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Present: 

SENATE 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of Meeting - April 13, 1977 

Chairman Gibson 
Senator Foote 
Senator Faiss 
Senator Hilbrecht 
Senator Raggio 
Senator Schofield 

Also Present: See Attached Guest Register 

Chairman Gibson opened the thirty-third meeting of the Government 
Affairs Committee at 2:00 p.m. with six of the seven members present. 
Senator Gojack was excused from the meeting. 

SB-434 
Reorganizes Local Government Employee-Management Relations Board, 
requires secret ballot elections for recognition of local government 
employee organization and requires financial reports from organiza
tions. (BDR 23-1535) 

Angus MacEachern, representing the City of Las Vegas and the Nevada 
League of Cities. Mr. MacEachern is the Employer Relations Officer 
for Las Vegas. They feel that this bill will help the functioning 
of NRS 288 as a whole. Primary function appears on page 6, Section 
15. The city of Las Vegas is involved in a recognition dispute. 
Both parties involved could sue no matter who wins. At the present 
time there is no way we can furnish an election for a recognition 
dispute. This bill speaks to the problems that we face with the 
recognition law. Mr. MacEachern went over the provisions in Section 
5 as they felt that this was the most controversial part of the bill. 

Mr. MacEachern concluded by stating that these changes were very 
necessary in their opinion and urges passage of the bill. 

Ken Hogen, President of the Nevada Public Employees Action Coalition, 
Clark County Employees Association, City Employees Association of 
Las Vegas, Washoe County Employees Association, the Classified School 
employees of Washoe, Churchill, Mineral, Carson City and Clark County, 
Employers of Clark County Health Department. We are very much against 
the bill in its entirety and have people here to testify to the reasons 
that we are opposed to the bill. 

Robert Rose, President elect of the Nevada State Education Association, 
testified against the bill. They felt that it was an attempt to 
harass the public employees and further weigh the scales against public 
employees. We recognize that there are serious problems withthe 
current laws regarding collective bargaining but we do not see this 
bill as an answer. Mr. Rose stated that every public employees group 
that has been contacted was against this bill. The employee is denied 
representation on Page 3, lines 19 through 26. Mr. Rose went over 
his report for the committee. (See Attachment #1) 
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SB-440 
Revises mediation and factfinding provisions of local government 
labor relations law and provides for arbitration. (BDR 23-1850) 

James Grigsby, Local 1285 Fire Fighters, support SB-440. He 
referred the committee to Mr. Canigliaro's testimony on Last Best 
Offer, Meeting No. 30, April 5th - Page 5. Concurred with this 
theory and felt that SB-440 was a good bill. 

Julie Canigliaro, representing the Federated Fire Fighters Associa
tion, testified to the committee on SB-440. He stated that this 
was used in Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Michigan and Iowa. He went 
over the testimony given earlier on the April 5th meeting. Con
cluded by stating that the bill does not interfere with the pro
visions in NRS 288. 

Paul Ghilarducci, Nevada State Education Association, introduced 
the committee to Mr. Nelson Okino who is a negotiations specialist 
and familiar with the Last Best Offer approach used by Iowa. 

Mr. Ghilarducci passed out some information to the committee, 
(See Attachment #2) an read his testimony to the committee. 

Mr. Okino went over the suggested amendments and other information 
that was handed to the committee. (See Attachment #3). He indicated 
that he recently completed a study in the State of Iowa regarding 
their bargaining laws but stated that it would take a few years 
before you would really know the full effect of the Last Best 
Offer laws. In questioning from the committee Mr. Okino stated 
that only Iowa provides for mandatory arbitration. He concluded 
his remarks by stating that item by item final offer arbitration 
will be more acceptable to both parties bargaining and each will 
receive some of the benefits requested. 

Senator Hilbrecht feels that there is little inducement for this 
concept and this appeared to be final and binding arbitration. 

Chairman asked if language on page 3, lines 35 through 40 would 
apply to the arbitration panel and Mr. Okino responded that it 
only applied to fact finding. Chairman then asked what percent 
of the cases in Iowa went to fact finding.or binding arbitration. 
Mr. Okino stated that there were 150 cases out of 280 local school 
districts declaring impass. 110 were resolved through the media
tion process. There were 42 fact findings conducted and 14 arbi
trations. In effect 14 out of 280 wound up in the arbitration 
process. 

Mr. Okiroinformed the committee that in Iowa it's issue'by iss.ue 
and basically there can be three choices rather than two. The 
Iowa law prescribes that the parties go to fact finding, the fact 
finders recommendation serves as a third option to the arbitration 
panel. If there is no fact finding conducted then you have the 
two choices; the employer's position of final offer and the employee's 
final offer. 
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A Wendell Newman from the audience stated that there were four school 
districts, White Pine, Ely, Lander and Washoe, unresolved. Stated 
that last year there were seven. 

The committee discussed the pro's and con's of the Iowa law and how 
it would relate to the State of Nevada. Chairman Gibson requested 
that all committee members get a copy of the Iowa law to study. 
Mr. Ghilarducci stated that he would get copies for the committee to 
study. 

Roger Laird, Nevada Labor Commission, wanted to testify on both 
SB-440 and SB-451. (See Attachment #4} 

Chairman asked Mr. Laird to comment on participation on impass 
mediation with school districts. Mr. Laird stated that he would 
be able to do it with Washoe County. They settled on all but three 
issues, one being wages. This went to fact finding and was settled 
at a later date. It was felt that both parties learned a good deal 
from the experience. 

Sherman Arno, representing Nevada Public Employees Coalition and 
also representing the City of Las Vegas' Employees Negotiations 
are in favor of SB-440 and SB-451 

Robert Hillman, Staff representative and Chief Negotiator of the 
Clark County Teachers Association. The changes in SB-400 will help 
eliminate the impass situation. We want a process that can resolve 
a dispute when either side will yield. We only want an independent 
arbitrator when we can not reach an agreement. 

Richard Anderson, Personnel Manager of the Las Vegas Valley Water 
District and representing the County Commissioners as well as the 
League of Cities, testified against this bill as it supports auto
matic binding arbitration. Our time limits now are much more rea
sonable and there are a good number less going to the Governor for 
a decision. Doesn't like the concept as Mr. Okino testified to in 
Iowa. Feels that it will give one side one benefit and one side 
another benefit. Another reason for opposition was the time factor. 
We are at the end of the session and there isn't enough time to 
spend on the bill to get it amended properly. 

Robert Cox, Legal Counsel for the Washoe County School District, 
stated that the experience in this state shows that the present 
law is working and need~ more time to be implemented. Feels that 
in the present statutes there is a good deal more incentive not 
to go to binding fact finding. They also did not like the time 
frame with regards to the beginning of school and the deadline 
for submitting an impass. Mr. Cox concluded by stating that at a 
conference in Houston the process in Iowa was studied and it was 
felt that they were dealing with many problems since it has been 
put into the law. 

SB-451 
Requires mediation in local government labor-management relations. 
(BDR 23-1743} 
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Marion Conrad, Elementary School Teacher in Washoe County, testified 
to the committee from a prepared document. (See Attachment #5) 
She further mentioned that she also represented the Nevada Association 
Board of Districts and the Teachers Association. 

Chairman asked if the year mandatory would fit it with the time frame 
and Mrs. Conrad felt that it would. 

Bob Gagnier, S.N.E.A. testified that they support the concepts as 
put forth in SB-451. 

Don Dixon, Personnel Administrator in Washoe County and member of the 
Nevada League of Cities,testified that they oppose some parts of the 
bill as mentioned by Mr. Cox. We feel that the current laws are working 
well and need more time to be tested. We are also concerned that the 
state Labor Commissioner will not be adequately staffed to handle what 
this bill will create. It is our opinion that two to three mediators 
will be needed and we can see a third step being introduced to the 
process under this bill. Mr. Dixon concluded by stating that the 
February 1st date is unrealistic. 

AB-169 
Authorizes compensation for members of Local Gove~nment Employee-Manage
ment Relations Board, changes hearing and fact-finding procedures. 
(BDR 23-189) 

Sally Davis, member of the Employee Management Relations Board, testi
fied to the committee that this package represents the changes that 
the board has suggested. The committee will be composed of five 
management people and five employees. These changes are for the most 
part procedural and clean up language. 

Mrs. Davis went over the changes for the committee and stated that one 
of the changes was the $40.00 payment for each day that a member is 
working for the board. Mrs. Davis stated that the language on Page 
2, line 6 was awkward and not her original language. 

Chairman Gibson asked Mrs. Davis to bring the original language to 
the committee as this portion should be changed. Senator Hilbrecht 
agreed by stating that this language was defective. 

Chairman Gibson informed the committee that he had received communica
tion from the Governor's office and had some suggestions that he 
read to the committee. "Whenever more than one employee bargaining 
unit within a single local government employer utilizes the fact 
finding procedures under NRS 288.200 the parties shall meet and select 
a common fact finder. If the parties are unable to agree upon a common 
fact finder they shall employ the procedure set forth in NRS 288.202 
(which is the strike off procedure)." 

Mrs. Davis stated that she felt that this would be a good safeguard 
for the system. 

Motion to Amend and Do Pass by Senator Raggio, 
Foote. Motion carried unanimously. Amendment 
"and" all language on line 6 and "scented," on 
add "legal" before issues. 

seconded by Senator 
on Page 2, line 5, delete 
line 7. Also on lj.ne 5, 
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Mr. Cox stated that he was in agreement with the changing of wording 
on Page 2, line 6. Also liked the concept as read from the Governor's 
office. Mr. Cox stated that they have a problem with Section 5, page 
4. They feel that the open meeting law should be consistent with re
gards to the negotiation meetings as well. He felt that they could 
provide appropriate language for the committee to consider in order 
to change the wording in the section to provide for open meetings 
for negotiations. 

Senator Raggio disagreed. Feels that this could lead to "grandstanding" 
to the press. Senator Hilbrecht also felt that this was an unwise 
procedure. 

Joyce Woodhouse, representing Nevada Teachers through the Nevada 
Teachers Association, testified in favor of the bill. Mrs. Woodhouse 
read her testimony to the committee. (See Attachment #6) 

AB-522 
Increases membership of certain county fair and recreation boards. 
(BDR 20-1316) 

Steve Winn, Representing the Golden Nuggett, Inc., testified in favor 
of this bill. We can do a better job of balancing the industry with 
better representation. 

Carl Ruthy, President of the Chamber of Commerce also testified in 
favor of the bill and concurred with Mr. Winn's statements. 

Sam Boyd, Nevada Hotel, endorsed the bill. 

David Hood, President of the Four Queens Hotel in Las Vegas, testified 
in favor of this bill. 

Jackie Guant, El Cortez Hotel in Las Vegas, testified in favor of the 
bill. 

Bob Broadbent, member of the Las Vegas Convention Authority, testified 
in favor of the bill with a recommendation that it become effective 
upon passage and approval. Also suggested that the representatives 
from Henderson and Boulder City be given full time membership. This 
would increase the board to 12 full time members. The change would 
be on line 11, page 1, then delete D. 

Mr. Guant stated that he di,d not~rt the sug9"estions by Mr. Broad
bent. Their representation is to the financial impact. 

Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities, stated that Henderson and Boulder 
City were in favor of this amendment also. 

Motion to "Amend and Do Pass" by Senator Raggio, seconded by Senator 
Schofield. Motion carried unanimously. Amendments are to have 12 
full time members and carry Henderson and Boulder City as full time 
members. 
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AB-410 

-
Revises provisions relating to reporting of election campaign contri
butions and expenses. (BDR 24-1085) 

Loyd Mann, Clark County Assembly District 2 and member of the Govern
ment Affairs Committee who heard testimony on this bill, informed the 
committee on their findings. (See &ttachment #7) He further stated 
that Mr. Stan Colton from Clark County objected to the bill due to 
the amount of work that would be involved. He finally consented and 
stated that he would place the file on the desk for the press to 
review. 

AB-63 
Regulates access of governmental agencies to certain financial 
records. (BDR 19-490) 

Sue Wagner, Assemblywoman from Washoe County Assembly District 5, 
testified on this bill and passed out a copy of a letter. (See Attach
ment #8) The bill has stemmed from concern about breech of confiden
tiality with regards to bank records. The Nevada Banking Association 
supports the bill. Mrs. Wagner went over the bill for the committee 
and explained the reasons for the language and intent. 

The following bills were heard together. 

AB-163 
Changes procedures for organizing and governing general improvement 
districts. (BDR 25-74) 

AB-165 
Removes certain general improvement districts from jurisdiction of 
Public Service Commission of Nevada and provides for filing of liens, 
extention of facilities and foreclosure of delinquent special assessments. 
(BDR 25-72) 

AB-167 
Requires county to furnish certain services to general improvement 
districts. (BDR 25-71) 

Assemblyman Craddock, member of the Assembly Government Affairs Committee 
testified to the committee on these bills. It was apparent at the con
clusion of their hearings that in many cases the funds for general im
provement districts have been used wrongfully. He stated that AB-163 
unifies the standards of the General Improvement District surveys. 
The commitee in the Assembly fully endorses this bill. 

Andy Grose, L.C.B. Research Director testified to the committee on all 
three of the bills. (See Attachment #9). Mr. Gross did several studies 
on this material for the Assembly Goverhment Affairs Committee. Attach
ment #2 gives full details even though the committee was given high
lights. 

ACR-9 
Urges local governments to review their existing liability insurance 
(BDR 82) 
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Andy Grose also testified on ACR-9. He stated that it simply reflects 
that the subcommittee had become involved in a couple of areas that 
developed problems they felt were important. They felt they did not 
have the time and it was not within their mandate to do anything about 
these problems. There is another resolution within the system that is 
asking for a study on local government tort liability. This is basically 
the thrust of the bill. There is a great deal of concern regarding tort 
liability in the small units of local government. 

Mr. Bill Parrish, representing Nevada Independent insurance agencts, 
testified in favor of this bill. (See Attachment #10) They feel 
a great need for this bill and were instrumental in the drafting of 
this legislation. Mr. Struve was unable to attend. 

Mr. Frank Sala, legal representative for the Sun Valley Sanitation 
District, testified in favor of the legislation. He concurred with 
testimony given by Mr. Grose and Assemblyman Craddock. 

Jack McCauliff, Chairman of the Board of Directors for the Crystal Bay 
Improvement District. Mr. McCauliff informed the committee of the 
problems that a small improvement district must go through in order 
to become recognized and formed. Testified on AB-163. Feels that this 
bill will be an asset to the smaller improvement districts. Agreed that 
in AB-165 the Public Service Commission could not handle the work that 
all these improvement districts can create. It would be better to have 
it handled locally. Supported AB-167 in its entirety. 

Joe Robertson, Sun Valley property owner, testified to the committee 
against AB-165. He had copies passed out to help demonstrate the 
problems that he has with the Sun Valley Sanitation District. (See 
Attachment #11). Mr. Robertson went over the letter for the committee. 
He concluded that it would be a mistake, in his opinion, to take the 
jurisdiction from the Public Service Commission. 

Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities, fully endorses the bills, 
AB-165, 163, 167 and ACR-9, as of their last annual meeting. 

Les Berkson, Incline Village General Improvement District, testified 
in favor of the three bills and did not address himself to ACR-9. 
Mr. Berkson feels that the Public Service Commission should be lifted 
of the responsibility of the general improvement districts and there 
would be better input and accessibility with the local areas. Mr. 
Berkson agreed with testimony given by Mr. Grose and Assemblyman Craddock. 

Carol Mast, General Improvement District Manager for Round Hill, 
testified in favor of the three bills. 

Heber Hardy, Public Service Commission, testified in favor of the 
bills. There department takes the position that it is an untenable 
position to have jurisdiction over these districts. 

Harold Hazard, Sun Valley resident, testified that he was concerned 
about having the water rates raised in Sun Valley by approximately 
100%. He stated that in Sun Valley there are many senior citizens 
on fixed incomes that would be unable to stay with increased rates 
as suggested. Is not in favor of having jurisdiction by the Pubi¾zoo 
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Service Commission. 

Mr. Frank Sala requested permission to respond to the comments made 
by Mr. Hazard and Robertson. Mr. Sala stated that there has not been 
an increase in rates since 1966. They have built up a small reserve 
and now that their water rates have increased to the point where they 
are using the reserve they feel its time to pass this on to the con
sumer. With regards to Mr. Robertson's letter and statements Mr. 
Sala felt that they had complied completely within the laws and statutes 
regarding general improvement districts. What will occur with regards 
to rate increases will be done with or without the Public Service 
Commission as they are justifiable increases. Mr. Sala further stated 
that their rate increases are scrutinized by the Tax Commission and 
they would have to justify any excessive surplus of funds. 

Senator Raggio stated that he was concerned about the ability to 
increase the rate. There is no requirement at the hearing that the 
board of trustees must present any data to support the changes. 
He also stated that if this rate increase is not justified then the 
only recourse is to take it to the courts. 

Jim Lien, Tax Commission, stated that any time a district has excessive 
fees they must reduce their fees or reduce their tax rate. Mr. Lien 
also stated that the 318 districts are formed under a whole different 
system of accounting. We had to negotiate with the Public Service 
Commission to adopt the municipal accounting system which they only 
utilize, and can only utilize, with a 318 district where there are 
less than 30 to be regulated. 

AB-272 
Provides for review and approval of administrative regulations by the 
legislative department of state government.(BDR 18-569) 

Assemblyman Robinson, sponsor, testified to the committee on this 
bill noting the differences between his bill and SB-62. AB-272 makes 
the legislative commission responsbile and in SB-62 the responsibility 
rests with the Legislative Counsel Bureau. There is also no fiscal 
note with AB-272. 

Mr. Frank Daykin, L.C.B. was on hand for questions and he indicated 
to the committee that the GOmmission has sixty days to review any 
new provision from the federal government. If its approved by the 
commission it becomes effective upon passage, if it is not approved 
it will be suspended within the sixty day limitation. Mr. Daykin 
stated that bB-272 does not have a provision for codification. 

The committee felt that SB-62 was more encompassing and would hold 
action on AB-272 until SB-62 has had a chance to go through the 
Assembly. 

AJR-37 
Proposes constitutional amendment to conform constitutional state 
boundary to actual boundary. (BDR C-1243) 
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Frank Daykin stated that AJR-37 is a resolution to amend the constitu
tion so that the boundary of the state, as described, coincide with 
actual boundaries. Mr. Daykin went over the history behind this resolu
tion and felt that if the committee was uneasy about tampering with the 
constutition, it could certainly wait another session before acting 
on the bill. The language has remained unchanged for over 100 years. 

Art Palmer, Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau, passed out 
copies of a map showing the area in question. He concurred with the 
testimony given by Mr. Daykin and had no further comments. 

AB-209 
Provides for administrative hearing before certain actions may be taken 
against state classified employee. {BDR 23-37) 

Bob Gagnier, Executive Director of the S.N.E.A., testified on this bill 
stating that the changes will enable an employee to have a reason for 
his dismissal and provides for due process. It is quite possible that 
this will eliminate the other steps. Feels that if the discharge is 
justified the employee will go no further and there needs to be a process 
by where the employee will know immediately why he is being discharged. 

Mr. Jim Wittenberg, Administrator, Personnel, stated that this will only 
add another level and give a bad employee seven more working days. It 
could ham-string the employer and couldn't think of an employer within 
the state system that wouldf.itean employee without first consulting him 
of the reasons and giving him some notice. There are three levels of 
hearings that an employee can go through and this will add another. 
We are completely opposed to the bill. 

George Miller, Welfare Department, stated that they were also against 
the bill and concurred with Mr. Wittenberg's testimony. 

Del Frost, Administrator of the Rehabilitation Division, testified 
against the bill. Mr. Frost concurred with Mr. Wittenberg's testimony 
and agreed that at least as far as his operation was concerned no 
employee was ever discharged without complete justification and he 
was informed prior to being discharged. 

Steve Frost, Employment Security Department, representing Mr. Lawrence 
McCracken, Administrator, testified against this bill and agreed with 
testimony given by Mr. Wittenberg and with Mr. Frost. 

AB-497 
Designates Indian Ricegrass as official state grass.{BDR 19-1298) 

John L. McLain, Society for Range Management and Mr. Kenneth Genz 
testified to the committee on the purposes of ricegrass in Nevada 
and they believe that it should be the state grass. It was also 
mentioned that it would create more cultural awareness to the people 
in Nevada. Mr. Charles Salzburg showed a picture with Indian rice
grass to the committee. Mr. Hugh Barrett was also on hand to help 
with the presentation. Both Mr. Salzburg and Mr. Barrett represented 
the Society of Range Management. {See Attachment #13) 
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Motion of "Do Pass" from Senator Schofield, seconded by Senator Foote. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

AB-503 
Adds to permitted purposes for leasing county property (BDR 20-1253). 

Chairman Gibson stated that this bill was created to help give the 
counties more local authority. 

Motion of "Do Pass" by Senator Raggio, seconded by Senator Schofield. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m. 

Approved: 

)

ectfu~1. submitted, 

~v~£ 
Janice M. Peck 
Committee Secretary 
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Mr._ Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am here today to state ~ec;p1hso1~ 
opposition to SB 434 on behalf of Nevada's professional educators. 

We view this bill as an attempt to harrass Nevada's public employees and to further 
weigh the scales at the bargaining table against Nevada's 25,000 local government 
employees. 

Nevada Legislature has declared by enacting NRS 288 that public policy should provide 
for peaceful and equitable relations between local government employees and their 
employers, such relations to be developed through collective bargaining. The bill 
before this Committee toqay, SB 434, is retrograde in the extreme in that it would 
have the effect of ekcel'\bating employee-employer relationships and, therefore, be 
counter to public policy. 

We recognize that there are serious defects in the present collective bargaining 
statute and practices in Nevada. That is why we are in support of legislation to 
revise NRS 288 which is also before this Committee today. The legislation which 
we are supporting, however, is constructive in intention and designed to address 
the real problems of collective bargaining as practiced in Nevada. 

Every public employee group, which we have contacted, agrees with us that the p»esent 
law does not require good faith bargaining on the part of the employer and that the 
present impasse resolution procedures are deficient. 

SB 434 addresses none of the fundamental problems, problems which must be solved 
it Nevada's public employees are to have a fair deal at the bargaining table, 

What problems does SB 434 address? SB 434 requires employee organizations to 
file detailed annual reports on organization assets, liabilities, receipts• stat~ 
sal.8.?'ies, allowances, staff disbursements, loans, loan security, repaym~~ 1ohedules, 
purpose of loans, and all other disbursements (pg. 2, linesl5 through~ lia• 

JIii#• Do you want this information badly enough to fund the huge bureaucPa<:Y' 
necessary to compile and store the volumes of Nevada employee organizati«lS, !s 
there any useful public purpose to be served in this requirement or is this 
requirement merely an attempt to further discourage good faith bargaining in 
Nevada? The answer is obvious - no. 

What is the next problem SB 434 addresses? The definition of confidential employee 
(pg. 3, lines 18-26). This change would include many employees as confidential 
employees not now defined as such.-Thereby denying them representation through 
collective bargaining. 

The next problem addressed is that cf the size of the EMRB. The creative minds 
behind SB 434 have determined that two individuals should be added to the EMRB, 
and to pay them "$100.00 for each day of duty with the Board or on its business ••• " 
Does anyone seriously suggest that these actions would improve negotiations? 
(Pg. 4, lines 1-32) 

,, , " 

1204 
1 



I 

I 

I 

-
Next AB 434 addresses the problem of recognition. The present requirements for 
employee organization recognition - essentially a verified membership list of a 
majority of the employees in the bargaining unit - is apparently not tough enough. 
To this, SB 434 adds an election step in which (a) any employee organization 
representing a single employee of the bargaining unit mizy be included on the 
ballot; and, (b) a majority of eligible employees in the bargaining unit must vote 
in favor of the organization. That means a majority, .!!2!, of those voting, but of 
those eligible to vote must approve. This means that a nonvoting employee would 
be counted as voting against representation. f 1 l,~.,) t\ - 31 
As if the above proposals were not detrimental enough to good faith negotiations, the 
proponents of this bill have included a small provision which would, in a word, 
destroy the Nevada State Education Association. The provision in question simply 
forbids professionals from belonging to employee organizations which bargain 
(pg. 8, lines 24-25). As teachers are professionals, you can appreciate our 
reluctance to accept such a modest proposal. 

Finally, this legislation would broaden the powers of the Federal court system 
(pg. 2, lines 41-42), a proposal of dubious Constitutional merit. 

In sum, we all recognize the need for constructive change in NRS 288. However. 
SB 434 does not attempt to resolve the real problems in Nevada employee-employer 
relations, lecause it offers mischievous solutions to nonexistent problems, we 
recommend the Committee vote to lftH-SB 434. 

- 2 -
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Testimony of 

Ne-vada State Education Association 

Paul Ghilarducci 

President 

on 

SB 440 
Revisions of Collective Bargaining St.at.ut.es 

before 

Senate Government Affairs Committee 

April 13, 1977 

Carson City 
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The Nevada legislature adopted NRS 288 in 1969 in order to provide a framework 

within which good faith bargaining would take pl~ce between public employers and 

public employees. The Nevada Legislature and the Governor, by adopting this 

legislation, demonstrated a belief that it is in the interest of all Nevada's citizens 

for public employees and employers to negotiate on issues affecting the welfare of 

public employees. The legislature is to be commended for its enlightened recognition 

of the necessity for a fair, equitable, and rational process by which public 

employees are able to negotiate with their employers. 

In at least four sections of NRS 288, the legislature declared that employers and 

employees must bargain in good faith. As local governments are agents of the state 

and have no independent constitutional standing, the legislature was clearly within 

its constitutional authority in directing that negotiations had to occur in good 

faith. As executive agencies are creations of the legislature and bound to follow 

legislature intent in the application of the law, so are local governments similarly 

bound to conform to legislative intent in all of their functioning. 

In our assessment, when negotiations began in the early years of the Dodge Act 

(NBS 288), local governments, however resistant to the concept of negotiations, 

generally negotiated in good faith. The legislature had directed that good faith 

negotiations must take place and often they did. Despite the fact that initial 

contracts were being negotiated the number of requests for binding arbitration was 

relatively small (eleven in 1972). This suggests to us that decisions were being 

reached at the table and that the process generally worked. 

However, in subsequent years, the process has severely deteriorated in effective

ness. Public employers learned through experience that despite the legislative 

direction to bargain in good faith, that the mechanism which the legislature set up 

to:.implement legislative intent was defective. They learned that all the letter of 

the law required was that the employer sit across a table from employee representat

ives. They learned that the present law required only the s-hel:l of good faith 

bargaining, but not its reality. They learned that by doing no more than required by 

the literal letter of the law, that they could ignore legislative intent, that they 

could ignore the spirit of the law. That the process no longer works is demonstrated 

by a simple fact. More and more issues are not being settled at the negotiations 
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table. More and more issues are being taken to the Governor for binding arbitration. 

In 1975, 350 issues were taken to the Governor, in 1976, 438. Additional evidence 

that NRS 288 does not provide an adequate framework for negotiations, when one party 

refuses to bargain, is provided by the fact that 80% of Nevada's teachers began the 

school year 1976-77 without contracts. 

The trend, then, is for more and more issues to be unresolved at the table. 

Employers have learned that the law, despite the legislature's intent, does not 

have to be honored. All they have to do to fulfill the letter of the law is to learn 

to sey "no" one thousand times. They have also learned ways of harrassing employee 

negotiators and organizations, despite legislative prohibitions against~~• 

Legislators and bill drafters are fallible. In adopting a bill, you are 

declaring your intention that a certain public policy shall be realized. Occasional~y 

the language adopted by the legislature is inadequate to meet the stated purposes of 

the legislature. In such cases, it becomes necessary to recognize deficiencies of 

existing language and to rectify them. That is all that we are asking this committee 

to do. You've set the appropriate goal, i.e., public policy requires good faith 

negotiations in the public sector. Now, we are asking that you provide the means 

appropriate to your own goal. We are asking that you provide the incentive for public 

employers to bargain in good faith, by providing that an arbiter could select between 

the last best offers of the parties, by item. We need an effective impasse resolution 

procedure and we believe this would work. 

For too many years, many state and federal laws have treated public employees as 

second class citizens, by imposing restrictions on political behaviors (Hatch Act) and 

by restricting the economic rights of public employees through prohibitions against 

negotiations. We count ourselves fortunate that Nevada has declared that we have 

the right to negotiate. 

The legislature has declared through NRS 288 that we are entitled to participate 

meaningfully in making decisions which affect our own lives. 

You have entrusted us with responsibility for your children. We individually 

make hundreds of decisions in our classrooms each week which profoundly affect your 

children's lives and well being. You have given us the responsibility and we have 

-2-
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have exercised it responsibly. We believe that if we are capable of exercising that 

important trust then we are trustworthy of participating on an equitable basis in 

making the decisions which affect our own lives. The legislature has, by adopting 

NRS 288, declared its faith in us to do so responsibly. We are now asking for the 

means to do so. 

As responsible professionals and individuals, we ask that you give us equity at 

the table by providing an effective impasse resolution procedure. We will continue 

to work at the table for mutually acceptable contracts. Where issues are at impasse, 

we are willing to have a disinterested third party decide whether our position or 

the school board's position is responsible. We are willing to have our own positions 

tested by a neutral informed party because we have faith in our own sense of 

responsibility and reasonableness. Why do Nevada school boards not have equal faith 

in their own positions? -r::: 
_,-. 

Summarizing the above argumentsvhave stated that our primary objective is for 

good faith bargaining at the table and I have also stated that present Nevada 

statutes are deficient in that they do not provide the incentive needed to stimulate 

good faith bargaining at the bargaining table. 

We believe SB 440, with appropriate amendments, will provide the needed incentive 

to the employer to bargain in good faith at the table. If SB 440, with appropriate 

amendments we~enacted, we would expect that local government employers would find it 

much more difficult to ignore the legislature's mandate that they bargain with their 

employees. 

We would like to support SB 440, but before doing so, we would ask that two 

major and four minor amendments to SB 440 be adopted. Briefly, our two major 

amendments would permit the arbitration panel to select between the proposals of 

the parties on an item by item basis, rather than on a package basis as provided 

in the curent draft and (b) require the parties to submit their last best offer 

prior to the arbitration hearing rather than following the hearing. Our next 

witness, Nelson Okino, NEA Negotiations Specialist, will discuss each of our proposed 

amendments in detail. 

Our position on bargaining is quite simple. First, we much prefer that all 

contracts be written between the parties through the give and take of good faith 

-3-
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bargaining. Settlements reached by agreement between the parties are intrinsically 

more satisfying than settlements imposed by third parties. However, the third party 

neutral option must be there as the baseball bat behind the door which keeps both 

parties bargaining in good faith. Secondly, we believe that when a third party 

detennines the outcome, that determination should be structured in such a way as 

to permit both parties to have a partial victory. This is important because it 

permits the arbiter's decision to be more acceptable to both parties and, therefore, 

reduces the likelihood of further polarizing the parties. 

Now, I would like to ask Mr. Nelson Okino to speak on our proposed amendments. 

-4-
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-AMENDMENTS TO 

SENATE BILL NO. 440-COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 

April 13, 1977 

The People of the State of Nevada, reoresented in Senate and Assembly, do act as 
fol lows: 

SECTION l. Chapter 288 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a new section 
which shall read as follows: 

Pagel, Section l, # l, Lines 3 thru 6, substitute in total 

l. If the parties have not agreed to make the findings of the factfinder final 
and binding, and do not otherwise resolve their dispute, they shall within ten days 
after the factfinder's report: 

(a) Exchange their final and best offers on all remaininq issues in 
dispute, and 
(b) Submit the name of their arbitration panel member to the other nartv, 
and 
(c) Submit their final and best offers to the arbitration panel uoon its 
selection. 

2. The panel shall consist of: 
(a) One member selected by the employee orqanization; 
(b) One member selected by the local government emoloyer; and 
(c) A chairman appointed by the members selected oursuant to para9raohs 
(a) and (b). The emebers shall select the chairman from a list of 
seven potential arbitrators furnished by the American Arbitration 
Association by alternately striking one name from the list until only 
one name remains. The member from the emoloyee organization shall strike 
the first name. 

Paqe l, Subsection 3, Line 20, substitute may for shall 

3. The panel shall, within ten days after a chairman is selected, and after 
seven days written notice is given to the parties, hold a hearing for the purpose 
of receiving information concerning the dispute. The hearings shall be held in 
the county in which the local government employer is located and the chainnan may 
arrange for a full and complete record of the hearings. 

4. At the hearing, or at any subsequent time to which the hearing mav be 
adjourned, information may be presented by: 

(a) The parties to the dispute; or 
(b) Any interested person. 

Page 2, Subsection 5, Lines 3 & 4, substitute: 

5. The local government employer and employee oraanization shall each oay 
the fees and expenses incurred by its member on the panel. The fee and expenses 
of the chairman of the panel and all other costs of arbitration shall be shared 
equally. 

Paqe 2, Subsection 6, Lines 5 thru 9, substitute: 

6. At the recommendation of the chairman the oarties may continue to negotiate 
all offers until an agreement is reached or a decision rendered bv the nanel of 
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Page 2, Subsection 6, Lines 5 thru 9 

-
arbitrators. If an agreement is reached .on an issue(s) by the parties orior to 
the rendering of an arbitration award, such issues shall not be subject to an 
award. 

Page 2, Subsection 7, delete entire section 

Page 2, Subsection 8, substitute: 

8. A majority of the oanel shall select within ten days after the close of a 
hearing the most reasonable offer, in it's judgement, of the final offers on each 
imoass item submitted by the oarties. The panel of arbitrators shall give written 
P.xr:ilanation for it's selection and inform the parties of its decision, which shall 
be final and binding. Any award of the panel shall be retroactive to the exoiration 
date of the last contract. 

121~ 



Senator Gibson, Members of the Committee. 

I am Roger Laird, Mediator-Conciliator with the Nevada State Labor 

Commission. 

I am here to relay to this committee the capabilities and willingness 

of the Nevada Labor Commission to fulfill the duties and obligations"6m;J,J1~ 1 

required of the Commission under SB440 and SB451. 

The Labor Commission is prepared to deliver to the public sector of 

employment high quality mediation and conciliation services. Further, 

the Commission feels that if mediation provisions are to be included 

into NRS 288, it is C Pv logical that such duties become the 

responsibility of tne Labor Commission. This is backed by the thought 

that the Commission is already offering such services to the private 

sector of employment and there exists no conflict in doing the same 

for the public sector. The Commission feels that mediation centralized 

into one agency has multiple benefits of: 

l. Elimination of dual services by separate agencies and 

2. The ability to control the quality of service 

It has become a fact that mediation is a proven tool in helping the 

parties in collective bargaining to reach mutual agreement. The tool 

is as effective in the public as in the private sector. The Labor 

Commission is enthusiastic about the delivering of that tool to the 

public sector. 
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TESTIMONY 

SENATE GOVERNMEHT"AFFAIRS·COMMITTEE 

April 13, 1977 

Senator Gibson and members of the committee: 

My name is Marian Conrad, and am an elementary teacher in Washoe County. I am 

Nevada's elected member to the National Education Association Board of Directors and 

the chief negotiator for the Washoe County Teachers Association. 

In the spring of 1976 • when negotiations reached an impasse on 13 articles in 

Washoe County, I wrote to the Governor asking for help beyond that provided in our 

present negotiations law. The Govemor sent my letter to Mr. Stan Jones, Commissioner, 

Nevada Department of Labor. Through Mr. Jones' office, the Washoe County Teachers 

Association and the Washoe County School District were provided mediation services. 

Mr. Rodger Laird was the mediator and through his patience, push and leade?'Ship our 

positions were compromised and agreement was reached on ten of the thirteen items. 

I view mediation as a vital step in the negotiations process. The inclusion 

of a mediation step in the law would make available the mediation services of the 

labor commission without having to write to the Governor for additional help. The 

mediation step does narrow the items at impasse - you can't argue with success. 

I urge your support of Senate Bill 451. Thank you. 
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE 

SENATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

ASSEMBLY BILL 169 

April 13, 1977 

Chairman Gibson and members of the Committee: 

I am Joyce Woodhouse, representing Nevada's teachers through the Nevada State 

Education Association. 

The NSEA supports A.B. 169. This bill provides that per diem of $40 plus 

expenses be received by members of the Employee Management Relations Board. We 

believe it only fair that these people be at least minimally compensated for the 

time and effort they expend. EMRB members carry out a needed function for this 

state in determining matters in public employee collective bargaining. 

An expensive and senseless situation occurs repeatedly before the EMRB because 

there is no policy that provides for precedents being set statewide when the 

EMRB renders a decision. As past history has shown, when the Board makes a 

decision in one county based on a set of circumstances; that decision does not 

prevail on another school board even though the issues and circumstances are the 

same. Instead each individual employee organization must go through the same 

expensive hearing again. Therefore, we support the language on page 2, lines 

4-8. 

Hearings before the EMRB become costly items and the almost inevitable 

appeal process costs money -- expensive lawyers, transcript fees, etc. These 

costs are often strategically aimed to break the economic stability of employee 

organizations which are being funded by dues paying members. The smaller counties 

are especially hit. 

government action. 

Taxpayer dollars finance the costs of school boards or local 

Therefore, we believe a reasonable approach is the language 
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I proposed on lines 9-10, page 2. Both sides are going to be realistic about 

carrying their case further. 

I 

I 

The NSEA urges your support of this bill and a do pass recommendation on 

A.B. 169. I thank you for your time and attention. 
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••----v ~{ /j1 -( ' - 1..J 
GEORGE HOLT 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

tPf/ice o/ lh& fJ!JiJPMfJI AlloJtn~ 
CLARK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 

{702) 386-4011 

March 15, 1977 

Assembl:yman Lloyd Mann, Chairman 
Assembly Elections Committee 
Nevada Legislature 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Re: Assembly Bill 410 

Dear Lloyd: 

THOMAS O. BEA TTY 
ASSISTANT DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

JAMES BARTLEY 
COUNTY COUNSEL 

CHIEF DEPUTIES 

DONALDK. WADSWORTH 

RAYMOND 0. JEFFERS 

MELVYN T.HARMON 

DAN M. SEATON 

LAWRENCE R. LEAVITT 

H. LEON SLV.ON 

JOEL M. COOPER 

JOE PARKER 
CHIEF INVESTIGATOR 

KELLY W. ISOM 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

11 1 axz s.raliQ, this bill is designed to correct many 
deficiencies in the present c2.rnpaign expense and contribution 
reporting law. Some of the provisions were arrived at through 
consultation with Larry Hicks, District Attorney of Washoe 
County, and Don Klassic, Deputy Attorney General. 

Passage of this bill will bring about needed clarity and will 
:;:reatly further the aim of the original act. 

First, section 2 by defining ~andidate" will specifically speli 
out who must file -- and will now specifically include those without 
a primary election. 

Second, section 3 will make clear that all persons must file, 
regardless of whether or not they received campaign contributions 
or had campaign expenses. Thus, regardless of the outcome of 
litigation over the present act, the legislature will have clarified 
the act for the future. 

Sections 4 and 5 of the act will widen the application of the 
act. Now, for the first time, the reporting provisions will apply 
:o recall and special elections. More importantly, the place of 

,~~l~ng will be changed so that most filings will now be in the Office 
~C~~DBy this change, the excuse of "delayed in the 
na.11 11 will be subs~tially eliminated and, even more importantly, 
the news media will have rapid and unfettered access to the reports. 

to se 
At the same time, the supervisory and policing 

the Secretary of State will be retained by simply having 

~-- 1217 

I. r 
' I· 
. 1; 



--s~mblyman Lloyd Mann, Chairman 
, nssembly Elections Comm.i ttee· 

March 15 , 1 9 7 7 
Page Two 

--

the C~ty Clerk forwa.rd one copy to him. Thus, he wi 1 still 
be able to notify the appropriate prosecuting agency hould 
reports fail to be filed. The C~~ ~k, other t n having 
to file the report and send one copy to the Secretar of State, 
will have no additional duties. 

Note also the fact that sections 4 and 5 add additional 
penalty for those who fail to file on time. That penalty is in 
the nature of a civil forfeiture of$~~ per day of delay. ~ 
criminal penalty will remain in force for violations of iillful 
nature but any delay will now cost the candidate$ F8~ aa32 
Several prosecutors have indicated their feelings th:'lt such a 
provision will do several things: (1) it will result in almost 
all reports being filed on time; (2) it will provide a penalty, 

1 civil in nature, for all cases in ~hich ther~ has been a delay 
lbut where criminal intent cannot be proven; and, (3) it will 
1further demonstrate the seriousness with which the legislature 
!lards the failure to file these reports. · 

\ In short, I believe that the bill will provide meaningful 
lamendments and carry out more fully the intent of the original 
' act. 

lB/ch 
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I Nevada National Bank 

GEORGE E. AKER 

I 

I 

PRESIDENT 

Assemblyman Sue Wagner 
State Legislature 
State of Nevada 
Carson City, Nevada 

Dear Sue: 

January 20, 1977 

I have carefully examined the proposed bill labeled BDR 19-490 
dated December 23, 1976 and find the bill to be a very proper step which 
would allow us to operate prudently in relation to disclosure of information 
on customers of the bank. We particularly are pleased with the require
ment for customer authorization as provided in Section 8.l(c) and further 
in paragraph 2. We can easily accept Section 9 paragraph 2. The customer 
is afforded protection with the 10 day notification by any government 
agency seeking information. We also feel comfortable with the subpoena 
provisions, particularly with the subpoena being served on the customer 
and the opportunity for the customer to quash the subpoena. It is partic-. 
ularly useful that you provide for a court hearing to meet that time 
requirement. We are particularly pleased with Section 13 providing that 
government agencies may not share information obtained under the provisions 
of this disclosure requirement. Section 14 paragraph 2 rounds out the 
protections for the financial institution which we feel makes the entire 
process acceptable. 

I do not find any conflict with Federal legislation on similar 
subjects. Initially I had thought that your proposed bill would relate to 
the new Regulation B of the Federal Reserve concerning equal credit opportunity 
but find there is no difficulty between the two. 

Best wishes for success with your bill. 

Sincerely, 

GEA/sf 

ONE WEST LIBERTY STREET, RENO, NEVADA 89501 I (702) 786-2424 
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SECTION GUIDE TO THE 
GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT BILLS 

(The purpose of this guide is to explain the intent of each 
section of the bills and to reference the reasoning behind 
each section which is found in Bulletin 77-11.) 

A.B. 163 
Section 1 (page 1) - Language is added to the Special District 
Control Law (chapter 308 of NRS) to amplify legislative intent 
that existing districts should be expanded in preference to 
creating new districts. Discussion at page 33 of the bulletin. 

✓ Section 2 (pages 1-2) - This provision places general improve
ment districts initiated by a board of county commissioners 
under the provisions of the Special District Control Law, 

✓ 

especially the provision calling for a service plan. Discus
sion at pages 39 and 40 of bulletin. 

Section 3 (page 2) - This provision clarifies the point at 
which the county commissioners must submit the service plan 
pursuant to the Special District Control Law. 

Section 4 (pages 2-3) - This provision is mostly statutory 
revision but also makes clear that a service plan is required 
whether a district is initiated by petition or by a board 
of county commissioners. 

Section 5 (page 3) - This is statutory revision to reflect 
the fact that boards of commissioners must file service plans. 

Section 6 (pages 3-4) - This is statutory revision to ref}ect 
the service plan requirement for a board of county commissioners, 
but it also adds a paragraph to establish an additional basis 
for disapproval of a proposed district, that being evidence . . 
that the district would be useQ. to pay the -eemrAeEoial costs .,+-ct.ve.\of 1""4\ f'f>\>J 
e-f aevelepero,. By "cofflft'tercial~~ts" the subcommittee meant 
streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lights, storm 
drainage and similar improvements. It could also mean the 
costs of installing water and sewer lines, especially if the 
development is being advertised in such a way that one would 
think that purchase price included the costs of these utilities. 
As poi:cit'iil'1 o:to1t. in tae Februaiy 7 hearing, "eefflf'flerciaJ costi." 
ID.a-¥ l"tOL be the sei.t term t.o mep;r:eoo t:.I,e ettbcollilnlttee' s con-
cern. Dios1.11asion at:. r,age Jl of sullet:.in. 

Section 7 (pages 4-5) - At line 35, page 4 extends the written 
notice from just those entitiefp within a 3jmile radius of a 
proposed district to all entities in the county. This is 
recommended since the potential tax rate of every entity in 
a county is affected by the creation of a new entity. On 
page 5, line 14, the general notice requirement for notifica~ 
tion of action on the service plan is broadened from just the 
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petitioners to all interested parties. This notice is sub
sequent to the hearing so the interested parties would be 
anyone who attended or provided input to the hearing. 

Section 8 (pages 5-6) - This is all statutory revision reflect
ing the service plan requirement regardless of how the district 
is initiated. 

Section 9 (page 6) - Boilerplate only. 

Section 10 (pages 6-7) - This section is one of the most 
significant proposals by the subcommittee. It allows a county 
to establish a district to do any of the things that an improve
ment district can do. It further provides three options for 
governance: Complete control by the board of county commis
sioners, control by the board but with an appointive district 
advisory board, or control by the board with an elective 
advisory board. Note page 7, line 12, Under this subordinate 
district plan, the county always retains all fiscal powers. 
Discussion at pages 36-37 of bulletin. 

Section 11 (pages 7-8) - This section is another of the most 
significant recommendations of the subcommittee. Under present 
law, there is no authority for anyone to step in to assist 
or, if necessary, take over a faltering improvement district. 
This provision allows for the identification of such districts 
and, if the county commissioners agree that the district is 
in dangerous fiscal condition or otherwise mismanaged or not 
serving a public purpose, they are empowered to take over 
the district or to merge, consolidate or dissolve the district. 
It should be noted that there must be evidence of mismanage
ment or resident disaffection before this process is triggered. 
Discussion at page 20 of the bulletin. 

✓ Section 12 (page 8) - This is the first of several provisions 
to put general improvement district elections on the same 
basis as all other local elections. This section requires 
district residents to register to vote in the county. rt
a.J..eo gives tl'le e6tmt.9 electiott official the re~por,!'i1'ili:ey 
f0£ conducting the biennial Clist1ict election ems :for px:0viait,.g 
a lis L of voters for other dist:rie:e eleet.iene-. Discussion _--'._.'_ 
at page 21 of bulletin. ,...,.,.,e,""1te• '"" """•~s.-.\.~ +o ~ +1-\-e ~ .,q. 'i+4 ..c~ 
•~,c-:-..\ S-d.,C:- ~-rr~~ .... ,. "'tt,..e. e.s.s-1.A'\ ~~ """"t'"""J '-'eve ~~ +. ~uc. r~u.~~ ... "" ~Q.111.t-"'-
Section 13 (page 8) - This language is taken from the powers 1 
section of chapter 474 of NRS so that any 474 district con-
verting to chapter 318 would have the appropriate powers 
under NRS 318. Discussion at page 35. 

Section 14 (pages 8-9) - This adds to the legislative declara
tion provisions of chapter 318. It is the same language as 
proposed for chapter 308 at section 6 of the bill. A~aia, 
tl:J.ere may be a pre'lslem wit.a thil tGPD "cornmi.x:oial eee:eer" 

Section 15 (pages 9-10) - This is statutory revision to 
✓reflect the change at section 12 which brings district elec

tions under the regular election law. This takes out the 
provision for nonresident property owners to vote in district 
elections. There is serious doubt that the existing provisions 
on voting are legal. Discussion at page 21 of bulletin. 
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Section 16 (pages 10-11) - At page 10, line 11, is a clarifi
cation to reflect the two ways a district may be initiated. 
It also distinguishes between initiating a district and pass
ing an ordinance establishing it. At page 11, line 9, is the 
provision that a service plan is required before the creation 
of any district. Discussion at page 40 of bulletin. 

Section 17 (pages 11-12) - This is all statutory revision 
although there is a substantive difference between 51 percent 
and a majority. 

Section 18 (page 12) - Statutory revision reflecting necessity 
of a service plan for initiation of any district. 

/ Section 19 (pages 12-13) - This section requires that, upon 
V creation of a district, a board of county commissioners dis

charge certain responsibilities before relinquishing control 
of the district. It also provides for appointment of an 
initial board of trustees. Discussion at page 21 of bulletin. 

Section 20 (page 13) - This section further provides for the 
conduct of district elections pursuant to general election 
law. 

Section 21 (pages 13-15) - This eliminates the current right 
of nonresident landowners to vote in district elections. 
Discussion at page 22 of bulletin. 

Section 22 (pages 15-16) - The only change is at page 16, 
line 36, and it is only statutory revision. 

Section 23 (page 17) - This adds fire protection to the func
t ions that a chapter 318 district may perform. Discussion 
a t page 35 of the bulletin . 

. /Section 24 (page 17) - This adds the requirement that the 
V county general obligation bond commission review all district 

d ebt issues. Discussion at page 25 of bulletin. 

Section 25 (pages 17-18) - Statutory revision to reflect that 
district elections come under the general election law. 

Section 26 (page 18) - All statutory revision based on changes 
in previous parts of the bill. 

,........Section 27 (pages 18-19) - This provision is designed to 
V recognize situations where a district may be dissolved but 

it has assets. The intent is that those assets, paid for by 
the district, should not go to the county at large but be 
distributed to those from whom it came. Discussion at page 
19 of bulletin. 

Section 28 (page 19) - Under one interpretation, NRS 244.157 
means that a county may make any improvement that a GID may 
make but that it does not have the power to operate or main
tain such improvement. Consistent with other provisions of 
the bill, this change insures that a county may do anything 

~'-<>~ 1..7 S - ~&.ite.J. \lo'\ -4-t..e.. ~Se""'--(c ½ ~ ~°' ~0-\.1.""; ~-l~~ 
'""'~(,( "-~~ 1.,J\\~IC"'-C. vo+e~s fw-<. \"' +e1r'""T" o( ~-~·..,. .. ~ 
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that a GID can do. This section also is intended to exempt 
a county commission from the hearing and protest provisions 
of chapter 318 only if necessary to comply with a federal 
mandate. Discussion at pages 36-37 of bulletin. 

Section 29 (pages 19-20) - This is statutory revision removing 
chapters 540 and 542 of NRS from the purchasing law. These 
chapters are repealed at section 39. 

_ ,.,.Section 30 (page 20) - This provision adds a representative 
V of general improvement districts to county general obligation 

bond commissions. It also adds another public member to keep 
the number odd. Discussion at page 25 of bulletin. 

Section 31 (page 21) This is all statutory revision. 

Section 32 (page 21) - Clarifies that chapter 318 districts 
are subject to review by the general obligation bond com
missions for G.O. bonds. 

Section 33 (page 21) - At line 39 requires the review by the 
G.O. bond commission of all debt in general improvement dis
tricts. Discussion at page 25 of bulletin. 

Section 34 (pages 21-22) - Statutory revision pursuant to the 
change in section 33. 

Section 35 (page 22) - All statutory revision. 

Section 36 (page 22) - All statutory revision. 

Section 37 (pages 22-23) - Statutory revision reflecting the 
repeal of chapters 540 and 542 of NRS. 

Section 38 (page 23) - This adds a provision to chapter 474 
to allow the transforming of a chapter 474 fire district to a 
chapter 318 district. Discussion at page 35 of bulletin. 

Section 39 (page 23) - This is the repeal of chapters 540 
(drainage) and 542 (watershed). No districts exisb under 
either chapter and the functions can be performed under other 
districts. 

4. 
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A.B. 165 
Section 1 (pages 1-2) - This new language in chapter 318 pro-v vides notice and hearing procedures for rate changes for water 
or sewer service. At present, the PSC controls these rates 
for general improvement districts but not for cities or counties. 
This section is necessitated by section 2 which removes PSC 
jurisdiction. Discussion at page 24 of bulletin. (Clar~ 
QoQn:ey ka. propesee an amo:Rament at pa~o l, lines 14 aRa 15, 
.t.o allou :Ae:f.icg lo>¥ a :AouepapcF of general circulation. ':Pl:li .. 
.QRal"ige doe2! no1! offcne. :ehc int:ent of Lite ~nbcefflfflit:f.Q'i i:R aiR¥ 

Wet]'.~ 

Section 2 (page 2) - The substantive change in this section 
✓ is the removal of the jurisdiction of the PSC over 318 districts 

furnishing sewer service. Discussion at page 24 of bulletin. 

/Section 3 (page 2) - This section removes the jurisdiction of 
v the PSC over 318 districts furnishing water services. Dis

cussion at page 24 of bulletin. 

v 

✓ 

Section 4 (pages 2-4) - The intent of this change at page 4, 
line 17, is to insure that the owner of property, as opposed 
to a nonowner resident, knows when a lien is placed against 
his property. This section deals with service charges, not 
special assessments. At present, a renter may be delinquent 
in paying his water or sewer bill and the unpaid charges 
become a lien against the property but the owner does not know 
this. If the owner sells, under present law, the new owner 
will not know about the lien either even if there is a title 
search. This section is intended to advise an owner that he 
has a delinquent tenant and that the delinquency has become 
a lien against the property. By the same token, by having to 
file the lien, the district is assured that the lien will be 
collectable in the event the property is sold. 

Section 5 (pages 4-5) - This section adds the requirement that 
a lien for water or sewer connection charges be recorded before 
such charges may be added to the tax roll for collection. 
The notice to the owner is not included in this ~ection because 
current law already provides for this (NRS 318.202, 2 and 3). 

Section 6 (pages 5-6) - The subcommittee heard extensive testi
. /mony to the effect that annexation to existing districts was 
V not used because of the difficulty of reaching agreement as 

to how new areas should be charged for extension of services. 
This section, using language from PSC rules on the costs of 

5. 
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- -

utility extensions, seeks to provide statutory guidance for 
such charges. Tm:.e-E~i.-s-~.Q.lii......llal~....bie.i~ ..... il,-¼-see---e,rl~±-s~ret~t'Ci~ 
ne is that there are already provisions in the chapter 

co er this. NRS 318.258, subsection 5, is the applica e 
pro sion. It does not provide any precise guidance or the 
asses ent of charges to an annexed area other tha 
they sh ld not"*** penalize the area annexed 
committee felt this was inadequate. 

The second i ue concerned the time period or a service 
extension, tha it should be specified. he subcommittee did 
not find this a elevant point. The r evant issue is the cost 
of an extension, t how long it ta s to put it in. If, how
ever, the concern i that propert owners should have some 
assurance when they p an ion charge of when they will 
get the service, then t ·s valid point. A provision 
could be added requiring a date of completion be provided 
at the time extension cha paid. 

at page 7, line 6. 
that existing 
service additional 

Section 7 (pages 7-8) - The intent of this section is to bring 
genera l improvement district foreclosure law into line with 
that f or cities and counties. This new language is almost 
identical to that found at NRS 244.894 (counties} and NRS 
271 . 41 0 (cities}. It seemed to the subcommittee that it was 
best t o u se language already in use and understood. As used 
by .c ities and counties, this language seems to be adequate. 
Discussion at page 28 of bulletin. 

Section 8 (pages 7-8) - Statutory revision relative to· the 
removal of PSC jurisdiction. 

Section 9 (page 8) - Statutory revision relative to the removal 
•Of PSC jurisdiction. 

6. 
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A.B. 167 

/Section 1 (page 1) - This section exempts general improvement 
districts from court filing fees. Other local government 
entities are exempt now. Discussion at page 28 of bulletin. 

Section 2 (pages 1-2) - The subconunittee found that with one 
~xception when counties or cities in Nevada accept roads put 

in by developers or subdividers, they take over maintenance. 
One county has, for some years, accepted roads with . the provision 
that they will not maintain the roads they accept. As a result, 
numerous general improvement districts have been created just 
for road maintenance. The subcommittee felt that this was poor 
public policy but that it was the county's business. It did 
not feel, however, that the state should aid or assist this 
policy. Therefore, this section proposes that a county either 
maintain the roads it accepts or distribute the gas tax it 
receives from the state to theroad districts. Discussion at 
pages 33-34 of bulletin. 

-€lark Cotmty has pioposed an amendment at page 1, line 17, t:o 
eucfflpt eO'tlH1::ies f:r:offl maiH:e:enemce co!JL!J cattsee SJ' t:he tiil!!ILricL 
'la'bia is consi sti:u;it wit.Ii 1::lic intent of t'he • 'l:lsco;mwi ttee 

/section 3 (page 2) - The subcommittee heard testimony of occa
sions where subdivisions were approved within districts with 
the districts never knowing about them in advance. In one 
case, roads were approved that were below county standards 
but the district had to maintain them. The intent of this 
section is to provide for district input on subdivision appro
vals. Discussion at page 30 of bulletin. 

✓ Section 4 (page 2) - The intent of this section is to mandate 
the assistance of county officers to districts on a reimburs
able basis. The suggestion was made that the request for 
assistance should be in wr i ting. This is consistent with the 
intent of the subcommittee. Discussion at page 29 of bulletin. 

s~(.~"' 5 - T~'i..1 ~~ \.1A.{e1A.c!,ec{ ~ C, .\VC b Ov..~lc:.....t Ccv.."'-~ 

~ ~rr ~ c.,e.A: l("C::.......,_ ~ ~c O\JC:..V- y-oo.,.d. 

w--.o...:\.~--\-.IA4."'-c..--C. a._~ 'ref~,- . I.+ W-°'4 be "-',,)0~ 

C..O..,._ t "&e ~ ~ ""-~ ~ ::l \.\...'t l '17. l' .a.~ \\r<:., &..-\-c: . ~ v...s:1 
..co.._. Se~ 2... . 
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1-Jhat &re the toL1l costs per ye,1c of the variow-; t:)r1)es 
of insur;_:mce, includ:ine l:i ahili ty i11::;rn_·ance, no, . .;r bc,i.ng 
p1n:chas2d by all govc:n 1 ,;i(:ntal entities :in the SL1te of 
?-!cv.:.~da? 

2. 1-fnat is the frequency ·and dollar value of claims paid 
on bc11alf of eovernmental r>nU.i.: i <'!3 by their insurance 
ca:r:rie1:s in relation to the ~~1,:,,;"11..: uf p:ccrnil'ms paid 
<luring a fiscal year? 

3. How many goverrn,1cntal entities nee 110 lone;er able to 
insure themselves nnd their off;c•e:r:·s or employees to a 
level deemed appropriate for their sphere of activity? 

5. 

/ 

In the event an inadequate level ~f in;urance protection 
exists, is there nny adverse impact on the defcDse 
offered by the insurance carrier for that governmental 
entity and/or 1-1ill an adverse judgment against such 
gove:cnwental entity c2.w:.;e any harm to other governmental 
ecut:H:ies through additional premiums and/or reductions 
of covcra3e? 

If a governmental entity does not ~arry an ap~ropriate 
J ,.:v,~1 of :i.nsurance or carr5°:.s no insur.-:mce R.t all and if 
;;rl 0.J c1~t; 0 <l o:r: appoint:0.d official is held liable to 

· _.., · 1· i '1 t 1: . ·1.--, .·, ,--. ,, cJ· r· 1 <.., ·,-; ·:o v r· i \11· -·, · ;r, ·, rl / ·J· ·1·· L .• ·r- i n-·1 -- <t J - l •. , 
1
, _.:> 0 _ . _I 

1 
. .__ J _ -·- . _ _ _ . . . . 

1 
l _ . _ .. I ... LI t. _ 

r: 0 11alL J ,~!'>, huw :Ls the r;ove>1:1Hm~ntal entity adequately 
protc3ci:ing itself a 0 ai.nst such a coHtingc!nt liability? 

6. Ho-w much of a goven,,.i12ntal entity's insurance premium 
pa_y:,1cnt goes to pay for the deL:,1f;e of suits and claims 
b·cought against the ins1.1:i:-;-:d go,,,_.. •:,;::';1tal entity? 

7. Can a self-insurance fund created by a local governmerit 
significantly reduce the overall cost of an adequate 
liability insurance program? 

8. If a local governrncrit creates a self-insurance fund, 
how is an adequate defense·provided through the govern
mental entity and its offjcers and employees in the 
case of lawsuits? 

9. In 2<ldition to purcha~ing liability insurance and 
esl:abl ishing self-insurance funds, have local govern-
T;1('.nts L:c•~e:n ,Jny other actions to reduce the cost of 
liability protection? 
Could action be taken by all governmental entities 
within the State of Nevada consistent with a statewide 

JfJO 
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- -policy, ,.~h-Lch '.-:ould :d 0u·i_fic;:ni•.ly _, ,•(Iucc their CO'.;Ls of 
pco'-1.icLing for li:•hi l:i.ty p:cr\1-:C'.cti()n( 

10. fir·(~ Lil(~1.-c ;my oiJ1c•:c ;1l.l:e,i1c'~tivc::; ,,\,-,:1·i_-1:,blc to pro 11ide 
;,d.u1u;1 t.c li,1bility cov,;cage at a si2,nifJ(~;,ntly rcc1ur;ed 
cust? (Su,.:h alten1,1.tiv,~s could incluclc ---- (a) wider 
<li.::;f;1,:1i• 1 .:iti.on of j_n.for,~::iti.on concc1·n:i.ng ins11.rance 
cc,sis, ,·uvcrazcs and .c,11:cn,ativcs; (b) c,;,p:luyr,t,~nt of 
lJ('.r:,;011s knowledgeable in "risk ~-,.<:.. rnan;ig••1:'12nt" at a 
r0Gional or state lcv~l to advise local governments 
concerning insu:cance; (c) C:st2:lishT::cnt of a statc\•dde 
govc:cnmcntal insurance pool; and ( d) statewide 1 iDbiLi. ty 
insltr3nce. 

t , .L 
.Q/ ,-. ;_ .( :s 

( 
r 

({ Lv \ p -.· t' \ \ '/\ . 
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To: 

• 

rrom: 

·-
Er. Ric:-z~ C:2.rr 

JO~~P:J ~- P:'.:::'':OT~IJN 
9:;o c'//.tl'j AV~. 

~,O, rJEVACiA B9512 

Uevada State ?ublic Ser·rice Co:-:-:.i.7ission 
.505 llist King St • 
Carson City, Nevada. B9701 

:-iarch 8, l.977 

Josenh H~ and Yerda r•1. Robertson and Doris n. S::iart . 
Subject: StandbiJ water ta:,s on Sun Valley property 

~!e, the un:1.ersisned o,-rne.rs of property i!1 Sun Valley~ ~fevac:.a, present tr.e 
following statement with .respect to certain standby ;rater ta.ps purcha,s-::d at ~he 
L'1ce:;:,tion of th':! 3un Valley :·:ater and Sanitation Departf.ientt and. to whii:!h tb~ said 
department now denies our claim. 

June.2,'3, 19¼. ~-le :purchased tan ac:::-es, more or less, at the corner o: 
Sidehill Drive and Gepford Parkway (then Third Avenue) in Sun "falley, Hevada.. 

June 29, 1965. The qualified taxpa.ying electors of the Sun Valley ~fat.er 
2nd Sanitation District approved the organization of the Distri~t and elected a 
five-meml:,er Board. This. Board drew up a 3ubscriptiori Agreer.1ent specifying condi
tions under which water co.nnections would. ce mad.e and. proYiding for standby urns 
w.nich could be activated at a later date. 

Auril 11, 1966. :;e deposited $300.00 on 20 stan~by taps to ser,e the ten 
acres. The initial daposit was $75.00 (~15.00 each for 5 taps). Im.neiiately (on 
the sa~e date) we saw the need for more taps and raade another deposit of ~225.00 
for anot~er 15 taps. Two receipts were issued by i•;el Brmrnt 6!:~ for ?75.00 and. 
t:-ie other for $225.00 (recei::,~s ?fos. 56l~6 and. 561+7). The star,dby fee was to be 
.... 2 00 ... - .. ' ta ·1--~ • per mon~h ror e~cn s nuvy. 

JunA 1, 1967. '.[e ce03,n being billsc. for t10 .O'J per nont~, which we paid 
for two years. 

Auq;ust 19'62o We visited th~ water departmAnt to learn why 1-re had not been 
billed for 20 stand.bys. It appeared that the -$225.00 c:1eck ha<:t not been applied 
to -the 15 st.";.ndoys. On Au;ust 14, 1969 we paid. :?5J4.50, w:-iich amount., together 
with the $225.00 deposit, made up the re.ck paynents. A letter £'ran !brr.ca ?ink, 
Cr.3.ir:trtan of the Board, dated August 2, 196::, established that ,re were entitled to 
our 20 standby taps. 

In ;,:q_rch 1970 we began selling lots and by Nover.:cer 1972 had sold six lots 
:rH,::-1 standby taps. During this tine one buyer, hr. :·Filson, who was entitled to a 
st.an-:i.cy +..a::i and tberefore a free connection, e;2,s ch.?.rt:ed. :t?5.00 f'or ,rate:::- connection. 
It :,2.s only at the insist-:mcc o.f llrs. Sm.J.rt (?o·t:eTtso:1s were in Ir:i.n at this tir.,e) 
t!1..-:,__-':: the a::i.ount was re :'undecl to Er. ',Hlson. ?l.rs. Sm.:.1,rt rec2 i ved. no reply to her 
letter, 2.1~::.nou_g~ it if:13 requested • 

.?ro~ I~ovesc~r 1972 until Dsccmcer 1J75 ,re were billed for 2.nd. raid .;:28.')0 
"r\--- ~on..Lt--, .::,_,.o·r 14 s.!...., .-,:; .. o··~ :::'-;~.!.,. i.t. !.., .. 4 J.. - L.~--!..~i~- .J...,) • 

12-rch 3, 1972. :1e refused an uns-.1lici t2d cn0:::k fron the 
ancl 3ani-:::-.:.tion D8D3-rt2.ent in th~ ar..ount n:: /:J.:.]1~.50, with :-rI:icl: 

5un VallAy '.fa tcr 
Boa.rd. sou0h-i:. to 
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-r-ir. Jicr.a.rd. Ca!:'"r, Larc:1 3, 1977 - p-:i;~ 2 

disco~tinu8 our standbys. ~-re re turned i:.he check and continued. to pa.y the monthly 
fee as ~-rere bille(-: .• 

r:',ctrly in 197!-i-, when it a 2peared t':-'.'J.t no nore lots could be solrt ,rtt:1out.· ::."2'.-:er 
co.c1-.t1~ctions, ~-re re;:iuesttJd to ~~n:JTtr a t-:;;:-;iine:..tion date: for -paid. u;.1 standty:-.;. ·.!e :-rer,; 
:1.ssurerl in 3. l3tter of ),:pril J, 1971-!- fro:1 Jim Lar:sford, La!:.2.e~2r of 0ur~ Valley ·.:::i. ter 
and S3.ni tu tion De?artrr.,3nt, t0.2. t "th? s ca::ib:, ch.?.r:-::e o:f -~2 .00 a non th is to continue 
i.:.ntil tl:.e stand.bys 2..re activ2.te•i o:r put into serv.:.ce." ;-:e und.erst.2.nd. this W3.S on 
advice o-f co 1.1nsel. ?eeling t'.'"1'.1.t. tr.ere ;..~~ts r..o :fo:r:J.s<:::,32.ble e:~d. to the nonthly char?es 
for standby ta:ps, in J1me 1975 ;re wrote to the B0arci askin,; 1~or a total refund ac.c!. 
c.iscontinu:ition of the standbys. :'his ~--a.s refused. a::1 on -July l'? -Lhe Joa.rd 's actorn.<1y 
wrote us to that effect. ';fe the:::-e::o:re continued. m.aking ?c..:;,Tients d.Uring ly75. 

Dec0mb3r 1975. '.·Te received a credit memo stating "no payr;1ent due". 

Jan~a:::-:r 1')?6. :·lhen no bill arrived. in Ja:::ia.r;-i·, H& phon~l to i.nquL..~ the r-eason 
and. were told that our stand.bys were paid in full and no more payments were reg_i..;.ired, 

i'.·Iarch 3, 1976. A new parcel su:::-vey of our property was completed by Gc::..c:.ld. 
Stanton. 

Narch 19, 1976. A new parcel m2.:p of the rer:aining J.ooortson-Smart :pro:perty 
:-r2.s approved for Sun Valley ~rater 2.nc.l Sanitation Dapa.rtmsnt by l{oy liihlon of laltc:rs 

T-:2.y ~S, 1976, Parcel l•:o. 2 of the new map ( er1cor:1_passing /~ of the origim.l 
lots) was sold to i·ir. Richar:-d i·:ilson. 

OctoCAr l976. I"Ir. ~-filson ~-r~nt to St~n '/alley ~-Iater and Sa11ita.tion Departrr~en.t 
to ask for acti,1a~ion of 3tcndO:,r 1-j2yt0r ·:.2 .. ys. rt0 i-t2 .. s told tliat :~oCeytscn 2.n,i 2r.t1'.!"t 
r-.ave no s tand.oy taps. During the :pe:cio::. ,J:,.n1_t2.ry to i:C.rci-_ :??? ::::: p~)oned. tn.e w.::,ter 
con:;:iany several ti.'7183 2:cout J:t..~. ·,:ilson's st-3.nd.bys. ',fo a.lso se::1.t photocopies of 1?75 
receipts 2-r.2 cancelled c:1acks. Xo infor;;ia:i:.ion ,-ras forthco.:ii.n; c-ec2,use t::.e attorney 
!-icld 2 .. ll tl1e d.ocum2nts c..nd. ~•,re uust a.1•iait f·l1..S rulin_;. :re p:~on~C. ~~r. Sala, the atto::ney. 
:{e ini'orrr.ed. us that he T,rould no Gi::y t'.,e boa:::-d. ;-rh:m hs got ar0und. to it ( in effect) • 
On I-iarch 1 Ho bBrtsons went to the ,,2. t2r cos:;:.?.rry o: f ice ana. wer0 assured. that Lr. 3ala 
had all the ::-ecorcls and. only he cou.ld. 2.d. vise ti:e board.. 

Up to t11~ ::,resent d.a t," 'We l 1a. ".,'"?. 1::-22~ unsucces::.fuJ_ in.. our effcrts to c:(~mi!!~ 
~-},o v ............ Hater cor.rpany's file havi:1; to do with the ~lo bcrtson-Sr::.a::-t standby '"r2.te~ taps. 
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cast to the line of one hundred and thirteen d~grees hv:nty n:iinutes . west 
JonJ.?itudc· thence north, along said line of longitude, to its point of inter
section with the thirty-seventh parallel of north latitude; th:nce west, along 
said parallel of latitude, to a p~int where ~he bou~dary l!ne ~ctween the 
State of California and the Terntory of Arizona stnkes said _thirty-seve~th 
parallel of latitude; thence southeasterly, along said bounda_ry lme, ~o a POl?t 
due west from said Roaring Rapid; thence due east to sa1~ Roaring Rapid 
and point of beginning, be and the same is hereby erecte_d in~o a ~aunty, to 
be known as the County of Pah-Ute. The town of Callv11le, in said coun~y, 
is hereby created the seat of justic~ of said coun_ty, and !he Cou~ty_ C~mm1_s
sioncrs thereof are hereby authorized to establish elecuon precincts in said 
county. 

SEC. 2 .... SEC. 8 .... 

The following resolution passed at the Third Legislative Assembly of 
the Territory of Arizona (1866) mcnti~med the P~h-Ute. co~nty scat and 
river port of Callville, as associated with steamship navigation from the 
open seas into what is now Nevada above Hoover Dam. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Regarding the Navigation of the 
Colorado River. 

Whereas The successful accomplishment of the navigation of the Colo
rado River' to Callville, has been effected by the indomitable energy. of the 
enterprising Pacific and Colorado Navigation Company; therefore, be 1t 

Resolved, That the thanks of every member of this Legislative Assembly, 
for themselves and their constituency, are due and hereby tendered to 
Admiral Robert Rogers, commander of the steamer Esmeralda, and to Cap-
tain William Gilmore, agent. . . . 

Resolved, That this resolution be spread upon the minutes of the Council. 

In 1866 Congress took action again to enlarge Nevada, this a~thoriza
tion following the first attachment of additional area to Nevada m 1862, 
when still a territory. The congressional act and the events that followed 
hav~ created much confusion among historians and caused mapmakers 
and legislatures considerable concern. This is probably due to the sepa
rate nature of the last two additions, and conf~sion between the~e 1866 
and 1867 additions and the former one made in 1862, along with con
flicting references to the times at which these last additions beca~~ effec
tive. The congressional act that provided for the last two add1t1ons of 
territory to Nevada read as follows (U.S. Statutes at Large, Vol. 14, page 

43): 
CHAP. LXXUI.-An Act concerning the Boundurlcs of the Stale 

of Nev11dn. 
(ApprO".Cd May s, 1866) 

[Boundaries of Nevada) 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representati_1·es of the United 
States of Amt.'.rica in Congress assembled, That, as provided .for _and con-

. sentl:d to in the c.onstitution of the State of Nevada; all that territory and 
tracl of land adjoining the present eastern boundary of the State of Nevada, 
and lying betw.een the thirty-seventh and the forty-s~cond degrees of n~rth 
latitude. and west of the thirty-seventh degree of longitude west of Washing-

~--- hercby added to and made a part of the State of Nevada. 

Political History of Nevada 91 

[State lo Give Its Assenl) 

SEC. 2. And bt It /11rlhtr tnacted, That there is hereby added to and 
made a part of the State of Nevada .all that extent of territory lying within 
the following boundaries, to wit: Commencing on the thirty-seventh degree 
of north latitude, at the thirty-seventh degree of longitude west from Wash, 
ington; and running thence south on said degree of longitude to the middle 
of the river Colorado of the West; thence down the middle of said river 
to the eastern boundary of the State of California; thence northwesterly 
along said boundary of California to the thirty-seventh degree of north 
latitude~ and thence .east along said degree of latitude to the point of begin
ning: Provldtd, That the territory me11tioned in this section shall not b¢cpme 
n part of the State of Nevada until said Slate shall, through illl .. legislaturci · 
consent lhcreto: Ami pro~•ided further, That all posscssory rights acquired 
by citizens of the United States to mining claims, discovered, located, and 
originally recorded in compliance with the rules and regulations adopted by 
miners in the Pah-Ranagat and other mining districts in the Territory incor
porated by the provisions of this act into the State of Nevada shall remain 
as valid subsisting mining claims; but nothing herein contained shall be so 
construed as granting a litle in fee to any mineral lands held by possessory 
titles in the mining States and Territories. 

An examination of this congressional act indicates that section one 
became self-executing under the Nevada Constitution, which reads in 
Article 14, Section One, as follows: .. 

" .. . And whensoever Congress shall authorize the addition to the Territory 
or State of Nevada of any portion of the territory on the easterly border of 
the foregoing defined limits, not exceeding in extent one degree of longitude, 
the same shall thereupon be embraced within and become a part of this 
state .... " 

This new eastern line is the same as the present eastern boundary of the 
State of Nevada. The area was taken from the western portions of Box 
Elder, Tooele, Millard, Beaver, Iron, and Washington counties of the 
Territory of Utah (see Maps Land M). The 1866 addition incorporated 
within the State of Nevada another area of 18,325 square miles where 
now are located Wells, Ely, Pioche, and Caliente, Nevada. The 1866 line 
established by this addition· gave a third definition for an eastern bound
ary for N!;!vada (1861, 1862, and 1866). 

The present eastern boundary line for the State of Nevada does not 
fall on the 114° of longitude west of Greenwich because of the differen
tial between Washington and Oreenwich longitudes, at this latitude 
amounting to approximately 2 miles, and evidentally not recognized at 
the time Congress employed Washington longitude for defining boundary 
lines. Thus we inherit the peculiar situation whereby Congress defined 6 
full degrees of longitudinal width 'for Nevada but we do not have such 
area secured to us, being squeezed by California on the west or Utah 
on the east. 

The second section of the congressional act required specific action on 
the part of Nevada before the northwestern portion of Arizona Territory 
could be embraced within the State, there being no provision in the Con
stitution for acceptance. The congressional act states this situation quite 
clearly, as follows: I 



92 

-

-

Political History of Nevada 

STATE 
OF 

NEVADA 

M ... 1866 

MAP M 

1866-Statc of Nevada extended eastward one degree of longitude. Arca 
taken from western portions of Box Elder, Tooele, Mill:1rd, Beaver, Iron, 
:md Washin~ton Counties, Utah Territory. 
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" . .. Provided, That the territory mentioned in this section shall not become C't 
a part of the State of Nevada until said Sta te shall, through its legisl ature, ~, 
consent thereto: ... " N ' 

Although many histories and maps show the wedge-shaped section, ~ ; 
now southern Nevada, as having been attached to the State in 1866, , 
obviously such is not the case. The Third Legislative Assembly of the 
Territory of Arizona was quite aware of this and later in 1866 adopted 
the following memorial to the Congress: 

MEMORIAL 

Asking that the Acr of Congress, approved May 5th, A. D. 1866, se1ti11g 
off to t/,e Stme of Nevada all that part of the Territory of Arizona 
west of the thirty-seventh degree of Longitude west from Washington, 
and west of the Colorado River, be repe<1/ed. 

(Appro~d November S, 1866] 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States in 
Congress assembled : 

Your memorialists, the Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Ari
zona, respectfully represent, that by an act approved May 5th, 1866, Con
gress added to, and made a part of the State of Nevada, "all that extent of 
territory lying within the following boundaries, to wit: Commencing on 
the thirty-seventh degree of north latitude, at the thirty-seventh degree of 
longitude west from Washington, and running thence south on said degree 
of longiti1de to the middle of the river Colorado of the west , thence down 
the milldle of said river to the eastern boundary of California, thence 
north-westerly along said boundary of California to the thirty-seventh 
degree of north latitude, and east along said degree of latitude to the point 
of beginning;" Provided, however, that the territory mentioned should not 
become a part of the State of Nevada until said State should through its 
Legislature consent thereto. 

Your memorialists further represent, that to the best of their knowledge 
and belief, . this territory hns no t yet been accepted by !he State of Nevada; 
in the .terms and .manner required by the foregoing provision, and that the 
matter is' yet wholly within the control of Congress, and they earnestly 
pray that the act by which it is proposed to take from Arizona this 
important part of her territory, be repealed by your honorable bodies. 

The area in question, which embraces the chief part of Pnh-Ute County 
and all of Mohave County west of the Colorado River, holds a natural and 
convenient relation to the Territory of Arizona, and a most unnatural 
and inconvenient one to the State of Nevada. It is the water shed of the 
Colorado River into which all the principal streams of Arizona empty, 
and which has been justly styled the Mississippi of the Pacific. By this 
great river the Territory receives the most of its supplies, and lately it 
has become the channel of a large part of the trade of San Francisco 
with Utah and Montana. Moreover, while it is a comparatively short amt 
easy journey from any part of the territory in question to the county 
seats or the capital of Arizona, it is a tedious and perilous one of three 
hundred miles to the nearest county seat in Nevada, and to reach the 
capital of that State, by reason of intervening deserts, including the cele
brated "Death Valley," over which travel is often impossible and always 
extremely hazardous, it is necessary to go around by Los Angeles and San 
Francisco, a distance of some fifteen hundred miles, and a most circuitous 
way, It is the unanimous wish of the inhabitants of Pah-Utc and Mohave 
counties, and indeed of all the constituents of your memorialists. that t 
territory in question should remain within Arizona; for the convcnic 
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transaction of official and other business, and on every account they greatly 
desire it. And on their behalf and in accordance with what appears to be 
no more than· a matter of simple justice and reason, your memoria!ists 
earnestly request your honorable bodies to set aside the action by which 
it is proposed to cede it to Nevada, and as in duty bound your petitioners 
will ever pray. 

Resolved, That our Delegate in Congress, Hon. John N .. Goodwin, is 
hereby requested to spare no effort to secure a favorable response to 
this memorial. 

When the Third Session of the Nevada State Legislature convened in 
1867, Governor Blasdel included in his biennial message to the body the 
following recommendations relative to the congressional authorization 
for more territory: 

BIENNIAL MESSAGE 

STATE OF NEVADA, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
CARSON CITY, January 10th, 1867. 

Ge11tle111en of the Senate and Assembly: ... 

. EASTERN AND. SOU.THl!RN BOUNDARIES 
By Act of Congress, approved May 5, 1866, there was added to this 

State on the east all the territory lying between the 37th and 38th degrees 
of longtitude, west from Washington, extending from the 37th to the 42d 
degree of north latitude, embracing 18,000 square miles, or 11,530,000 
acres. T!tis grant was anticipAted and provided for in the formation and 
adopiiori of the State Constitution, and, therefore, no further action is 
i'CQUired. A further . additfon "commencing on the 37th degree of north 
latitude at the 37th degree of longitude, west from Washington, and run
ning thence south on said degree of longitude to the middle of the river 
Colorado of the West; thence down the middle of said river to the 
eastern boundary of the State of California; thence northwesterly, along 
said boundary of California, to the 37th degree of north latitude; and 
thence east, along said degree of !altitude, to the point of beginning," was 
contingently made to become effectual upon the acceptance of the State, 
through its Legislature. This grant, connecting us as it does with the 
navigable waters of the Colorado River, and embracing extensive and 
valuable agricultural and mineral lands, is of great importance to the 
State, and should be promptly accepted. Looking . alone to the Act of 
Congress; .it would seem that aU .the action necessary on the part of the 
State; for a full and final acceptance of this last named cession, would 
be that of the Legislature in the form of an Act or joint resolution. But 
the establishment of boundary lines by the Constitution would · seem to 
Jcav.e the · Legislat~re withoui present authority to bind the State in .the 
premises. f n onler that no misapprehenslon may arise from a failure 
to comply with the . Act, I suggest the propriety of immediate legisla
tive acceptance as therein contemplated. And in order to legally and fully 
extend the jurisdiction of the State over the ceded territory, I suggest the 
propriety of proposing and submitting to the people, for their ratification, 
an arnertdmcnt to .the Constitution conforming our southern boundary to 
!h(! lines ~esignated in the grant. . . . 

H .. G. BLASDEL 
(From Senate Journal and Appendix, Third Session, 1867) 

~~,days later the Legislature passed a reso_lution accepting this 
territory, ceded to the State of Nevada, which read as follows: 
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No. IX.-Joint Resolution 111 relation to the bo1111daries of the State of 
Nevada, and the acceptance of additional territory, ceded by the United 
States to this State. 

.LPasscd January 18, 1867] 

[Accepilria·addlilonai tc'rrltory c~de'd to· the State oC Nevada] 

WHEREAS, by Act of the Congress of the United States, entitled "An Act 
concerning the boundaries of the State of Nevada," approved May fifth, 
A.D. 1866, certain territory belonging to the United States, bounded and 
described as follows, to wit: commencing on the thirty-seventh degree 
of north latitude, at the thirty-seventh degree of longitude west from 
Washington; and running thence south on said degree of longitude to 
the middle of the River Colorado of the West; thence down the middle 
of the said river to the eastern boundary of the State of California; 
thence northeasterly along said boundary of California to the thirty
seventh degree of north latitude; and thence east along said degree of 
latitude to the point of beginning, was added to and made part of the 
State of Nevada; and 
. Whereas, by the provisions of the second section of .said Act of [?) 

the Legislature of the State of Nevada is required to consent to the 
cession of said territory to said State before the same becomes a part 
of and within the jurisdiction of this State; therefore 
Resolved, by the Legislature of the State of Nevada, that the territory 

bounded and described in the second section of the aforesaid Act of the 
Congress of the United States is hereby accepted, made part of, and 
declared to be within the jurisdiction of the State of Nevada, subject to 
and under all the provisions and conditions contained within the second 
section of said Act. 
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However, no action was taken on the 'Governor's suggestion to amend 
Nevada's Constitution to encompass this last addition of territory. Subse
quent sessions likewise took no action to amend the Constitution and to 
this day the section of the Nevada Constitution identifying our bound
aries reads as follows: 

ARTICLE. 14. 

BOUNDARY. 
Section. 1. Boundary of the State of Nevada. The boundary of the 
State of Nevada shall be as follows: Commencing at a point formed by 
the intersection of the thirty eighth degree of Longitude West from Wash
ington with the Thirty Seventh degree of North latitude; Thence due West 
along said thirty seventh degree of North latitude to the eastern boundary 
line of the State of California; thence in a North Westerly direction along 
said Eastern boundary line of the State of California to the forty third 
degree of Longitude West from Washington; Thence North along said 
forty third degree of West Longitude, and said Eastern boundary line of 
the State of California to the forty second degree of North Latitude; 
Thence due East along the said forty second degree of North Latitude to 
a point formed by its intersection wilh the aforesaid 1hir1y eighth degree 
of Longitude west from Washington; Thence due South down said thirty 
eighth degree of West Longitude to the place of beginning. And whenso-
ever Congress shall authorize the addition 10· the Territory or Slate of 
Nevada of any portion of the territory on. the Easterly border of the fore
going <lefined limi1s, not exceeding in extent one degree of Longitude, the 
same shall thereupon be embraced within, and become a part of this 
State. And furthermore Provided, that all such territory, lying West of and 
adjoining the boundary line herein prescribed, which the State of Califor
nia may relinquish to the Territory or State of Nevada, shall thcreup 
embraced within and constitute a part of this State. 
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- .-11.'.! t:ttc of Nevada extended south to Colorado River, Area taken 
n«i<i:a>,N11.uee und Mohave counties, Arizona Territory. Stale attains final 
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Later in 1867, the Fourth Legislative Assembly of the Te~ritory ' of 
Arizona reacted to the acceptance by Nevada of part o.f Arizona Tcri-i
tory as apparently riot granting de facto control to Nevada. Pah-Utc 
County was not abolished though most of its area was absorbed by 
Nevada. Arizona did not recognize the Nevada acceptance resolution as , 
incorporating most of that county. The Arizona Legislative Asse111bly 
passed the fo,llow4lg act moving the Pah-Ute county seat frpm, Call~ille 
on the Colorado River. north .• to St. Thomas, a location within the area 
Nevada had accepted by resolution. · 

AN ACT For die Removal of the County Seat of Pall Ute County, 
{Approved Octo.ber 1, 1867) 

Be it enacted by the Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona: 
SECTION 1. That the County Seat of Pah Ute county be and the same 

is hereby removed from Cnllville to St. Thomas in said county. 
SEC. 2. That this act shall take effect and be in full force from and 

after its passage. 

As further evidence thaLArizona did not concede that her territory 
was lost to the State of Nevada, the same session of the Arizona Legisla
tive Assembly directed the following memorial to the Congress a few 
days later. This memorial quoted directly from Nevada's Governor Blas
del and pointed out why they felt the area was not as yet a part of Nevada. 

MBMOR~L 

Asking that the Act of Congress, approved May 5th, 1866, selling off to 
the State of Nevada all that part of the Territory of Arizona west of the 
Thirty-seventh degree of Longitude west from Waslzingto11, and west of 
the Colorado River, .be repealed. 

[Approved October S, 18671 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stntcs in 
Congress Assembled: · 

Your memorialists, the Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Ari
zona, having at their last session memorialized your Honorable body with 
reference to the setting off of the greater portion of Pah Ute County, 
and all of Mohave County west of the Colorado River, to the State of 
Nevada, would again most earnestly but respectfully appeal to your Hon
orable body for the relief sought and so much desired by all of the citizens 
of Arizona, and especially the inhabitants of the snid portions of this 
Territory. 

We, your memorialists, had great hope that the Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Nevada would listen to our memorial and petition of last 
year, and would not compel an unwilling people to become a part of their 
State, when the relations are, and necessarily must ever be unnatural and 
inconvenient while the relations of Pah Ute and Mohave Counties (the 
portion in question,) are most natural and convenient to and wi.th those of 
Arizona Territory. But from a resolution accepting the cession by Congress 
of said Territory to said State of Nevada, passed January 18, 1867, the 
Legislnture of that State hns manifested a determination to take from Ari-
zona this important portion of her Territory, notwithstanding her memo
rials and petition unanimously signed by the citizens therein and 
earnest and solicitous appeal of the .Arizona Assembly. Our only hope 
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is vested intbe ract that wbile that State has made Constitutional provision 
for the acceptance of Territory on the east and west, she has made none 
fpr tbe south of her limits. Therefore, in the language. of Governor Blais, 

.dell, "in order to legally and fully extend the jurisdiction of the State over 
the ceded territory" an amendment to the Constitution of that State is 
necessary to conform on the southern boundary to the lines designated 
"in said grant," and as an amendment to the Constitution of that State, 
cannot be effected in less than two years, your mcmorialists do not con
sider said territory legaHy under the jurisdiction of that State; and, there
fore '. . most earnestly prny that your Honorable body will repeal the act, 

,c¢ding to that State said poniv11s of Arizona, approved May 5th; A.O. 
1866; and your memoriolists will ever pray. . 

Resolved, That our delegate in Congress, the Hon. Coles Bashford, is 
hereby requested to use all honorable means to secure a favorable response 
to this memorial. 

Resolred, That the Secretary of the Territory be requested to forward 
a copy of this memorial to our Delegate in Congress as early as possible. 

Evidently Arizona's pleas to the Congress fell on deaf ears. The author
ization granted Nevada to absorb the northwestern part of Arizona Ter
ritory was never repealed. Apparently in recognition of Congress having 
failed to reverse itself on the issue, and in view of the fact that most of 
Pah-Ute County was lost, along with a small portion of Mohave County, 
to the State of Nevada, the Sixth Legislative Assembly of the Territory of 
Arizona, meeting in Tucson in 1871, repealed the act creating Pah-Ute 
County (see Maps Mand N). 

This last addition of territory to Nevada, 12,225 square miles, con
taining close to half of Nevada's population, based on the 1960 census, 
now includes all of Clark County, with Nevada's 1st and 3rd largest cities, 
Las Vegas and North Las Vegas, as well as Henderson, Boulder City, part 
of Hoover Dam, a strip of southern Lincoln County, Nye County from 
Beatty south, and the southernmost tip of Esmeralda County. 

From the foregoing history of Nevada it can be seen that the Territory 
of Nevada existed between 1861-64, covering two different territorial 
extents. The State of Nevada existed between 1864-67, covering three 
different territorial extents. The five different possible sets of boundary 
extensions and terminology, a territory of two shapes and a state with three 
undoubtedly have in large measure contributed to the confusion existent 
today in regard to the origin and development of Nevada (see Map 0). 
Not only were there numerous changes after Nevada was first organized, 
but the foundation of Carson County which represented the nucleus of 
Nevada underwent vast modifications between 1854-61 by means of 
various enlargements, attachments, modifications, and reestablishments. 
The entire period from 1854 ( Carson County created) to 1867 (last 
addition to the State of Nevada) presents a complex problem in the geo
political history of Nevada. 

SEAT OF GOVERNMENT 

original territorial capital and seat of government for Carson 
Fillmore City. This location was about 150 miles south of 

"'"".,._'L,ake City and about 500 miles east of the populated part of 
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1861-67-Terrltory of Nevada formed in 1861 from Carson and flum• 
boldt counties of Utah Tenitory, In 1862 Nevada Territory enlarged by 
extension eastward one degree Into Utah Territory. Enlarged Territory, 
and State as created In 1864, coextensive in size. Additional extension ea~1-
ward one degree Into Utah Territory lo 1866 by St:1te of Nevada. Exten• 
slon south into Arizona Territory to lbe Colorado River by State of 
Nevada in 1867. Nevada Territory existed in two different sizes; Nevada 
ns a state lo three different sizes. 
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Ri$OLUTlON 

for 

.
1 

.. , . ADOPTION OF INDtAN RICEGRASS 

• 
. NEVAOA SECTION 

WHEREAS - - lndian - rlcegrass _has played a significant part In 
the history of Nevada by. providing seed as a staple f<><><I l>y early 
Indian tribes in Neva~~, 

AND WHEREAS - - -This grc1ss resource has the ability to res,ed . 
and establish Itself on deteriorating sites thereby/ pr9vldlng c:ov•r 
and protection for land c:onservatlon, ·-

AND WHEREAS - - Indian rlcegras,s contributes signlfl~ntly ,to . 
the Range Livestock Industry throughout Nevada, • · •· · 

AND WHEREAS - - - lndiat, rf cegntss provides abundant feed a.nd .c:.ov~r 
for wl ldl lfe In. Nevada, ·: · · 

.• 

Nevad:~o WHEREAS) .~\ 'i.~~ t • ,·,r,ss •• ' t / ~l~trlbuted throughQut . t~ s.t•t.• of 

A_ND WHE~EAS - - Nevac:la h•s been. subject of crltfcl.- by 
environmentalists for mifu.,e. of the states rangelands, -~-- · 

THEREFORE - - Be It resolved that the Society for· Range Management, 
Nevada Section, strongly supports ·the adoption of lndt,n rlcegrass •• 
the Hate grass of Nevad~ by tfl~ 19,77 1egls1at"re. · · · ·· 

• ,- ' ' /.· . .· ," . ·· .:= · .· ' ' ·." . , ·. 

January 21. 1977 
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WILL YOU 
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PLEASE SIGN - EVEN IF YOU ARE 
NOT HERE TO TESTIFY ••..•.•.•. 
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t SENATE 

~~~~~~ }i~~ Fl cb~f:nEE oN . GQl!~I.sN.1:!!eNT J'MBR ....... . 
Date .... A.px:il ... l.3.-,. ... l9..7.7 .. Time ...... 1.;.3.0 ... P.l:1 ...... Room .......... .21.3 ........... . 

Bills or Resolutions 
to be considered 

SB-434 

SB-440 

SB-451 

* SJR-22 

• SJR-24 

AB·-63 

.AB-163 

AB-165 

AB-167 

AB-169 

AB-209 

AB-272 

ACR-9 

AB-360 

AB-522 

AJR-37 

AB-410 

AB-497 

AB-503 

Subject 
Counsel 

requested"' 

Reorganizes Local Government Employee-Management 
Relations Board, requires secret ballot elections 
for recognition of local government employee 
organization and requires financial reports from 

organizations. (BDR 23-1535) 

Revises mediation and factfinding provisions of 
local government labor relations law and provides 
for arbitration. (BDR 23-1850) 

Requires mediation in local government labor-manage
ment relations. (BDR 23-1743) 

Memorializes Congress of United States to 
establish national cemetery in Nevada. (BDR 1481) 
Memorializes Congress of United States to authorize 
and fund verterans' hospital in Clark County, Nev. 
(BDR 1482) 

Regulates access of governmental agencies 
to certain financial records. (BDR 19-490} 

Changes procedures for organizing and 
governing general improvement districts. 
(BDR 25-74) 

Removes certain general improvement districts 
from jurisdiction of Public Service Commission 
of Nevada and provides for filing of liens, ex
tension of facilities and foreclosure of delin
quent special assessments. (BDR 25-72) 

Requires county to furnish certain services to 
general improvement districts. (BDR 25-71) 

Authorizes compensation for members of Local 
Government Employee-Management Relations Board, 
changes hearing and fact-finding procedures. 
(BDR 23-189) 

Provides for administrative hearing before 
certain actions may be taken against state 
classified employee. (BDR 23-37) 

Provides for review and approval of administra
tive regulations by the legislative department 
of state government. (BDR 18-569) 

Urges local governments to review their 
existing liability insurance. (BDR 82) 

Requires county officers and employees to deposit 
funds belonging to others with county treasurer. 
(BDR 20··956) 

Increases membership of certain county fair and 
recreation boards. (BDR 20-1316) 

Proposes constitutional amendment to conform consti
tutional state boundary to actual boundary. (BDR C-1243} 
Revises provisions relating to reporting of election 
campaign contributions and expenses. (BDR 24-1085) 

Designates Indian ricegrass as official state grass. 
(BDR 19-1298) 

Adds to permitted purposes for leasing county property 
(BDR 20-1253) 

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary. 7421 ""'-'~ 




