6 tM agrumart u. i'!, "!'"!ffl1 aml ~~d by ~ landlord and tM tffl/Jllt. 

l:::tc:.~\ o...n 
~v,.,,:y .,.J,.. 

v•\Hi•s\:w..,...1.. 
~ ' 

~e agreement shall contain but is not ljmjted t;o 
provisions relating to the following subjects: 

T ,~lt•ii,,.a:Nsaf:J16"J a.f&Apsessia1a,scgudbz5. 
8 .-. * Duration of tM agreement. . . 
9 ti.\ 1'! Amount of rent anti tM manner and time of it.J payment. 

(.<:'\ 3-. Occupancy and restrictions on occupancy by 

children or pets. 
C~)1:, Servicesland utilities included with the lot 

rental and the responsibf.t:y for maintaining 

or p~ying • ':er the services and utilities. 

ii f•)~ f;~~-;;;;,;;,-_d and th4 f1U1'POSa for which th4y an 
lS requittri. 
14 ( t-l* Deposits which may be reqwnd and tM q,nditioru for tJieir 
~ rifund. • 

l ~) -,; Any maintenance which the tenant is required 

to perform. 

(5'.) 8;. The types of services which are provided and maintained 

by the landlord. 
2. A tenancy which was created before July l, 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. 

J=.Jc~, 6,-f I 
563 



18 Sac. 3. Any provision in a rental a,rff1M11t for a mobik honw lot 
17 which providu that the tauznl: 
18 J. Agna to waive or fongo any rights or nmediu ajJorded by 
19 NRS 118.240 to 118.290, inclluive, and section.J 2 to 11, incbuive, of 
20 thisact; 

-----------~---1 2. Authoriza any rnnon to .:onfus Judgment on any claim arisinJ 
2 out of the rental agl"tt1M1lt; . . 
3 · 3. Agrees to pay the landlord's attorney's fees, ucept that the agrn-
4 1llfflt may provide that attorney's fus may be awartkd to the prevailing 
5 parry in the event of court action; or · 
6 4. Agrees to the a.culpazion or limiuztion of any llability of the land-
1 lord arising undu law or tp indemnify the landlord for that llability 1Jf' a costs comrected therewith, 
9 isvoid. 

10 Sac. 4. 1. T1w landlord shall dbdose in writing -to each tenant the 
11 name ll1ld addraJ of: 
12 {a) TM pm,o,u authoriud to manage t1w mobile home park; . 
13 (b) A penon authoriud to receive sevice of procas for tM landlord; 
14 and 
15 {c) TM pri,rcipal or·corporate owna- of the mobik home park; 
16 and the information shall be kept Clln'Dlt. · · 
17 2. Thtr information shall be furnished in writin1 to each 1111'11 "' ..,., 
18 t1.: _di bcfu c; ti": :01:c:zzenz• a/ Isis un•~· . _ __ 

current tenant and to each new tenant on or before 
the commencement of his tenancy. 

19 Sac. 5. J. Any payment, depom, fee, or oth4r c~ which is· 
20, requiud by the landlord i1r addhion to periodic rent, utility charfu or 
21 servit:e}eu ll1ld is col1«ted a.r·prqaid rent or a sum to compensate for 
22 any tenant default is a "deposil" govmred by the provision, of this sec-
23 don. 

·2. A separate record of each deposit shall be 

maintained by the landlord. 

24 ., 2 · 4U d¥emr •••l h 11-•• i" • .,,, ... """"' .,.,,, • ., ekml-., 25 ....,,... •• ,.s's, . 
26 3. All depom., .an re/undabk, and upo11 tambuition of the tauzncy 
27 the landlord may claim from a deposit only such amounts a.r are reason-
28 ably necessary to remedy tenant defaults in the payment of rent utility 
29 chargeJ or ,service fus and to repair da.ma,e to the park caus«J' by t/,. 

-30 tenant. . . . 
If a refund is made, it shall be sent to the· 

tenant within 21 days after the tenancy is terminated. 

31 4. Upon tamination of the landlord's interest in the mobik honw 
32 parlc, tfw landlord shall dther transfer to his succasor in. intettst that 
33 P,Ortton of the de-ppsit remaininf after making any deduction, aJlowed 
34 undu this. section or return such pordon ta the tenant. . 
311 S. TM claim of the tenant to any deposit to whid& he is mti1Jed by· 
36 law take [ffCe:denu over the claim of any creditor of the laadlord. · 
a; 6 Ho "..,. •13 ;, ,.,w,..,; i, #I• MildftSsai if the ten: of ts'u 
38 r«-tal tZfN«r«rt is fer: than 6 mcmhs 1 • 

39 Sac. 6. T(w landlord shaJL: . . 
40 1. · Kup all common arms of the park in a clam and safe condidon; 
iland ' - ' 
42 2. Maintain in good wor/cinr orrkr all dectrical, plumbing ll1ld sani-
43 tary 'facilJties and appiiam:u which he fumi,shes. 
4'. SEC. 7 ... J. Jf a JJW8iN ,. ,M is ..... :.n/if Jo• dt!SLPEIIC) fa,, •• , 
46 pea iad • ,M ,,,,..,H>•f .,. ;,.,.,,,,,,,ae sf r:d1W«r nsppficd b;r the .fandlord 
48 .,,_ • ., tN ...,•~• ,, •••idrn•i. ~~ai• Pr ct_!= ccr:ssc Jnr )!rlrich rhc 1myL. 

1. If a mobile home is made unfit for occupancy 

· for any period in excess of 24 hours by any cause 

- ---for-which the land )ord 
41 lord ii raponsib/4, the rent Shall be proporuonauty abated, and refund4d 
48 ·°" cndJted against the following month's rent. ~ 
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1 2. A.ran alumative to sw;h abatanent of rent, tM tenant may pro-
2 a.tre rea10nabl4 substttuU housing for occupanr:y. while his mobile home 
3 runainrunfit and may: 
4 ( a) Recover the actual and reasonabl4 cost of tJr. substitute housing 
5 from the landlord, but not man than an amount equal to the rart for the 
6 mobile home lot; or 
1 ( b) Deduct the cost from future rort. 
8 SEc. 8. The landlord and the tDIQllt may agree that any corrtroven, 
9 relating to a,ry mazur arising under NRS 118.240 10118.290, inclusive, 

10 and s«tiolU 2 to I I, inclusive, of this act or UllliD" a rmtal ~ 
11 may be n,bmitUd for arbitration aJ provided in this section. A party 
12 comnwicn arbitration b, filing a complaint · with the consumer afJaus 
13 divisimt of tM tkpartmatt of CIJlflllfD'Ce. Th4 arbitrator shall be the com-
14 mwwna- of consunl61' a/Jain or his duigMe _unless the landlord and th4 
15 U1l4lli agrn upon another arbitrator, in which case the cost of arbitration 
16 mail be apportionctl betwun the poniu by that arbitrator. 
17 , Sac.~- The landlord shall not tcrminaU a tenancy, ntuse to renew 
18 a tenancy, increau rent or dccnasc svricU he nonnally suppliu, or brJng 
19 or threaten to brJng an action for possession of a mobil4 home lot a.s 
20 ~ upon th4 tenant because: 
21 · I. Be luu complained in good. faith about a violation of a building, -
22 safety or health code or regulation pertaining to a mobile home park to 
23 tJr. governmental agency responsible for mforcin.g the cotk or regulation. 
24 · 2. Be ho.r complaiMd to the landlord concerning- tJr. maintmance, 
25 condition or operation of the park or a violation of any provuion of 
26 NRS 118.240 to II 8.290, inclusive, and sections 2 W 9, inclusive, of this 
27 act. 
28 5. Be luu orgoniz.ed or become a manba of a tenanu' league or 

29 simillzr organir.JJJion. 
30 4. A cilation luu bun issu6d to tJr. landlord aJ the remit of a com-
31 plaint of the tenant. 
32 S. In a iudicial proceeding or arbitration bawl!ffl the landlord and 

, 33 the tenant, an issue luu bffll determined advuuly to the landlord. 

6. The tenant has failed or refused to give 

written consent to a rule or regulation which is 

adopted or amended by the landlord after the 

tenant has entered into the rental agreement. 

41 ~IC. 11. Any landlord who violata 
42 118.240 to 118.29()., inchuive and #Clio any2 of9~ pro_visio,u, of NRS 
43 guilty of a mi.rdcnuanor • • ,u to • znci=, of· this act is 

Sac. . !: us.~% ~ ~ 8; 32:<-hereby amended tx> read as follows: · 
4& s«tioru2toll ;_, __ .... .,~,.,}_18.240 to 118.290;inclusive [·] and 
47 1 "I.andhxlr'_ ...... ,,,,, o """ act: . ' 

48 
park._ meam the owner, lessor or operator of a mobile home 

49 ~ "Mobile home" means a vehicular -:- . 
50 monve power, built on a chassis or frame ~ without ind"P"Udent ,,.w,.;aJS. 

attorney's 
fees 

actual 
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(a) Designed to be used with or without a permanent foundation; 
(b) Capable of being drawn by a motor vehicle; and 
( c) Used as and suitable for year-round occupancy as a residence, when 

comiccted to utilities, by one person who maintains a household or by two 
or more persons who maintain a common household. 

3. "Mbbile home lot" means a portion of land within a mobile home 
park which is rented- or held out for rent to accommodate a mobile home. 

4. "Mobile home park" ar "park" means an area or tract of land 
where two or more mobile homes. or mobile home lots are rented or held 
ontforrent. . . 

SEC. 13. NRS 118.240 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
118.Z40 1. [An] Ezcept as provitkd in subsection 4, an oral or 

writtm agreement between a tandloni and tenant for a mobile home lot in 
a mobile home park in this state shall not be terminated by the. landlord 
except upon notice in writing to the tenant [:] served in th4 mamwr 
provitkd in NRS 40.280: · 

(a) Thirty days In advance if .the mobile home does not exceed 16 
feet in width. . 

(b) Forty-dvc days if the mobile home exceeds 16 feet in width. 
(c) Five days in-advance if the termination is ~ the conduct of 

the tenant constitutes a nuisance as dcscnl>ed in subsection 5 of NRS 
118.250. 

2. Th6 tandlord shall specify in the notice the reason for the termina
tion of the agreement. Th6 reason relied upon for the termination shall 
be set forth with specific facts so that the date, place and circumstances 
concerning the reason for 'the termination can be determined. Reference 
alone to a provision of NRS 118.250 does not constitute sufficient sP,Ccift~ 
city under this snbsection. · . • , ' · 

3. [The tandlord shall not req_uire the tenant to waive his rights 
under ~ section and any such waiver is. contrary to euI>lic policy and 
is void.] If a .14nanl ronains in possusion of th4 mobile home lot with 
th4 lanJJord's coll.Wit after expiration of the term of th4 rmtal agrument, 
th4 tenancy u from week-t~week in th4 cme of a tenant who pays weekly 
rent, and in all otller casD th4 tenancy {.s. from month-to-month. The 
tenant's continued occupancy shall be on th6 .1l1IM terms and conditions 
as w-~ontained in th4 rental agreement unless specifically agreed otMr
wise in writing. 

4. [Notwithstanding the provisions of NRS 118.230 to 118.290, 
inclusive, the] The tandlord and-tenant may agree to a specific date for 
termination of the agreement. · , 

SEC. 14. NRS l l8.250 is herebv amended to read as follows: 
118.250 The rental ~ent· descnl>ed in NRS 118.240·may not 

be terminated except for: [one or more of the following: 
l. Nonpayment of] 
I. Failure of th4. tenant to pay rent, utility charges or reasonable 

service [charges.] fea wilhin JO days after written notice of delinquency 
served.upon the tenant in th4 manner provided in NRS 40.280; 

2. Failure of the tenant [to comply with: 
(a) Any] to· correct any noncompliance witlr a law; ordinance or 

governmental regulation pertaining to mobile homes [; ot · 
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l (b) Valid rules or regulations] or a valid ruk or regulation estab-
2 lished pursuant to NRS 118.260 [.]. within ·a reasanabk time after 

· 3 m:dving notification of noncomplia,ii:e: 
4 3. [Conduct of the tenant in the mobile' home park which consti-
6 tutes an·annoyance .to other tenants or interferes with park management.] 
6 Repeated or conrimud violation of valid ruJu of conduct, occupancy or 
1 U# of park facilitio a/tu written notice of the violation is urved upon 
8 the mrant in the ""'1rMi' provided in NRS 40.280; . 
9 4. Condemnation . or a change in land use of the mobile home 

10 park [.]; or . . 
ll S. Conduct of the tenant which constitutes a auisance as denned 
12. in NRS 40.140. . 
13 Sac. 15. NRS 118.260 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
14 118.260 1. The landloni may adopt rules or rmtlations concerning 
15 the tenant's use and occupanc:y of the mobile home fot and the grounds; 
18 areas and facilities of the mobile home. park held out for. the use of 

, 17 tenants generally. 
18 2. · ..la such rulu or ngulatio,u shall b.:. 
l9 ( a) R.auorrably rdaud to the purpos,e for which they an adopted; 
20 {b) Su!/iciently uplJcit in tMir prohibition, dirmion or limitation to 
21 inform the tenant of what h6 mil# ·do or not do for complianc4; 
22 (c) Adopud. in good faith and not for the purpos,e of .vading any obll-

- 23 gatton of the landlord arisinr unur the 14w: and 
24. (d} Uniformly enforced against aa tenanu in the park, inclllding the ru-
25 idDrl ~. ' 
26 J. Except as provided in subsection [3;] 4, such a rule or regulation 
27 ·is enforcilJle against the tenant only if he has notice of it at the time he 
28 enters into the rental agreement. A rnle or regulation adopted or ameneud 
29 after the tenant enteainto $be D"Dtal agreement i3 not ~ple unless the 
30 tenant consents to i~ IS given 60 days' written notice it. 
31 [3.] 4. A rnle or regulation pertaining to recreational facilities in the 
32 moliilc home park may be amended and enforeed by the landlord without 
33 [such notice or consent.} the tenant'J coment if the tffl4nl is gtvm 10 
34 aa,J' writtffl node, of the amnrdmmt. 
315 Sac. 16. NRS 118.270 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
38 118.270 The landlord shall not:- · 
37 1. Charge: . ' 
38 (a) Any entrance- or exit fee to a tenant assuming or leaving occu-
39 pancy of a mobile home lot. 
40 . (b) Any transfer or sellina fee or commission as a.condition to permit
il ting a tenant to sell his mobile home within the mobile home park Cl'lell 
42 ·if the mobile home is. to remain within the park. nntess the landlord has 
43 acted as the mobile home owner's agent in the sate pursuant to a written 
44 . contract. . 
45 fc,wJfu; JU! 1.zd;ea Ci ftt fa; peb, }fptfs •• .wlll!l4t1"511:1U,,_e,1.,.,., 
48 '-iw1•etil ,a, • a• "' ,., , •• - ,ruliN• aw ... ,..,.,.,. ., 1/iu 
47 IM.U.NI , . 
48 (d) Any S4Cllrify or damage tkpoJit the purpoJe of which iJ to avoid 
48 compliance with the praviJio,u of JUbsection S. 
50· 2. lncnmttrentorurvtc.fequnlaz: 

in writing 
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( a). The incntue appliu to all tffll11IU in a uniform manna: and. . 
(b) Written notice advising the tarant. of the incttas4 i.f sot to the 

tauznt 60 days in a.tivanu of the tint pay,,wm to be incretlffd. 
[2.J J. Deny any tenant the right to sell his mobile home wi_ 'thin the 

park or require the tenant to remove the mobile home from the park 
solely on the basis of such sale, e=pc as provided in NRS.118.280, · 

4. Prohibit any tenant duiring to sell hu mobik horM· within the 
park from advmising the localio,r of the mobik home and the 1lllnW of 
th8 mobile horM park or prohibit the tcntDtt from displaying at 1'a.st OM 
sign advmising the said of th, mobik horM. 

[3.] S. Prolnlm any mcctiup· held in the park's COIIIJl1IIDity or rec-· 
reation facility by the tenants or occupams of any mobile home in the 
park to discuss mobile homo living and a1fairs, if such meetings are heid 
at reasonable hours and when the facility is not otherwise in u.,e. 

Sl!c. 17. NRS 118.290 is hereby amended to- read as follows:. . 
118.290 The iaDdlord shall pn,vido each tenant with the text of the 

provisions of NRS 118.240 to 118.280, inclusive, and. s«tio,rs 2 to 11~ 
incbuivc, of thi.r act in the rental agreement and in a. notice posted in a 
compicuous place in the park's COUW1aaitt or recreation facility or other common area. . 
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ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS FOR PROPOSED 

NORTHERN NEVADA GREYHOUND/HORSE RACING FACILITY 

AS PREPARED BY 

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY FARMING CO., INC. 

Estimated Value of Park wi'th Capitol lmprovemen'tS 
Estimated Direct Employment 
Estimated Payroll 
Estimated Indirect Employment 
Estimated Nightly Attendance 
Estima'ted Nightly Pari-mutuel Handle 
Proposed Racing Days 
Estimated To'tBI Attendance 
Estimated To'tBI Pari-mutuel Handle 
Anticipated Revenue to City /County 

Anticipa'ted Revenue for Racing Commission 
Anticipated Revenue to the Sta'te of Nevada 
Estimated Property Tax 
Estimated Sales Tax Revenue 

$ 3,000,000 
126 

$ 1,500,000 
250 

2,200 
$ 157,278 

200 
440,000 

$31,455,600 
$ 314,556 
$ 314,556 
$ 629,112 
$ 40,000 
Indeterminable 

Approxima'tely 375 employment opportunities will be created when the Parle is built, 
and virtually all these jobs will be filled by local residen'tS. The estimared· payroll on 
these Jobs will amount to over $1,500,000.00. The proposed $3,000,000.00 facl'lity , 
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 S'tBte of Nevada will receive approximately $629,000.00. 
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NORTHERN NEVADA RACING FACILITY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 

OFFICERS: 

Robert Robson, Chairman 
Russell Whiting 
Charles Keller 
James Fa/en 
Robert Rucker 

President, Robert Rucker 
Executive Vice President, General Manager, Robert Knestrick 
Vice President, James Fa/en 
Vice President, Operations (Track Director), to be hired 
Vice President, Sales, to be hired 
Secretary, Russell Whiting 
Treasurer, CP.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 
Illumination 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 Fa/en, 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 
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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 • 

t::..,L L.J. ., 



1 • 
STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

\ MIKI: O'CALLA.GHAN 
, GovatNOll 

MICHAll:L L Mll:LNll:R 
Dllt&CTOII 

Dl:PARTIHNT OF COMMIEIICIE 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 
(70&) 8811-4&80 

April 13, 19 77 

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: 

89701 

Reqommended Language, Section 11 

11. For the purposes of thfs section, "college level courses" are 
courses offered by any accredited college or university [and which fulfill 

tbaccalaureat degree requirements.] or which meet the standards of 
" -(education established by the division. The division ma.y adopt regula-
tions setting forth standards of education which are equivalent to the 
college level courses outlined in this subsection. The regulations 
ma.y take into account the staRdard of instructors, the scope and content 
of the instruction, hours of instruction and such other criteria. as the 
di vis ion requires. 

Respectfully subm~ 

ti:J:;~e~ 
Administrator 

AMc:sh 

MEM• IER1 NATIONAL A •• OCIATION OF REAL E8TATIE Ltcll:N•IE LAW Ol"l"ICIALS 

ANGU• W. McLEOD 
ADMINIIITIIATOR 

RIEAL EaTATII DIVISION 
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A PARTIAL SOLUTION TO THE 
RISING COST OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN NEV ADA 

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. 11 Assembly
man Vergiels pointed out that the state has only 600,000 residents, but two univer ... 
sities, at least six community colle9"e 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. 11 

So, we see a problem where 'the Legislature is struggling to find money to pay for 
ever-expanding public education. Yet in 1975, the Legislature 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 ou~ 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 th~ 
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); 

2. The Nevada Real Estate Advisory Commission; 
3. The Nevada Department of Education (Teacher Certification); 
4. The Veterans Administration (if VA-approved); 
5. 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. 

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. 11 Under this law, 
all the private schools were removed from real estate broker license training, and 

*Las 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. 



• Kl: O'CAU.AGHAN 
GoVIIINOII · 

STATI: OF NEVADA 

CAPITOL COMPLEX 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION 

MICHAIEL L. MIILNIElt 
DIIUECTOII 

DIPAIITMDff OP COIIIIIIIICS 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710 

(702) Ull--1280 

January 18, 1977 

ANGU8 W. McLEOD 
ADIIINIISTWATOII 

RSAL. l:STATS DIVISION 

Mr. LeRoy D. Wilder, President 
Education Dyn~ics 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 apy 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 regulations 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. 

'7~erel/4/. /Iii/ 
~~ McLeod· 
Administrator 
AWM:mjs 
cc: Paul Wong 

M. L. Melner - - - With L. Wilder ltr. & enclosures 
aernard Diorio " " " " " " 
David Wood - - " " " " " " 
Phyllis Braselton- 11 

" " " " " 

MIM• ltR1 NATIONAL A880CIATION OP' RIEAL EffATIE LICIEN81£ LAW OP'l'ICIALS 
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(Coordinator) 

Fred Welden 
State Land Use Planning 

Glen 'i:'hompson 
Assistant City Engineer Reno 

Ron Young, Director 
Humboldt Co. Planning Dept. 

Mark Meiser 
Meiser Enterprises, Inc. 

Mike Marfisi 
Attorney - Elko 

H. Laverne Rosse 

l ronmental Protection 

Barnes, Deputy A.G. 
Real Estate Division 

Jim Newman 
Building Contractor 

George Boucher 
Elko County Manager 

• 

Serv. 

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 Coard. 

Mike Lattin 
Chilton Engineering 

Alex Fittinghoff 
Sparks Community Dev. Coard. 

Floyd Vice 
Washoe County Engineer 

Charles Breese Ron Byrd. 
Washoe Co. District Health Dpt. SEA Consulting Engineers 

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 

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 Divisi• 
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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 , Division of Planning 

CITY OF BOULDER CITY 

Mr. Robert Eads, Division of Public Works 

COUNTY OF CLARK 

Mr. James Scholl, County Public Works Department 
Mr. John Pisciotti, Division of Building & Safety 
Mr. Greg Borgel, (currently in County Administration Office) 
Mr. Jay Downey, Director of Planning 
Mr. Ralph Ciprianni, County Planning 
Mr. Kay Adams, County Surveyor 

DISTRICT HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

Mr. Willem Stelk, Environmental Sanitation 
Dr. Uckert 

SOUTHERN NEVADA HOMEBUILDERS 

Jack Kinney, Builder/Member 
Robert Weld, Executive Director 
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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 amepded 
lines 19 and 20 by striking lines 19 and 20 and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(f) 40 nominal acres means an axxR 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." 
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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. 

I 

Clark County had 297 parcel maps filed during 1976 creating 

approximately 900 lots. I feel 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., 2½ acre and !¼ acre parcels. These parcels a.re presently 

being developed into½ acre lots where water district lines are 

available and into !¼ acre parcels were wells must be drilled. Any 

single 5 acre parcel can be divided into eight ½ acre lots· after street 

dedications have been made. A street separating two 5 acre parcels 

could have 16 lots fronting on the street with NO improvements. This 

situation does exist. The new property owners demand to have their 
I i I 

/
/ _J _·,.~ _(,,_. ,•.-.'..,, ~ • I . 

:J{.t~ p:; Cr ,.3,.;:;tY1- , - /7/t-:1,i.·._..,;;_, f !_ 

streets~paved and the County to provide the paving. This ·is an injustice 

to the remainder of the taxpayers whose streets were improved 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 time" would allow individuals to divide property into many 

lots by'four by fouring" because no time is specified. I·also question 

the differing requirements based on population. Clark County has similar 

problems with the other counties outside our urbanized area. A parcel 

• map was recorded creating 12 ten acr1..',~ r~:.~.e~'s r~~-i.~~.;~,; ~;~l~i~l ~~,~~~tr.~~-· -ju: 
I r .. . ,,_,. 

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

map dividing one of these parcels into 2½ acre parcels. I recommend 581 
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• keeping the requirements_ the same throughout the state, preferably 

keeping those provisions for population less than 200, 000. 

I 

• 

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 ordinances which 11 ••• shall not confltct with 

NRS 278. 010 to 278. 630 inclusive". Section 35 states ••• consistent 

with existing development of abutting property". I feel that County 

would not be able to require any off-site improvements if ·the a~utting 

property does not have any improvements. 

Section 33, NRS 278. 500: I feel the requirements should 

remain the same throughout the State _and let local entities enact 
. ...,.t ~.t,.:~1~:.ui-

( , ...... ' - . 

ordinances if they want lessor,f requirements. As stated previously, 

;:t,S •ff.~ 
Clark County has similar problems outside our urbanized· area, :w.ith 

other counites. 

_NRS 278. 500 (4) states: "when two or more separate lots, 

parcels, sites, units or plots of land are purchased, they r·emain 

separate ••. area exempt from the provisions 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. 
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Section 35: We have serious problems with both proposals 

based on_ population. Both state ••• 11 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 "adjacent". With opponents 
. . 

claiming if a road is not gravelled or paved, on abutting J?roperty, we 

could not require any improvements. 

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

Only require improvements on the second parcel map and the first one 

requires no improvements? 

~yo . 
WE\_have serious objections to paragraph 2 for pop1:1lation over 

200, 000. We would recommend amending this to: 11 (a} the gov~rning 

body may re-quire 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 2½ gross acre parcels appear 

to be the ultimate development of the area. ·These areas are locatee. 

on the :fringe o/ urbanized areas and in our outlying communities, 

As I stated previously, under present state law, I had 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 amended as follows: 

"Before waiving a parcel map or survey, the County Surveyor or a 

registered land surveyor appointed by the governing body shall be 

consulted". The present wording_ ~pt:-ld. _a_!1.ow the plannfog director to 
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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 this possibility should 

be allowed. 

I testified last Wednesday before the Senate Government Affairs 

Committee in favor of SB 391 because I feel, in t~e parcel map area, · 

that SB 391 is much more equitable than AB 475. If the provisions in 

SB 391 could be incorporated in AB 475 I feel we would have a good overall 

bill. 
I W·/ · ~!'.J' i ':,,:;;'n\ I~',} .. 1, 

The County has lot approximately $3, 000~. 000 in off'."'sjte ,il ~(,!- '5[.l•P?'. 

I 

·,r -:-l:;1 :,::id:,"tl~rf'1-vJ,Y}- .. ,.,: 
improvements because of the present parcel map law. \Ve have disucssed 

the present law, and methods to enact the provisions equitably in Clark 

County, with realato:::-s, property owners and land surveyors. Shown here 

is an add taken out in the Las Vegas Sun on May 17, 1976 in opposition 

to the requirements we feel can be enacted ~der 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 B.n.d AB 475, I would 
;·-(I 1 .. /' ·- ... J :/ 

have to concur. I have here drawings showing how different parcels of 

land created more than 4 lots in 5 acres without any improvements 

and without creating a subdivision. \Ve tried two cases in court in 1976 

with the courts ruling against us. One map filed created four lots under 
' : •:;:., '~ :: " ' I 

the name of a corporation-sol-e-ly-owned py the president of the corporation 

I and an additional 4 lots were created in the abutting 2½ acres by the same 

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

2½ acre parcel and the daughter dividing the abutting 2½ acre parcel. 

~xi,L ,.,,, q 
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In both cases, the 2½ acre.parcels came from the same 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 ~inion 

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 feasible cure-all eliminating all the problems. We have recently received 

a letter from the District Health Department stating that 35% of all 

fugitive dust created in Las Vegas Valley comes from unpaved roads. 

They have, as we have, received numero~s complaints from citizens 

about the dust. I feel another method to help solve the problem would 

I be to redefine a subdivision as 3 or more parcels. This would allow the 

small owners to divide the property so his family could build on the 

• 

remainder portions. 

Section 21 of this bill provides for review 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 the event this should happen. 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 • 

P-/1.f ,..J., q 

, 
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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: 

. i 

•g. The vacation or abandonment of any street or 
highway shall extinguish all franchise rights therein, 
including rights-of-way granted to t.elepbone 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) compliea 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 •uch 
street or highway together with a map or description 
of an easement of reasonable size adequate to encompass 
such facilitie• or use and reasonable future uae 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 dtscovers the intention to vacate to file the 
above described verified notice of presence.• 
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Assemblyman Karen Hayes 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Karen: 

April 9, 1977 

The enclosed map will give you a visual picture of the impact of 
ParcAl 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 law1 ~ .. ;[/(.,,i..·•1'")11c:.;.:Jo0>_La...-

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 rlivision of land-subdivisions, 
parcel maps-befo~e this legislative session 

Referring to AB475, our recommendations follow: 

Section 2 NRS2.78 .320 - 1 - a ) 
It 33 NRS 500 - l ) 
ti 35 1 vs 2 ) 

" 36 ) 
11 40 NRS278.565 - 1 ) 

In the above we believe it to be unconstitutional to make differing 
requirements based on whether county population is 11200,000 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. 

NRS278o320 - 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 parc'el·map development in outlying areas 
where there is neither water nor power lest slum areas develop • 
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Page 2 - Karen Hayes 

Section 11 278.370 - 1 

Delete "but shall not be in conflict with NRS278.0l0 to 278.630 
inclusive". 

Localities within the state differ and local government 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 area (72 square miles) is government platted 
into l¾, 2¼ and 5 acre rarcels, one only division of land best 
preserves Rural Estates Residential District zoning. 

Section 35 (a) and (b) 

Delete "as is reasonably necessary 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. 

"· 

Youl- very truly,, ,,,, . / . I 
' /; / . J-.-.J ... f 'c /

1 
, / I le,,/; a-,-, (!;tr,,::>-·j,~_-x. / :1 e l,/~,,.,._" 

Blanche B. Holmes,'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 eliminate 
"at one time". 

2. 

3. 

This wordage 11at one time" can permit fragmentary development 
thus circumventing the purpose of subdivision laws. 

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 interpretation of the lavt 
2. Protection of the rights of its citizens in accordance 

with local needs. 

Reference: 278.380, 3. (Page 7, lines 43 through 45.): A.mend 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. 

4. Reference: · 278.390, 2 •. (Page 8, lines 7 and 8). Amend "which is 
zoned for commercial use". 
The return of a utility easement only to commercial property 
owners is discriminator_y. 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 44). Amend 
to add "parcel map". 

Every developer, including a parcel map developer, must con
tribute to development of parks or service areas. Why should 
a ~arcel man developer be excluded from contributing? By 
adaing "parcel l'.a-011 all ambi~ui ty is removed, thus eliminating 
a judicial determination per-c.ainlng to the intent _of the law. 

6. Reference: 278.4981, 3, (a) and (b), (page 16, lines 34 through 
35 and line 44). Ji.mend 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 the governing body returns the contribution to the developer, 
then the governing body is erroneously returning the property 
ovmer's vested interest to the developer. 

It should be noted that: 1, if the law is passed as is, the 
governing body can on_ly return to the developer contributions 
which were made after the passing of the law. Prepassage con
contributions must be returned to the property ovmers. Ex post 
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· facto laws are unconstitutional. 2 •. Ul retained contri
butions whether returned to the developer or property ovmer 
must be reported to the I.R.S. by the governing body. 

Reference: 278.4981, 1 (f),(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 parcel map. 

8. 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 map11 laws should 
have the same legal protection as citizens who purchase property 
filed under Subdivision laws. 

9. Reference: 278 Se.ction 35, (Page 18, lines 38 through 46). 
Amend to delete lines 38 through 46. 

I 10. 

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 
Amend to delete: 

36, (Page 19, lines 2, 4, 5, and 6). 
From lines 1 and 2 "and may waive the re
quirement for parcel map or survey11 • 

• 

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 under 
the law. 

lL Reference: 278.510, 3 and 4, (Page 19, lines 29 and 43) •. l\mend to 
delete: From line 29, "if a survey is requiredu. 

From line 43, 11 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), (fage 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 properti the protection afforded by subdivision 
property. Thus no equal protection under the law • 
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April 13, 1977 

TO: Assembly Commerce Committee 

FROM: Washoe-Storey Conservation District 

RE: il-475 

The Washoe-Storey Conservation District has reviewed this bill with interest. 
We regularly review tentative subdivision maps for the Regional Planning Com
mission of Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County under an agreement with the three 
local governing bodies, advising them about problems with the renewable natural 
resources of the area, especially problems relating to slope and soils character
istics of the site. We were, therefore, concerned to see how this subdivision 
bill would affect the working relationship we have with the Planning Commission 
and the governing bodies. 

We have found only one matter in il-475 that we believe would create a problem, 
and wish to call this to your attention. Section 7 (page 5, lines 40 and follow
ing) proposes a new list of the different items the govem.ing body should examine 
in reviewing subditision maps. We note with concem that this proposal would 
delete the existing requirement that the goveming body make findings with respect 
to such matters as air and water pollut·ion, 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 requirement that the 
governing body consider these items. 

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

We therefore recommend to the Committee that you either retum 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, 

~!!..4 
Chai:rman 

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT • SELF-GOVERNMENT 
Soc· 
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Assembly Connnerce Connnittee 
4 !j 

Suggested Amendments to AB~: 

April 13, 1977 

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 Co~ty 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 heve 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 connnission 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 ~ot be decreased. 

Planning connnissions 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 planning 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 section. 
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 enough. 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 shouid 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. 

13.,x/,., /; ,f- 1 '/ 
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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): 

2 

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 quantity 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, transportation, 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 th~ 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." 

I. s~f7 
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7. Sections 10 and following (p. 7): 

This section defi~es 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 soil conditions pose a serious health or safety hazard. We 
suggest that new language be added in section 12 on line 36: 
nHowever, 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 
po·ssible problems we see with these sections. 

Section 34 {through oversight we assume) does not say tthere 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 
aec~tans 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 commission if the applicant is dissatisfied with the decision of the governing 
body's representative! We would prefer that this, as all other land use planni_ng 
matters, be reviewed by .the planning commission as a regular proce~ure. 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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