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The meeting was called to order at l:oo p.m. in Room 213. 
Senator Thomas R. C. Wilson was in the chair. 

PRESENT: Senator Thomas R. C. Wilson, Chairman 

ABSENT: 

OTHERS 
PRESENT: 

Senator Richard E. Blakemore, Vice Chairman 
Senator Don Ashworth 
Senator Clifford E. Mccorkle 
Senator Melvin D. Close 
Senator C. Clifton Young 

Senator William H. Hernstadt 

Ms. Lordale Sebbas, Nevada Cosmetic School Association 
Mr. Merlin Anderson, Commission on Postsecondary Instit-

utional Authorization 
Mr. David Ericson, President, School Board of Cosmetology 
Dr. A. u. Ricciardi, D.D.S. and Orthodontist 
Mr. Robert Schouweiler, Attorney 
Mr. Charles P. McCuskey, Nevada State Board of Dental 

Examiners 
Mr. Blane Dunn, President, Nevada Dental Association 
Dr. Jim McGuire, M.D. 
Dr. Wayne Zeiger, D.D.S. 
Dr. Paul Anderson, D.D.S • 
Dr. James Jones, D.D.A. 
Mr. Joe Mannis, Department of Energy 
Mr. Peter Wooley, Service Stations Association, Northern 

Nevada 
Mr. Daryl Cappuro, Nevada Franchised Auto Dealers 
Mr. Noel Clark, Director, Environmental Protection 

I 

Mr. Bill Champion, Personnel Director, M.G.M., Las Vegas,Nevad, 
Mr. Bob Warren, Nevada Mining Association 
Mr. Bob Forrest, Philli:i;sPetroleum 
Mr. John Sande, Major Oil Companies 
Mr. Doug Webb 
Senator Jean Ford, District No. 3 
Mr. Don Heath, Commissioner, Insurance Division 
Mr. James Wadhams, Director, Department of Commerce 
Mr. John J. Campbell, Vice President-Finance, MGM, Las Vegas, 

Nevada 
Mr. John Reiser, Chairman, Nevada Industrial Commission 
Ms. Patty Becker, Nevada Industrial Attorney 
Mr. John Tayler, MGM 
Senator Keith Ashworth, District No. 3 
Mr. Virgil Anderson, American Automobile Association 
Mr. Jim McGuire, Oral Surgeon 
Mr. E. D. Blackburn, Representing TIMET 
Assemblyman Paul May, District No. 19 
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SB 493 Amends qualifications of members of the state board of 
cosmetology and authorizes employment of certain staff 
by the board. 

Ms. Lordale Sebbas, representing the Nevada Cosmetology School 
Association, testified in support of SB 493. She explained the 
bill is a result of the National Association to reconstruct the 
Board of Cosmetology to represent all segments of cosmetology and 
the consumers. Ms. Sebbas stated that the Board of Cosmetology 
should have consumer representatives. She stated that the examin
ation for licensure is too difficult because it is devised by people 
who are too remote from the basic training program schools required 
to teach. She continued that the California complete cosmetology 
examination is structured so that two examiners are needed to 
test as many as thirty examinees in one day; however, in Nevada 
all five board members use one and one-half days to do the examin
ing for fewer examinees. Ms. Sebbas presented a telegram from the 
Executive Secretary of the California State Board of Cosmetology 
for the record (see Exhibit "A"). 

Ms. Sebbas answered Senator Young that cosmetology includes manicur
ing, hairdressing and electrology. She explained that under the 
existing statute there is no provision for a person representing 
one of these areas to sit on the board; this legislation would 
provide for that • 

Mr. Merlin Anderson, representing the Commission on Postsecondary 
Institutional Authorization, testified that the Commission has two 
school owners and two consumers on the board of seven, and as a 
group, they do an excellent job. 

Mr. David Ericson, President, State Board of Cosmetology,·and member 
of many committees, testified in opposition to SB 493. He explained 
that the present statute does not require that a board member be 
a salon owner, but just a cosmetologist. Mr. Ericson continued, that 
there have been many violations by school owners. He added that 
there is no realistic comparison with California because the volume 
is so much greater. He stated that he has no objection to a 
consumer being on the board. Mr. Ericson explained to Chairman 
Wilson that the board has not much to do with licensure, the executive 
secretary does most of that, the board spends about one and one-
half days, about fifty percent of its time, every six weeks on 
examinations. He stated that there are eight cosmetological schools 
in Nevada. 

Mr. Robert Schouweiler, representing the State Board of Cosmetology, 
answered Senator Young that NRS 644.040 prohibits a college owner 
from membership on the board for the reason that there would be 
a conflict of interest. He stated this bill would increase the 
cost of administering the board. He concluded that he is opposed 
to SB 493. 

1535 
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SB 493 Continued 

Senator Close observed that, with a board consisting of five, if one 
were a consumer, without knowledge for examining, and another were 
a school representative, who could not participate because of a 
possible conflict of interest, the board would be reduced to three. 

Chairman Wilson Closed the public hearing on SB 493. 

SB 501 Permits certain dental specialists to practice specialty 
without having to take general examination in dentistry. 

Senator Mike Sloan introduced SB 501, explaining it is the result 
of a constituant's request. He stated that Nevada has a lower than 
national average ratio of dentists and specialists; one reason being 
that some oral surgeons from out of state could not, or would not, 
want to pass the Nevada examination. He continued, that the Council 
of State Governments, in coordination with the American Denatl Assoc
iation has proposed a uniform denture practice act which provides 
for licensure by credentials for out of state dentists; licenses 
would be granted to dentists from other jurisdications upon evidence 
being produced that the licensure requirements of that jurisdication 
or of the national boards, which are substantially similar or higher 
than the state's own requirements. 

Mr. Charles P. McCuskey, D.D.S., Secretary of the Nevada State 
Board of Dental Examiners, testified in opposition to SB 501, 
explaining there are groups in the federal government who are trying 
to eliminate licensing by all state governments, and allowing those 
with dental degrees to locate anywhere in the nation; the Dental 
Board feels that the State of Nevada can better provide for the 
people. He continued that specialists are not always the high 
caliber dentist required in Nevada. He stated those who are well
qualified have no difficulty with Nevada;s examinations. Dr. McCuskey 
presented a prepared statement from the Nevada State Board of Dental 
Examiners (see Exhibit "B"). 

Senator Close stated, several years ago Nevada took out the require
ment that a physician pass a general basic medical examination if 
they passed it in another state, and allow them to be tested in 
their specialty. 

Dr. McCuskey explained that physicians from out of state are on 
one year probations under the supervision of staff members before 
they are allowed to practice privately. He explained further, that 
a specialist does not have to be board certified in Nevada, only 
board qualified. 

Dr. Blane Dunn, D.D.S., President, Nevada Denatl Association refer
red to the eighteen to twenty dentists in the room representing 
all specialties practiced in Nevada, suggesting that any of them 
would answer questions. He stated that the Association is opposed 
to SB 501. He clarified that this legislation would create problems 
in that it would allow specialists to practice without having satis
fied the high standards of general dentistry in Nevada, and added 
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and Labor ·····················-··-············--------

that no other state has such a provision. He answered Senator 
Blakemore that there are sufficient dentists in populated areas. 

Senator Ashworth asked if a specialist practices for fifteen years 
will he have trouble passing the general examination? 

Dr. Dunn answered that this has happened in Nevada, and sometimes 
postgraduate work is required. but the board feels the general 
dentistry background is essential. 

Mr. Jim McGuire, Oral Surgeon, Reno, Nevada, testified in opposition 
to SB 501, concurring with previous testimony. He explained to 
Senator Ashworth that there have been two specialists in Northern 
Nevada who have discontinued their specialty and gone back to general 
practice. 

Dr. McGurie explained to Senator Blakemore that the national 
average ratio for oral surgeons in one in fifty thousand, in Nevada 
the ratio is about one in seventy five thousand. He added, general 
dentists are tested by a board that is governor appointed and under 
regulatory law in the state; only after this, does the dentist go 
to the specialty training programs which can take from two to four 
years, and may, or may not require medical degress; they then take 
the national certifying board examinations • 

Mr. Wayne Zeiger, D.D.S., and Orthodontist, testified in opposition 
to SB 501 concurring with previous testimony. He warned that if 
this legislation were to pass, Nevada might attract undesirable 
people from other states. 

Dr. A. u. Ricciardi, D.D.S., Orthodontist, testified in opposition 
to SB 501 and concurred with previous testimony. 

Dr. Paul Anderson, D.D.S., testified in opposition to SB 501, con
curring with previous testimony. 

Dr. James Jones, D.D.S., member, State Board of Dental Examiners 
concurred with previous testimony. 

Chairman Wilson called a recess at 2:15 p.m. 

The meeting resumed at 2:30 p.m. with Chairman Wilson in the Chair. 

SB 504. Requires service stations to provide public receptacle 
for waste motor oil. 

Mr. Joe Mannis, Department of Energy, explained SB 504, pointing 
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out "service stations" is a misnomer. He stated that there are 
584,146 vehicles in Nevada; in 1976 they produced 3,761,182 gallons 
of used motor oil of which fifty five percent is changed by the week
end mechanic, the remainder goes through service stations and is re
cycled. He stated there are companies purchasing used oil at six 
cents per gallon for one hundred gallons or above, 3-1/2 cents per 
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SB SO! continued 

gallon for one hundred gallons and below, the average tank is 
about two hundred to three hundred gallons and, a lot of service 
stations are storing and selling this used oil. 

Discussion with Senator Blakemore suggested that the bill be 
reversed with the service station operator charging for the dump
ing of the oil in his receptacle. Mr. Mannis stated that he does 
not believe that would be a very satisfactory arrangement. 

Mr. Peter Wooley, Service Stations Association, Northern Nevada, 
stated this is not new legislation, it has beenproposed before 
that those who sell oil receive it. He stated GEMCO gave direct
ions on how to change oil, provided cans for the old oil, and recom
mended taking the old oil to the local service station. He explained 
that statistics show discount houses sell thirty two percent of 
oil sold and service stations sell twenty two percent, and this 
would result in the service stations subsidizing the discount 
houses. He stated the idea of conserving and recycling oil is 
a good one, but this legislation is not the answer. 

Mr. Daryl Cappuro, Managing Director, Nevada Motor Transport 
Association, testified in opposition to SB 504. He concurred in 
Mr. Wooley's feelings regarding conservation and this legislation 
would not solve the problems. 

Chairman Wilson closed the public hearing on SB SO~ 
SB 505 Adds requirement of consideration of geothermal resources 

to Utility Environmental Protection Act. 

Mr. Noel Clark, Director, Department of Environmental Protection,said 
SB 505 language deviates from original intent of the legislation. 
He proposed new language that would amend NRS 704.870 as follows: 
Section 1, subparagraph (d) "Of the application is for the construct
ion of an electrical generating facility, an analysis of the potential 
for using geothermal energy sources for the generation of electr
icity". 

Senator Young questioned if this proposal would be cost effective. 

Mr. Clark replied that the intent is to get the attention of the 
utilities and others who develop geothermal. 

Mr. Bob Warren, representing the Nevada Mining Association, concur
red with Mr. Clark's proposed amendment. 

Mr. Bob Forrest, representing Phillips Petroleum, concurred with the 
proposed amendment. 

Mr. John Sande, Attorney representing major oil companies, concur
red with the proposed amendment. 
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AB 732 Removes requirement of acturial experience for chairman of 
Nevada Industrial Commission. 

Assemblyman Paul May, District No. 19, explained the reason for 
legislation is to make requirements for the chairman of the Nevada 
Industrial Commission (NIC) more ap~ropriate. 

Mr. Jim Wadhams, Director, Department of Commerce, answered Chair
man Wilson's question by stating that when looking for a cheif 
executive, he would look for someone with substantial management 
experience. 
Chairman Wilson closed the public hearing on AB 732. 

SB 95 Permits agent of prescriber to transmit prescription by 
oral order. 

For previous testimony and discussion see minutes of February 5, 
February 14, February 26 and March 12th. 

The second reprint of SB 95, which is an assembly amendment, was 
discussed. 

Senator Jean Ford explained there had been confusion in the Assembly 
regarding amendments. It was decided to adopt the proposed amend
ment from the Assembly (see Exhibit "C") • 

AB 84 Permits self-insurance of workmen's compensation risks; 
modifies administrative procedures. 

Mr. Don Heath, Commissioner, Insurance Division, explained represent
atives from Labor, Management, NIC, and others met and agreed on 
additional proposed amendments to AB 84 (see Exhibit .•D"). 

Chairman Wilson stated he consulted with Mr. Howard Barrett, Dir
ector of the D1~'9artment of Administration, who suggested the hear
ings and appeals.be placed under the Commissioner of Labor, and 
the self-insured and NIC be billed for services. 

It was decided the Labor division would not be appropriate housing 
for hearings and appeals agency; however no one objected to the 
billing suggestion. 

Chairman Wilson explained the new hearings procedure, (see minutes 
of April 4, 1979). He added the second level of hearings would 
not be informal, but would have findings of fact and a decision 
that would be transcribed. 

In answer to Senator Blakemore's question, Mr. John Taylor, represent
ing MGM, replied the governor should appoint the appeal officer and 
the Director of the administrative agency should hire the hearings 
officer. 

Mr. Heath suggested the bill be conformed throughout when re
ferring to the "commission" and add "self-insured employer." 

(Colllllllttee Mlmdes) 1539 
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Mr. E. c. Blackburn, representing TIMET, stated the employers 
shoudl be answerable to the governor. 

Ms. Patty Becker, Nevada Industrial Attorney, stated she would like 
to see subsection 2 of section 26 deleted; or at least amended to 
include the consultation with "attending physician". 

Discussion followed regarding the decision of rehabilitiation, of 
who it should rest with, and that the employer would fund it. 
Representatives felt there could be a situation where a claimant 
would not want to be rehabilitated and could get around it through 
the attending physician. Mr. Reiser felt the expert, to determine 
a change of vocation, should be the team, plus the the employer 
and the injured worker. 

Mr. Bill Champion, Personnel Director, MGM, Las Vegas, Nevada, 
stated the employer is always anxious to get the injured worker 
back to work, but wants him to be trained to do something useful; 
to have the doctor the sole determiner would not be satisfactory. 

Senator Close suggested new language to read as follows: "The 
consultation be between the employer, the injured worker and a 
physician; the physician would not have veto power, but welcomes 
his input into the overall rehabilitation picture". 

Mr. Champion suggested that the choice of a new vocation would 
be limited in that it would be a viable one and would offer prospects 
of immediate employment following the rehabilitation training with 
the physician having the authority to determine whether the worker 
was capable. 

Mr. Reiser concurred with Mr. Champion, but felt that the doctor 
should only be consulted, and not have vetoing power. 

It was decided to delete brackets on Page 8, line 5, delete "ordered" 
and add the language in the proposed amendment. It also was de
cided to amend the new language on Page 8, line 10 to read: "The 
state industrial attorney shall establish an office in Carson City, 
Nevada, and an office in Las Vegas, Nevada"; Page 8, line 17 to 
delete "appropriation" and insert "authorization". 

Mr. Reiser explained to Senator Close that the only time a claimant 
worker does not choose his physician is when the NIC medical advisors 
decide his line of treatment is inappropriate. 

No objection was voiced to the new language proposed to amend Section 
31. 

It was agreed to amend Section 36 as proposed by Exhibit D. Para
graph (9) of the proposed amendment was agreed upon. 

(Committee Mlmdel) 1540 
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Rather than using language proposed in paragraph (10) of the amend
ment, the following was decided upon: "The commission, or the self
insured employer must either accept, or deny responsibility for 
compensation under this chapter or chapter 617 of NRS within 30 
days after the notice provided for in this section is received. 
If additional information is necessary, to determine liability, 
the commission, or self-insured employer may extend the period to 
60 days upon notice to the claimant, if the commissioner of insurance 
approves. If additional information is still necessary, the commis
sion, or self-insured employer may grant a further extension if 
the commissioner of insurance approves, and the claimant gives his 
written consent, but the total period may not be extended to more 
than 90 days. 

It was the decision to delete Lines 6 through 12 of Page 16. 
Section 47 was discussed. It was decided not to delete it, as 
had been proposed. 

Mr. Joe Midmore, who.had represented independent insurance companies 
during the interim study, verified Patty Becker's claim that claim
ants had requested total settlements in lump sums without a demon
stration of need. He stated that the interim committee did not 
feel this was feasible, hence the language on Line 29, Page 19 
which states that a claimant may "elect to receive up to 25 per
cent of his compensation in a lump sum without a demonstration of 
need". 

Mr. Reiser agreed to supply the committee with statistics regard
ing people who can not be rehabilitated qualifying for lump sums 
of compensation. 

Regarding Page 20, line 40, it was agreed to raise "$1,200" to 
"$2,500". Paragraphs (12), (13), (14), (15) proposed amendments 
be adopted. It was decided to not delete the brackets on Line 21, 
Page 24. It was also decided not to delete Section 60, Paragraph 1, 
but to delete Paragraph 2 of that section. 

Senator Keith Ashworth explained the reason for Section 60 is 
the interim committee wanted a complete audit of the NIC to see 
where it stands currently. 

Mr. Reiser presented, for the record, a letter from Mr. John R. 
Crossley, Certified Public Accountant, Legislative Counsel Bureau, 
along with a fiscal note (see Exhibits "E" and "F"). He also 
explained that he met with Mr. Claude Evans, Executive Secretary 
AFL-CIO, and his concern with this legislation is that it not 
change benefits for workers. 

Further discussion, testimony and action on AB 84 was delayed. 

(Committee Mbmtea) 
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SB 313 Repeals Nevada Motor Vehicle Insurance Act and provides 
for option basic reparation benefits. 

Mr. James Wadhams, Director, Commerce Department presented a letter 
expressing reasons for the repeal of no-fault insurance (see Exhibit 
"G"). 

Chairman Wilson explained the reason for this discussion was to 
decide whether or not to repeal no-fault, follow the "Oregon Plan", 
or make it optional. 

Mr. Virgil Anderson, representing American Automobile Association 
(AAA), stated that his company would rather increase the threshold 
or repeal no-fault than to fo-low the "Oregon Plan" which requires 
no-fault and liability and casualty. 

Mr. Wadhams explained there had been a proposed amendment to set 
an outside limit on the "Oregon Plan" of $10,000 because the bill, 
as drafted, had a cumulative effect of the internal limits that 
would have placed a total of $36,000 on the payout of the first 
party benefits. He said this result in making the no-fault benefit 
optional and eliminating the restriction on tort liability. He 
explained the bill would make the insurer offer coverage, but it 
would be optional, it could be waived in writing • 

Mr. Don Heath, Commissioner, Insurance Division, explained to 
Senator Ashworth that rates might go down, but the problem of 
"stacking", which will be covered in a bill yet to come to the 
committee, would have to be solved. 

Mr. Chuck Knaus, representing the Insurance Division, explained 
the elimination of no-fault would provide the basic reparation 
benefits coverage to be no longer mandatory; therefore, there 
would be a reduction in rates. 

Mr. Wadhams explained there had been two supreme court decisions 
that decided if there are two automobiles and two premiums being 
paid for two sets of coverage and the coverage is attached to the 
vehicle and both policies can be recovered, even if only one car 
was involved, and the other was parked in the garage. He explained 
the "Oregon Plan" approach eliminates the restriction on the right 
to sue; this may increase the liability insurance premium by five 
percent plus; twenty percent more would be added onto that with 
the same benefits provided under the no-fault law. 

Mr. Knaus explained if no-fault is eliminated, the benefits and 
the cost of insurance would reduce; then some of the cost would 
be picked up by an increase in the liability premium. 

Mr. Anderson stated that AAA actuarys had estimated a twenty five 
percent increase in rates if no-fault is repealed and the "Oregon 
Plan" adopted. 

Senator Close asked if no-fault is repealed and the same benefits 
desired, will the rates go up, down or remain the same? 

(Committee Mlntel) 1542 
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Mr. Anderson stated that his company believes the rates would go 
up by twenty five percent. 

Mr. Heath explained to Senator Blakemore that if no-fault is repeal
ed, and the system is strengthened for mandatory auto coverage, 
what is lost, by eliminating the thresholds will be offset. 

Mr. Wadhams concluded that his recommendation would be to repeal 
no-fault for the reasons contained in Exhibit "G", and also that 
AB 617 (which disallows stacking), be passed. He added that the 
bottom line is that the cost would be less and the adversary system 
is the most effective; the present system in Nevada is the worst 
possible. To this, Mr. Heath concurred. 

Senator Blakemore moved to Amend and Do Pass SB 313. 

Seconded by Senator Mccorkle. 

Motion carried. (Senator Hernstadt absent). 

AB 84 Permits self-insurance of workman's compensation risks. 

Discussion followed regarding rehabilitation and the changing of 
vocation for injured workers. Who would have the final decision 
in changing of vocations was discussed. It was decided the employer 
would have the right to consult where there is a vocational change, 
the treating physician and the injured worker would be included. 
This should be added after Paragraph 2, Section 26, Page 7. Chair
man Wilson suggested the following language: "Before ordering re
habilitation ser\i.ces for an injured worker, there must first be 
a consultation with the treating physician or physicians with 
respect to whether the proposed rehabilitation program is compatible 
with the injured worker's age, sex and physical condition. If the 
rehabilitation services will involve a change in vocation, the 
consultation must also include a rehabilitation counselor." 

Senator Close moved to Amend and Do Pass AB 84. 

Seconded by Senator Ashworth. 

Motion·carried (Senator Hernstadt absent). 

The committee decided to prepare a resolution to review and deter
mine legislation for "3" way worker's compensation insurance, with 
the express provision that a minimum could not be required that 
would not affect NIC. It was further decided that there would not 
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be a rating schedule imposed on NIC and the resolution would include 
an investigation of the private insurance companies and their willing
ness to come into Nevada. 
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SB 95 Permits agent of prescriber to transmit prescription by 
oral order. 

Senator Ashworth moved that the Committee concur with 
Amendment #656 to SB 95. 

Seconded by Senator Blakemore. 

Motion carried. (Senators Young and Hernstadt absent). 

Chairman Wilson adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p. m. 

Respectfully sumbitted, 

APPROVED: 

Thomas R. C. Wilson, Chairman 
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NEVADA STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 
83 SOUTH MAINE STREET 

FALLON, NEVADA 89406 

423-2322 

EXHIBIT "B" 

CHARLES P. McCUSKEY, D.0.S., SEC~ETARY 

STATEMENT OF THE NEVADA STATE BOARD 
OF DENT AL EXAMINERS 

SB 501 

Mr. Chairman and members of the commerce committee. I am Dr. Charles 

P. McCuskey of Fallon. I am the Secretary of the Nevada State Board of 

Dental Examiners and would like to testify on this legislative proposal on 

behalf of the board. On the surface, a law such as this would appear to be 

beneficial to the public by allowing anyone in the specialty field to have a dental 

specialty license to practice in Nevada. The board has grave concerns over 

this provision and for that reason has asked to be heard. Our concerns are 

voiced, not for the profession in Nevada with its high caliber of treatment, 

but rather for all the people in Nevada. There is increasing pressure from 

many groups to circumvent the soverign rights of Nevadans expressed through 

their legislature who provide for the licensing of health care providers. This 

movement is strongest from the federal government by the Dept. of Health, education 

and ~elfare through the federal trade commission and the council of state 

governments. The ultimate goal will be to eliminate licensing by all state 

governments and allowing anyone with a dental degree to locate anyplace in the 

nation. The state will have no control over such an arrangement, nor would the 

people have recourse except through the legal efforts of malpractice. The Board 

is convinced that this legislature, provided with the proper facts by Nevada citizens I can better provide for the people of this state. 
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PAGE (2) 
NEVADA STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 

83 SOUTH MAINE STREET 

FALLON, NEVADA 89406 

423-2322 

CHARLES P. McCUSKEY, 0.0.S., SECRETARY 

Though an applicant for licensure as a specialist may appear with quality 

credentials in writinG, this does not mean that the quality of the service 

he would provide for our people would be of the same high caliber that this 

board has established as a minimally exceptable standard in Nevada. 

Gentlemen, all persons holding specialty certificates from the various 

american boards are not providing the specialty care that you might expect 

from their written credentials. This legislature and the Nevada State Board 

of Dental Examiners would have no control over the american specialty boards, 

their examinations or their requirements for certification. Many specialists 

were granted grandfather certificates in their specialties and have had no formal 

training. In many cases this would not be acceptable to the populus. The 

law as now written provides most adequately for specialists to be licensed. They 

must first pass the general practice examination. This is a good assessment of 

the candidate as he must first be a qualified general dentist and then take 

additional training in his chosen field. Following his successful performance he 

may submit his credentials for a specialty license to the board. If the credentials 

are in order then the board will issue a specialty certifi~ate to the practitioner. 

The board of dental examiners has found through it's examinations that well 

qualified specialists have no difficulty passing the examination for a general 

license. They also practice their specialty in a capable and professional manner 

for the public benefit. There is a growing movement to allow specialists to be licensee 

in more than one specialty. Some would even have the public believe that they are 

eminently qualified in these other areas and still only hold a regular license. 
~;j1:l8 
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PAGE (3) 

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 
83 SOUTH MAINE STREET 

FALLON, NEVADA 89408 

423-2322 

CHARLES P. McCUSKEY. D.0.5., 5£CRETARY 

EXHIBIT 8 

If a specialist is licensed under the manner prescribed in SB 501 he will have 

been licensed to do these things in Nevada without ever having demonstrated his 

ability to the controlling Nevada authority. In ether words, the Nevada Authorities 

would have to accept the e 1aluation carried on by people other than Nevadans. 

The manner of licensing our dental health care practitioners in Nevada and the 

minimum standards set by this board are directly responsible for the professions 

low incidence of malpractice proceedings . Through these licensing procedures we 

have established a professional community second to no::::e in this country. This 

in turn has provided .:he best in service and care for the people of Nevada . 

It would seem that this bill is designed for special interests not the benefit of 

the citizens of the state. The board is unanimous in its opinion that this legislation 

should be rejected. THANK YOU ........ . 
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EXHIBIT "C" 

1979 REGULAR SESSION (60TH) 

SENATE ACTION 

Adopted 0 
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Date: 
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Date: 
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____ A_s_s_emb __ l-y _____ -AMENDMENTBLANK 

AMENDMENTS to ___ s_e_n_a_t_e _______ _ 
lain+ 95 Bill No ._...::.;.:_ ___ JR:ae:s:sx,::oll:l1ccilt:::lb;0i:i::udllr.oo __ _ 

BDR._ __ 5_4_-6_3_4 ___ _ 

Proposed by. __ Mr __ ._J_e_f_f_r_e_y ______ _ 

Amendment N«! 6 56 

• 

' 

Amend section 2, page 1, by deleting line 3 and inserting: 

"Sec. 2. 1. A prescription must be". 

Amend section 2, pages 1 and 2, by deleting lines 19 through 

21 on page 1 and lines 1 and 2 on page 2. 

Amend the title of the bill, 2nd line, by deleting "certain". 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO A.8. 84: EXHIBIT "D" 

( I ) 

(2) 

Section 14 - Delete entire section. 

Section 24 - page 7, lines 13 and 14. Delete lines 13 and 14 
after word associations. 

(3) Section 26 - page 7, line 42. Add: or self-insured employer 
after commission. 

( 4) Section 26 - page 7, I ine 48. Delete paragraph 2 and add: 
Before ordering rehabilitation services for an injured worker 
that wi I I involve a change in vocation there must first be a 
consultation between the employer and the injured worker. 

(5) Section 26 - page 8, I ines 5 and 6. Delete [ordered by the commission] 
and place period after services. 

(6) Section 30 - page 9, line 12. · Add: or self-insured employer after 
commission. 

(7) Section 31 - page 9, I ines 40 and 41. These lines should read 
"contributions shall be in the discretion of the commission." 

Section 31 - paragraph 3, page 9, line 42 to page 10, line 12, replace 
with the fol lowing: 

3. The rating system provided·by this section is subject to the further 
I Imitation that: 

(a) Al I studies conducted by the commission for the purpose of 
determining the adequacy of rate levels, the equity of rates 
between and among classifications, shal I be conducted in the 
presence of an actuary designated by the commissioner of 
insurance. 

(b) No increase or reduct)on of premium rate or additional charge 
or rebate of premium contribution may become effective for 30 
days after adoption by the commission. Upon adoption of any 
increase or reduction of premium rate or additional charge or 
rebate of premium contributions provided by this section, the 
commission must file the revised rates with the commissioner 
of insurance and oive written notice thereof to the employer 
affected by such rate change, charge or rebate. 

The commissioner of insurance wi I I grant the employer, if requested by 
him, a hearina prior to the effective date of the rate chanae. At such 
hearing, consideration must be given to the objections as made by the 
parties appearing, and al I matters in dispute must be resolved after 
such hearinq by the commissioner of insurance in a manner which wi I I 
not unjustly affect the objecting party or the state insurance fund. 
Fol lowing the hearing, the commission shal I make such adjustments in 
rates as are ordered by the commissioner. The objective to be accom
plished is to prescribe and col feet only such premiums as may be 
necessary to pay the obi iaations created by this chapter, administrative 
expenses, and to carry such reasonable reserves as may be prescribed 
by law or deemed necessary to ·meet such contingencies as may reasonably 
be expected. 
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EXHIBIT 0-

(8) Section 36 - page 12, line 26. Revert to the original language of NRS 
616.427 and add as paragraph 6 the fol lowing: 

6. The commissioner of insurance must by regulation establish a 
subsequent injury fund to be funded by self-insured employers. 

(9) Section 38 - page 13, I ine 44. Delete brackets and add self-insured 
employer so that line 44 wil I read as fol lows: 

must be given to the commission or self-insured employer as soon 
as practicable, but 

(10) Section 38 - page 14, line 26. Paragraph 7 amended to read as 
follows: 

The commission or the self-insured employer must either accept or deny 
responsibility for compensation under this chapter or chapter 617 of 
NRS within 30 days after the notice provided for in this section is 
received unless additional information~ necessary to determine 
liability. J..i. additional information~ necessary to determine 

( II ) 

( 12) 

( 13) 

liabi I ity written notice must be provided to the claimant and to 
the insurance commissioner explaining the need for further investi
gation. 

Sect1on 47 - page 18, I ine 38. Delete al I of section 47. 

Section 49 - page 22, Ii ne 37 .. Change commission to Commissioner of 
lnsurance;v 

Section 51 page 23, I ine 12 .. After commission add or:self-insured 
employer.Ir 

(14) Section 54 - page 24, I ine 4. After commission al I or self-insured 
employer. 

(15) Section 56 - page 24, line 16. Delete the brackets around as defined 
~ this chapter. 

(16) Section 56 - page 24, I ine 21. Delete the brackets around the word 
total. 

( 17) Section 6- - page 25, I i ne 29. De I ete ent i re section. 

2. 
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"""" ------- ··------····----- -·· -- ---------------------

STATE OF NEVADA 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
LCGISLATIVC BUILDINQ 

CAPITOL COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710 

ARTHUR J. !'ALMER, Dir,ctor 
(702) SSS-5627 

EXHIBIT "E" 

April 9, 1979 

Senator Thomas R.C. Wilson, Chairman 
Senate Commerce and Labor Committee 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada ~9710 

Dear Senator Wilson: 

" 

LEGISLATIVE COMM JSSION (702) S8.5-562'l 
DO~Al.0 R. MU.I 0, AtJtml,lrmnrt, Cl,a/rmolf 

Anhur J. J'Jlnicr, Dluaor, Ste1'/"'7 

INTERIM FINANCE COMMllTEE (702) 88 
FLOYD R. LAMB, Srnaror, CholrmOlf 

Ron:tld W. Sparks, Srnnt, Fiscal ,Ano1r1t 
Willi:om A. Dible, Assrmbly Flstol Analyst 

FJlANK. W. DA )"XIN, l.t&hlat/l•r Coun1rl (702) Sij 
JOHN R. CROSSLEY, ui;ls1atlvr Auditor (702) 68! 
ANDREW P, GROSE, RcuoscJa Director (702) 885-

AB 84 is currently before your committee. Enclosed is a copy 
of the letter I sent to Assemblyman Banner in regards to Section 59 
of that bill. 

I am available to discuss this with you at your convenience • 

JRC:rie 
Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

John R. Crossley, C.P •• 
Legislative Auditor 
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EXHIBIT E-. _ 
STATE OF NEVADA 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION (702) 885-5627 
DONALD R. MELLO, A.<Jtmbl,-man, Chalrm01t 

Anhur J. Palmer, p1r,ctor, Sr,:r,/ar, 

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING 

CAPITOL COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710 

INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTEE (702) 885-
FLOYD R. LAMB, Srnator, ChalrmDII 

Ronald W. Spark,, S,:nnte Fiscal Anal1•.rt 
WlUlam A. Blblc, Asstmb/y Fiscal Analyst 

ARTI-nJR J. PALMER, Dlrrctor 
(702) 88S-S627 

FRANK W. DAYKIN, Lr1/slallv~ Counul (702) 885-~ 
JOHN R. CROSSLEY, Ltris/at/v~ Auditor (702) 885-5 
ANDREW P. GROSE. Rrstt:rt:h Director (702) 8U-S6 

March 23, 1979 

Assemblyman James J. Banner, Chairman 
Assembly Committee on Labor and Management 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada .89710 

Dear Assemblyman Banner: 

AB 84 is currently before your committee. Section 59 of that 
bill provides the following: 

"SEC. 59. 1. The legislative auditor shall conduct 
an audit of the Nevada industrial commission during 
the interim between the 60th and the 61st sessions 
of the Nevada legislature to determine compliance 
with the law. The legislative auditor must report 
his findings and any recommendations to the 61st 
session of the Nevada legislature. 

2. The Nevada industrial commission may assess each 
self-insured employer for his prorated share of the 
cost of this audit." 

The fiscal note submitted indicated costs were being accumu
lated. As we discussed, this office has not been contacted as to 
what our audit might cost. Accordingly, I am providing you the 
following information and cost estimate. 

We could, of course, perform an audit of their financial 
statements, as well as do a compliance audit. In a compliance 
audit specific determinations are made in regard to; 

(a) use of funds in accordance with their intended 
purpose; 

(b) compliance with legal restrictions; 
(c) performance of legally required functions and 

duties; 
{d) proper administration of special grant money; 
{e) establishment of good fiscal procedures and 

controls; 
(f) proper collection of revenues and receipts; 
(g) correct administration of trust funds; 
{h) existence of any evidence of fraud or dis

honesty in fiscal operations; and 
(i) establishment of accurate books and records. 
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Assemblyman James J. Banner 
March 23, 1979 
Page 2 

EXHIBIT E- .~ 

The compliance portion of our audits, of course, is more comprehen
sive and takes more manhours than the standard 'financial audit per
formed in the private sector and in most local governmental units. 

There are several ways this audit can be accomplished. Three 
ways are set forth in the following schedule, along with the ~sti
mated costs of each. 

oetions 
NIC Contracts 

Audit Division for Financial 
Complete Contracts Audit 

Financial for Financial and 
Compliance Audit and Audit Division 
Audit by Performs ,Performs 

Audit Compliance Compliance 
Division Audit Audit 

Audit Division $159,800 $106,100 $103,200 

Other Services: 
Legal 4,000 4,000 4,000 
Actuarial 4,000 4,000 4,000 
Medical 4,000 4,000 4,000 
Contract Audit 53,700 

$171,800 $171,800 $115,200 

In as much as this would be our first audit of NIC, we would 
incur certain one-time start up costs on the financial portion of 
the audit. 

The $4,000 actuarial services is for special services we might 
require. The NIC would still have to obtain their own complete 
actuarial evaluation as they presently do. 

We are available to discuss this with you at your convenience. 

Sincerely yours,~ 

~~~~~' C.P

0

.A. 
Legislative Auditor 

JRC:rie 



u F I S C A L 
EXHIBIT "F" 

N O T E 
BDR -=-:--,:,---,--~ 
A.B. 84, Section 59 
S.B. -------

• S T A T E A G E N C Y E S T I M A T E S Date Prepared April 27 1 1979 

Agency Submitting Nevada TnrlustriaJ Gomissinn 

Revenue and/or 
Expense Items 

Total 

Fiscal Year 
1978-79 

Fiscal Year 
1979-80 

Fiscal Year 
1980-81 Continuing 

Explanation (Use Continuation Sheets If Required) 

Referenced section of AB 84 provides that the legislative auditor should conduct an audit 
of the Nevada Industrial Corrmission during the interim between the 60th and 61st sessions 
of the Nevada Legislature. 

The legislative auditor has estimated that the cost of this audit will fall in the range 
of $115,200 to $171,800. 

Local Government Impact YES D 
(Attach Explanation) 

• DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS 

• LOCAL GOVERNMENT FISCAL IMPACT 
(Legislative Counsel Bureau Use Only) 

FN-3 (Revised 7-5-78) 

NO /7 
Signature ~@ K. 

JohnR.eser 
Title Chairman 

Date ____________ _ 

Signature ____________ _ 

Title ______________ _ 

Date ____________ _ 

Signature _______ 1_._5_5_6 
Title ______________ _ 
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ROBERT UST 
GoVDNOlt 

STATE OF NEVADA 

De'.PARTMENT OF COMI\.1ERCE 
NYE BUILDING, ROOM 321 

201 SOUTH FALL STREET 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710 

C7oa> ess-.&:uso 

EXHIBIT "G" 

DIVISIONS 

IIANICINO 

CONSUMD AP'P'AlllS 
CRKDIT UNION 
l'lRI: MARSHAL. 
HOUSING 
INSURANCE 

.JAMES L WADHAMS 
DIIIIECTOlt 

April 27, 1979 

MO■ILS HCMC AOZNCT 

RUJ.ltan.TS 
SAYINOSAND LoAN 

Senator Clifford E. Mccorkle 
Room J61, Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 · 

Dear Senator Mccorkle: 

In response to your request, I am providing the following reasons · 
for the repeal of no-fault insurance. · 

l. Cost. The current system is very expensive and during 
certain periods for some major companies has increased 
at a rate higher than hospital costs, the CPI, or the 

. general rate of inflation. 

2. Restriction on the right to sue. This restriction,- the 
monetary- threshold for which is $750, is not justified 
in terms of the denied compensation for noneconomic 
detriment nor is it justified in terms of the additional 
persons'with "smaller" claims being compensated. 

J. Inconsistencies in thresholds. There is an unfairness 
in the system when a broken arm is considered as serious 
as a permanent injury. 

4. A no-fault or limited fault, first party system has a 
greater potential for abuse by persons who do not merit 
compensation than a fault system. 

5. The first party (no-fault) benefit package in many cases 
is redundant to other forms of accident insurance with 
no reduction in overall cost. 

6. The subrogation feature in our law has a tendency to vi
tiate or undermine good claims control by the no-fault 
carrier. 

7. There are cost allocation problems and possible cross
subsidization between insured and uninsured drivers be
cause the compulsory aspect of our no-fault law is not 
enforced. 

Very truly yours, 

JLW/JK James L. Wadhams, Director · 
• 

1557 




