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The meeting was called to order at 8:05 a.m. Senator Close was 
in the Chair. 

PRESENT: Senator Close 
Senator Hernstadt 
Senator Don Ashworth 
Senator Dodge 
Senator Ford 
Senator Raggio 
Senator Sloan 

ABSENT: None 

SB 510 

S Form 63 

Limits issuance of search warrants for premises of 
certain press and broadcasting facilities under cer
tain circumstances. 

Senator Sloan commented that the Attorney General had asked 
him some time ago to work with him on a bill that would pro
vide some safeguards on First Amendment rights of the press 
to make sure that there are not intrusions by law enforce
ment in light of the Supreme Court decision on the Stanford 
Dailypapercase. The bill, as put in~ was at the request 
of Sigma Delta Chi and essentially parallels the bill which 
Assemblyman Coulter introduced in. the Assembly which has been 
killed by the Judiciary Committee over there. 

The Attorney General and some of the district attorneys 
expressed opposition to that bill. Senator Sloan continued 
that he and the Attorney General came up with some substan
tial amendments to the bill which they feel meets the criti
cism offered by the district attorneys, and yet provides the 
safeguards which he and the Attorney General see as essential 
to the continued operation of a free press. 

Senator Sloan went on that the scope of the original bill 
was overly broad because it focused on physical buildings 
as opposed to specific types of property and work product. 
He feels it is important to have a policy statement of our 
continued belief in and desire for rigorous enforcement of 
the requirements of the First Amendment. The press feels, 
and justifiabl~ so, that recent decisions of the U.S .. Su
preme Court are attempting to some -degree to undermine the 
concept of a free press in our society. Senator Sloan thinks 
passage of this bill would indicate to those in Washington 
and elsewhere that the First Amendment is alive and well in 
Nevada. 

Attorney General Bryan stated the genesis of this contro
versy is Archer vs. Stanford Daily. · .ln the Stanford Daily 
case, there was a demonstration at Stanford University Hos
pital; and during the course of the demonstration, the police 
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were called to restore order. A couple of police officers 
were injured in a scuffle which ensued. Subsequent to that, 
criminal charges were filed, including battery of a police 
officer and assault with a deadly weapon. 

The morning after the demonstration occurred, the Stanford 
Daily paper ran a special edition with a photograph, on the 
front page, of the riot scene. Although the newspaper was 
not the defendant nor involved in the sense of having fos
tered or participated in the demonstration, a search warrant 
was obtained for their premises. During the course of that 
search, reporters' notes, records, the entire Stanford Daily 
facility was searched. The ostensible basis for the search 
was that the law enforcement officers thought there might be 
additional photos available which might help them identify 
some of the demonstrators. In fact no additional photos 
were found, and in reading the case it appears that there 
were no additional photos or negatives available. 

The Stanford Daily paper filed suit under 1983 which is a 
title and section of the federal law, for violation of civil 
rights, alleging that their constitutional rights under the 
First Amendment, Fourth Amendment, and Fourteenth Amendment, 
had been violated. They prevailed in trial court, the case 
was appealed to the 9th circuit court, where they again pre
vailed. 

The U.S. Supreme Court reversed both the trial court and the 
appellate court in a 5 to 3 decision. They held the fact 
that there were no special constitutionally-protected rights 
insofar as the press was concerned. As a result of that a 
number of states have considered, as California will this 
June, a constitutional amendment to the state constitution. 
A number of states have enacted statutes which in effect, 

.by legislative action, override the decision of the Supreme 
Court by establishing certain procedural safeguards. Prior 
to this case there was no reported decision in American juris
prudence where a search warrant had been issued to search a 
newsroom or work product. 

Since the Stanford case there has been 14 cases where search 
warrants have been issued, so the concern is justified. Sena
tor Sloan feels that the way information is gathered needs to 
be protected; obviously one way is to protect a confidential 
source of information to the press. The shield law, enacted 
in 1971 and amended in 1975, is NRS 49.275 and the subtitle 
is "privilege for news media". The original thrust of the 
bill was to protect the newsroom. Attorney General Bryan 
thought it was misdirected as the essential interest to pro
tect is the work product, the notes, the materials for infor
mation gathering in the course of process and disseminating 
information to the public. If a search warrant can make this 
information available to anyone, it will have a chilling effect 
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on the newsgathering function. 

Richard Bryan continued that the amendments submitted to 
the Committee are to limit the scope of the search warrants 
availability only to work product material. At the same 
time, law enforcement must be protected as related to crimi
nal activities. Mr. Bryan said what· he and Sena-j:or· Sloan 
have done is to rely on a definition already found in NRS 
49.275. They have used the original bill as vehicle for 
these amendments rather than a prepare a new bill because 
of the lateness of the session. 

Senator Raggio asked if there should be some language in 
the bill to cover the case where someone gives information 
specifically to a newsperson just to evade th~s law. 

Attorney General Bryan said he didn't think it does violence to 
tne purpose ot tne bill but would again suggest that the 
language in subsection 2 is taken from 49.275. 

Senator Raggio agreed that was the source. He said there 
are good reporters and bad reporters and if someone had ma
terial of this kind that was ordinarily reachable by search 
warrant, and didn't want to part with it, a situation could 
arise whereby some agreement was reached to deposit the ma
terial with some former reporter. It would be easy enough 
to say., "I received this to prepare something" and he wouldn't 
want that to happen. 

Senator Dodge asked if the opinions in the Stanford case 
hinged at all on the fact that these pictures did not come 
through a confidential source? 

Attorney General B:t1.yan did rio.t re·ca:JJ.1 thab lan.9:qa.g.ey.. The. 
majority holding at Stanford was fairly broad in the sense 
that they said the newspaper was not a pa~ty to the proceed
ing and therefore was not protected under the Fourth Amend
ment. They specifically rejected the contention made in 
that case that, aside from the question qf loss of First 
Amendment rights, if the Fourth Amendment was deemed not to 
apply, nevertheless the First Amendment placed the Stanford 
Daily News in a position where the information should not 
have been obtainable. 

Senator Dodge commented that he could see the point of indis
criminate search of press files, but said that Mr. Bryan had 
premised his argument with the social desirability of being 
able to preserve the confidentiality of the sources. He said 
that is the same reason why they oppose all the things he has 
ever seen on any of these cases against reporters; it has been 
based on confidentiality argument. In the case of the Stan
ford picture, it doesn't seem to him that there was anything 
confidential about that picture. Senator Dodge continued 
that it was a public demonstration, so it was simply a case 
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where someone took a picture of a public situation and it 
wasn't a confidential tip from an informant. Senator Dodge 
wanted to know if that information should fall into a dif
ferent category than that which is truly confidential. Also, 
he wanted to know what was the responsibility of the news
paper (particularly for information not from confidential 
sources) to reveal any pertinent information that might have 
to do with the commission of a crime; in the interests of 
protecting society as you might expect of a private citizen. 

Attorney General Bryan stated that raises a question in 
terms of public policy and the functional responsibility of 
the press; whether it is proper to impose on the press that 
obligation, notwithstanding the fact that there may be some 
societal benefit. The more persuasive argument being that 
in terms of gathering this information for ultimate commu
nication to the press, the stronger argument exists for the 
protection of that right as opposed to society's right to 
have the information relating to a specific offense. There 
are exceptions for direct criminal activity where the infor
mation is necessary to prevent the death or injury to an in
dividual. 

Senator Hernstadt said he has a problem with subsection D. 
To him it says that if someone goes into a newsroom to get 
information and the newsroom person says "you just try and 
get it", someone could go into court with that because their 
intent could be to erase or destroy the information so some
one could get the search warrant. He asked if the language 
wasn't a little broad. 

Attorney General Bryan replied that what they tried to do 
was to balance the legitimate law enforcement interests and 
the concerns voiced by the press. The four exceptions were 
tailored to cover those concerns. 

Senator Hernstadt said that all onehas to do is to allege prob
able cause that there may be concealment or destruction and 
they can come charging in. 

Mr. Bryan answered that Amendment D contains a stronger bur
den of proof on the requesting party for a search warrant 
than Amendment C does. Probabl~ cause requires substantially 
more in the law, and there is a body of case laws that indi
cate probable cause is much more difficult to establish. 

Senator Hernstadt asked just what exactly is work product 
and does it differ from notes and raw product. 

Mr. Bryan said that it does 7 once the information is dissem
inated publicly then the ordinary rules of evidence apply. 

Senator Dodge asked what about the cases where they are lock
ing up the reporter. Obviously they are not reaching those 
cases with a subpena; or they wouldn't be locking up the 
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reporter. 

Attorney General Bryan replied that those are cases iri• 
.states where there is no statute, there is no shield law. 
In other words, the shield law is not created by a consti
tutional provision; these are c~eated by statutory right. 
There is no common law of journalists and confidential 
sources, that is strictly a creature of statute. 

Senator Close commented that this goes far beyond what 
he understands to be the attorney/client privileges. 

Senator Sloan asked if the present shield law did not 
cover that particular instance. 

Senator Close said that he knew an attorney in Las Vegas 
who very nearly lost his license and got involved with 
federal court because of something exactly like what is 
trying to be protected here. 

Senator Sloan remarked that it is his understanding that 
this is just an extension of the shield law which would 
address itself to the knowledge that a reporte~ would have. 
He continued that if the reporter had the knowledge but had 
not committed it to paper, the -statute, just passed by this 
legislature, and the stands on policy in this area, does 
the exact same thing they are discussing. 

Senator Close stated that this shield seems to e_xtend to 
the janitor or whatever of the TV station, not just edi
torial personnel or reporters. This is in Amendment 3A. 

Mr. Bryan commented that the reason for this is that they 
were trying to make the provisions parallel to existing law. 

Senator Close asked if there was any reason to continue the 
broad coverage on TV and radio stations. 

Atto~ney General Bryan answered that what they are talking 
about is reporters; and they are just trying to make the 
bill consistent with the shield law. 

Senator Dodge asked if the shield law only goes to warrants. 

Mr. Bryan said that the shield law talks about a testimonial 
privilege. That is to say that an individual who is a jour
nalist, who is brought before a grand jury (or any type of 
judicial proceedings) cannot be compelled, to use the language 
here, "to disclose any published or unpublished information 
obtained or prepared by such person in such person's profes
sional capacity of gathering or receiving information." lie 
would also like to point out that he:. has talked with Bob 
Miller, District Attorney for Clark County, and he has no 
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opposition to the bill before you . or the amendments that 
the Committee would offer. 

Steve Coulter, Assemblyman, District 27, stated that he is 
a former reporter in Washington and the Reno area, who also 
teaches journalism at the University on a part-time basis. 

He said he introduced a bill earlier this session that stated 
the search warrant could only be issued if the subpena had 
been issued and not complied with. He offered the Assembly 
Judiciary Committee a number of amendments to the California 
approach, and even some of the suggestions of President Car
ter. Essentially these excluded any reporter if there was 
probable cause to think that the reporter has committed a 
crime ,or seizure of material to prevent injury to life or pro
perty. The Assembly Judiciary Committee did not go along 
with that. There was basically strong opposition to it by 
the District Attorney and the Sheriff of Washoe County. 
They did request a resolution to look at in the Interim; to 
go into the whole question of search warrants. 

Assemblyman Coulter continued that a lot of reporters are 
concerned about the Stanford Daily decision. For the press 
to be able to function properly they have to be able to pro
tect the identity of their sources. He thinks the Stanford 
decision circumvents the Nevada shield law. He said it is 
important that the press not be an investigative arm of gov
ernment. If they are forced into that position it will des
troy their credibility. There have been cases where reporters 
have worked their way into some. underground organization and 
were able to report on what was happening, perhaps witnessed 
crimes. There were a number of attempts to haul them into 
court to report on it. 

Senator Raggio asked Assemblyman Coulter how he would define 
reporter. 

Assemblyman Coulter replied that a reporter can be any number 
of things; looking at the definit~on in the bill, free lance 
reporters would not be covered, nor authors of books. He ad
mitted that he wasn't sure how to define it. 

Senator Raggio said that troubled him; because anyone that 
has ever been employed by a newspaper, a reporter for example, 
if they have interviewed one person; or does a person have to 
have written one article that was published; or is it anyone 
who has had any involvement in any degree with the written or 
visual media. 

Assemblyman Coulter said he thought it difficult because there 
can be so many exceptions. 
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Cal Dunlap, Washoe County District Attorney, stated that he 
has probably been the most vocal opposition to this type of 
legislation. · He said that he found the present proposal much 
more acceptable than anything he had seen thus far, either on 
a national level or here in the legislature. He commented 

• that his primary concern, that of rogue reporters or people 
who are involved in criminal activity as part of or in addi
tion to their jounalistic activities, is pretty well taken 
care of by this bill. 

Mr. Dunlap continued that in addition he is concerned about 
possession of actual pieces of crime, contraband and such, 
which seem pretty well addressed in the bill. He said the 
National Board of District Attorneys sent out a request for 
a definition of "press", so they are having the same diffi
culties in that regard. 

Senator Sloan remarked that in the Stanford case there was 
not even a prior request by law enforcement. There were no 
attempts to produce the picture voluntarily, no subpena, the 
police just went in. 

Mr. Dunlap agreed that was true; however, there was a part 
of the case he found interesting. When the staff of the 
Stanford Daily was asked their policy and procedure in the 
face of ·a subpena, they answered frankly they would have 
destroyed the picture. One of the Justices inquired whether 
their action would have been the same in the case of a Presi
dential assassination recorded on film. They responded that 
their action would have been the same. 

Senator Sloan asked Mr. Dunlap if he felt the press cooperated 
in Washoe County. 

Mr. Dunlap responded that he thought the press treats law en
forcement well. However, he said there have been some instances 
on television where information of interest to law enforcement 
was stated in an interview. They did not get a search warrant 
and go after them. They called up the station, and have had 
mixed responses. In some instances they were invited to come 
down for the information, in others the response was the oppo
site. But Mr. Dunlap's office did not seek a search warrant. 

Mr. Dunlap continued that he did not feel that any county in 
the state is going to ask for a search warrant unless there 
are good and compelling reasons to do so. He does not believe 
a judge is going to issue or sign such a warrant without the 
same criteria. 

Mr. Dunlap concluded that he felt this was a much better bill 
and would commend the Attorney General and his staff. However, 
he said there was still a concern that somewhere in the future 
that someboqy might do something and he would rather take that 
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chance than give criminals a bill which perhaps they can 
find a loophole to give them some advantage over · society. 

Senator Dodge asked Mr. Dunlap if he was really able to get 
the information through the subpena process. 

Mr. Dunlap replied no; he thought the subpena process is 
pretty well misunderstood. In order to issue any subpena 
other . than a Grand Jury subpena, there must be a pending 
charge or no subpena can be issued. Most often when seeking 
a search warrant, you don't have the charges; a search war
rant may be necessary to prove one is right or not in gather
ing additional evidence or perhaps to clear someone. With 
the Grand Jury subpena, theoretically the Grand Jury meets 
tomorrow, and something is needed the night before, a sub
pena can be sent out to have the person appear. However, · 
in Washoe County, the Grand Jury only meets every two weeks. 
Unless a quorum can be rounded up for an emergency meeting 
when an investigative matter has to be handled immediately, 
and there is not a Grand Jury subpena available, Mr. Dun-
lap said he cannot use a Grand Jury subpena to bring items 
to his office, it has to go to the Grand Jury. 

Frank Delaplane, Managing Editor of the Gazette/Journal, and 
also representing Sigma Delta Chi in Northern Nevada wanted 
to ask a couple of questions. Under section A, what is meant 
with regard to probable cause? First is that the journalist 
has committed a crime, the exception to A being the Pentagon 
Papers situation, if the crime is consisting of the receipt 
of, possession of, communication of such materials. Now would 
this include obstruction of justice by not turning over cer
tain materials? 

Senator Sloan replied that in answer to Mr. Delaplane's first 
question, if they had a Grand Jury report that was by statute 
illegal to have possession of, then this law would apply. This 
would have to be an independent act by the newspaperman. He 
added that he had gone over the bill with the Delta Chi people 
in Southern Nevada, and they indicated that although this bill 
is not exactly what they wanted, it is better than the Assembly 
bill. 

Mr. Delaplane stated that with section D he did have a problem. 
He said that wherever there is probable cause to believe the 
materials are in imminent danger of alteration, destruction, 
or concealment, prior to the time notice is given of the sub
pena, SB 510 in its original form only went as far as destruc
tion. Here they are getting into alteration or concealment. 
What in effect stops anybody from getting a search warrant? 
If he wanted some material out of a newsroom, it would appear 
all he needed to do is state alteration or concealment and in 
almost any case he could get a search warrant; it opens up a 
loophole for anyone to convince a magistrate that something 
like this might happen. 
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Senator Sloan commented that it was his and the Attorney 
General's feeling that to get SB 510 passed tha~ kind of 
requirement was in there: it was their judgement on balance 
that this legislative mandate would make it more difficult 
to get a search warrant than having no law whatsoever. It 
seemed to be based on conversations with Sigma Delta Chi 
and other people in Southern Nevada. 

Senator Sloan said there may be greater potential for that 
kind of conduct, which Mr. Delaplane outlined in section 
o,in than out. On balance, said Senator Sloan, he and the 
Attorney General felt there was greater protection afforded 
with the bill passed than with the bill killed. 

Senator Dodge remarked that he would like to say that most 
of the time when this type of information is developed, it 
will be in the larger counties. He said they have magis
trates sitting in those situations who have a fair apprec
iation of the First Amendment. He said he didn't think just 
anybody could go in and say he had a suspicion that this is 
what is going to happen. Senator Dodge said he thought they 
would have to submit some type of affirmative information. 
A magistrate is not going to issue the war~ant without some 
concrete evidence, some type of affirmative action that there 
is imminent danger of loss of the information. 

Senator Raggio added that he supposed that if the warrant 
was already issued and the information was destroyed, then 
the person would be guilty of contempt. There has to be a 
willful doing of the act to be guilty. 

Mr. Delaplane said that the main problem is that there are 
all these hypothetical situations where someone "might" do 
something, or is it the right to protect society as a whole. 
Should it center on one person who might find a loophole, or 
is it our right to information. People like you come to the 
press so they can pass on information so people won't have 
to fear retaliation or who they are. 

Mr. Delaplane wondered if that was more important than the 
information that is available every day from all types of 
sources of the media. He said his personal opinion is that 
these third party searches are a violation of the Fourth 
Amendment, and he thinks they have gone a lot further. He 
thought if anything this bill should probably be expanded 
to include other people such as doctors and lawyers. He said 
while researching this bill and talking to people in Califor
nia, the D.A.'s office went into an attorney's office to get 
information. The Attorney General in California also said 
they are going to get into the Medi-Cal thing. It could hap
pen to anybody. The problem with the Stanford thing is that 
they were taking pictures. The ones that were printed were 
public record. However, the police were looking for other 
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pictures where they could possibly identify other people. 
Mr. Delaplane concluded that if they start doing this when 
people are involved in riots or whatever, the news people 
are going to be in jeopardy, in danger of great bodily harm 
because ~these people are going to resist having their pictures 
taken. 

Senator Dodge asked Mr. Delaplane if he had developed any 
public policy. 

Mr. Delaplane replied that they would do the same thing as 
any other private citizen when it comes to witnessing a crime. 

Senator Dodge said it seemed to him that there are some situ
ations where it is a public deal. He continued that it did 
not seem to him that they are compromising their position on 
confidentiality if they try to help the law enforcement people. 

Mr. Delaplane said that there are many times that the press 
is cooperative. He feels it is up to them to decide when it 
is the public's right to know; the newspaper cannot be set up 
·as some investigative arm of law enforcement. 

Senator Dodge agreed, saying that the Watergate type of in
vestigation should be protected. Presumably if the police 
had been on the ball,. they could have developed the same type 
of information. 

Mr. Delaplane said that they just can't draw any kind of bill 
on anything that fine that is automatically going to limit 
any amount of abuse on either side. He said they have to look 
at the overall good that comes out of that law. If people 
want to sit there and abuse it, then they take their chances. 

Senator Raggio commented to the Committee that as far as co
operation, the Reno papers historically, and the whole media 
in Reno, have been very cooperative. He said in the years he 
served as District Attorney, Mr. Delaplane, in many cases 
when he was covering that beat, had information and, at the 
request of the authorities, held that information until the 
situation wasn't that sensitive. 

Senator Raggio continued that none of them had any concern 
with the legitimate press, the real concern is what is the 
definition of "press". He said there can be an underground 
newspaper, or the scurrilous handout, those are the areas 
where problems of this type occur. They don't normally oc
cur in the Reno Evening Gazette or Nevada State Journal press 
room •. He asked if there is any real valid definition of the 
press that could be utilized that wouldn't be too limiting. 

Mr. Delaplane said he didn't think there could be one. He 
could sit up in his attic with a machine and have the right, 
as our forefathers did, to start a newspaper. 

(Committee Mllnnea) .L,~ t.X.> 
8770 ~ 



0 

0 
S Form 6J 

Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature 

Senate Committee on. .... - ......... J-1J..d.i.G.i.a.i;:.y.. ........ _ ... -··········· ··································---·-··-························· 
Date: .......... Ap.J:il. ... 3.0.,. ... .19.19 
Page· ......... ll············-·················· 

Senator Sloan asked if, on balance, Mr. Delaplane would 
rather have this bill, or no bill at all. 

Mr. Delaplane said he has some problems with the bill but 
supposes it is better than nothing. He added that if vio
lation comes, then they can fight it in the future. Under 
certain circumstances, they are willing to have someone come 
into their newsroom. 

Mr. Delaplane remarked that his main problem is with section 
D. If that could be taken out altogether he guessed the bill 
would be all right. It does put something on record that 
there is a concern of some kind against this type of search; 
and the magistrates would think twice before issuing a war
rant. He added that if they do have problems with it, they 
can go from there. 

Resolutions from the Nevada Press Association were entered 
into the record as requested by Senator Close. (Attachment~ ) 

AB 598 Provides for issuance of marriage licenses by certain 
wedding chapels. 

AB 599 Abolishes officer of commissioner of civil marriages 
and allows police judges to perform marriages. 

George Flint, representing .the Nevada Wedding Chapel Asso
ciation, submitted his testimony for the record. (Attach
ment A) He also passed out figures that were supplied by 
the counties (Attachment B); as well as the underlined por
tions of NRS 122 relating to the changes this bill would 
make (Attachment C). He also presented the wedding chapel 
industries' position regarding these bills (Attachment D} . 
See Attachment E for pictures showing proximity of the Mar
riage License Bureau and the Commissioner of civil marriages. 

Judy Bailey, Chief Deputy County Clerk, Washoe County, repre
senting County Cl erks and the Board of Washoe County Commis
sioners, stated that AB 598 serves no useful purpose so why 
is it even being considered. The hours at the Marriage Li
cense Bureau have always been from 8 a.m. to 12 midnight. 
They have never put an office any place else. 

Senator Raggio stated that when that was put into the law, 
Sparks was very interested in having an office. He asked 
Ms. Bailey if she knew why that wasn't done. 

Ms. Bailey replied that the present County Clerk never saw 
fit to open an office there. However, it is needed and wanted 
by the commissioners. 

Mr. Bailey continued that AB 599 as amended proposed to close 
the office of the commissioner of civil marriages at 5 p.m. 
and to put them in a separate building. She asked if the 
wedding chapels are also going to close at 5 p.m., and what 
about the ones within 500 feet of the marriage license bur-
eau. She stated th~_;!e~~e even more competitive than~L~b 
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the outlying chapels. The marriage commissioners are not 
in competition with the chapels, they cannot even adver
tise, by statute; they offer an entirely different type of 
service from the chapels. Their office is set up to pro
vide civil ceremonies for those who desire a civil ceremony. 
The chapels have ministers who offer other than a civil cere
mony. 

Ms. Bailey affirmed that since the office was created, she 
doe·s not know of any case where any of the deputies have 
tried to steer people into a civil ceremony or to any par
ticular wedding chapel. People that want a civil ceremony 
would be deprived of one after 5 p.m. or be forced to spend 
more money and stay overnight. This is not a true service 
to the community. 

Ms. Bailey concluded by saying that to move their office 
to another location would be an added expense to the tax
payers at a time when the taxpayers are calling for less 
spending by government. Ms. Bailey said they feel this 
bill is premature and the timing entirely wrong in the face 
of the new tax bill. · 

Sam Mamet, representing Clark County, stated that although 
Clark County is not .entirely thrilled with the change, they 
feel that the situation being what it is, they help support 
the changes. If given the responsibility they will find the 
space required. So Clark County neither supports nor opposes 
these bills. 

Senator Dodge asked if, as Mr. Flint stated, the people are 
influenced to use the local {civil) office rather than the 
chapels. 

Mr. Mamet replied, on the basis of his knowledge of the 
situation in Clark County, it is true that within the court 
house the two areas, the marriage commissioner and the mar
riage license bureau are almost next to each other. He said 
he has not been aware of any abuses of the system as far as 
Clark County is concerned, since he became involved in this 
legislation. He remarked that the statutes are placed in 
plain view as well as the list of wedding chapels. The sta
tutes clearly state there shall be no soliciting. He said 
the last statistics he sawwerethat about 30 or 40 percent of 
those who came in to get their licenses were married by the 
Marriage Commissioners. 

Senator Close wanted to know why the Assembly put in that 
language about 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

Mr. Flint stated that the subcommittee that handled and pro
cessed the bill felt that the civil service should be avail
able within the court house for those who specifically did 

r "' i-j Lt. v , 
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not want a church, chapel, or religious ceremony. Two 
members of the committee too~ the position that a civil 
ceremony should be fitted into a normal 8 hour day, eli
minating two shifts of personnel and saving the county 
perhaps $100,000 in payroll costs. 

S Form 63 

Senator Dodge asked what about the other counties where 
the Justice of the Peace performs the ceremonies. 

Mr. Flint replied that this would only affect Clark and 
Washoe counties. In the counties where the Justice of 
the Peace officiates, the ceremonies are performed around 
the clock, seven days a week. 

Ms. Judy Bailey passed out figures for Washoe County which 
she pointed out differed from Mr. Flint's figures. (See 
Attachment E, ) • 

Senator Raggio asked what the anticipated impact on Washoe 
County would be if AB 598 .and AB 599 are enacted. 

Mr. Flint indicated that about 80 percent of the licenses 
are obtained in the evenings or on week-ends. So there is 
not apparently that much impact on the license fee. 

Senator Raggio remarked that Mr. Flint was saying on the one 
hand that there isn't that much impact, . but at the same time 
he is cutting out 80 percent of the business for the county. 

Mr. Flint stated that if the number was cut in half, and the 
fees raised, they would no longer be taking in $217,860; they 
would be taking in $108,930. So even if they lost on-half of 
their weddings, they would more than make it up in the licen
sing feed. 

Madaline Compigoni, marriage license clerk, stated that she 
would just like to say that she wrote licenses for s i x years 
for Washoe County. She said it is very difficult to get 
people to pay $19 for a license when they still remember the 
$2 license fee. 

ACR 38 Encourages the use of prisoners to educate youth 
against crime. 

Warden Charles Wolff, Jr., statedthat this represents Nevada's 
answer to "Scared Straight". The bottom line, according to 
the warden, is that they have developed a preliminary program. 
They are in the process of selecting inmates for the program 
and their first dry run is Friday (May 4, 1979) at Maximum 
Security. The Board of Prison Commissioners, and the Gover
nor support the program; it is part of the crime prevention 
plan they are doing at the crime commission. 

(Committee Mlmdel) 
. - " 8 ---
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(ACR 38 - bill action continued} 

SB 439 

SB 500 

Senator Sloan moved that ACR 38 be passed out of 
Committee with a "do pass" recommendation. 

Seconded by Senator Ford. 

Motion carried. 

Senator Dodge absent. 

Provides specifically that living together is not 
a matter of defense or mitigation to prosecution 
for assault or battery. 

Senator Ford moved that SB 439 be passed out of 
Committee with a "do pass" recommendation. 

Seconded by Senator Hernstadt. 

Motion carried. 

Senator Dodge absent. 

Provides for appointment, powers anq duties of 
supervisor for gaming establishment if its license 
is lapsed, revoked or suspended. 

David Russell, representing the gaming industry, was before 
the Committee to answer any questions that they might have. 

The Committee read through the amendments previously sub
mitted. The following points were brought out. On line 
40, "appeal" should be deleted; it should just be "judicial 
review". On page 3, line 23, they will check with the gaming 
people because this was not one of the amendments previously 
discussed. 

Mr. Russell brought out the fact that on page 4, line 19, he 
had testified previously that they didn't want anything that 
would impair the contract. 

Senator Sloan stated that presently this type of action or 
revocation of license could give rise to a default or accele
rat_ion; and this might conflict with the existing law. 

Mr. Russell commented that the language right here would not 
permit the creditor to foreclose in the evept of revocation, 
suspension or the creation of an appointed supervisor, when 
abrogation exists. Both Mr. Faiss and Mr. Russell have con
cern that this could be an impairment of the contract and 
could fmpede any future financing. 

Senator Raggio remarked that on the other side, if a defaul t 
or acceleration is allowed, they are defeating the whole 

(Committee Mbmtes) 
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concept of the supervisors, because their action could re
su~t in there being nothing to supervise. 

Mr. Russell said they will make the decision when this 
action takes place whether it is better for the operator 
to go on a foreclosure action or to bring in a supervisor 
to operate the business. 

Senator Raggio stated that they want as a public policy 
in large casinos, with a heavy impact on the public, to 
allow them to continue to operate and here that concept 
can be defeated. 

The consen~us of the Committee was to leave line 19, section 
20 as is. 

Meeting adjourned to go into session. 

Meeting reconvened at 12:10 p.m. 

Bob Faiss, appearing for the Nevada Resort Association, said 
they are very concerned about this proposed amendment. They 
are concerned that it would restrict the rights of secured 
creditors to protect their investment. They feel this might 
be a constitutional impairment of the contract. 

Their second concern is that any law which can be read as re
stricting rights of the creditor whose loan is secured by 
gaming property, makes that loan much less attractive; and 
may serve to interfere with gaming investments in Nevada. Mr. 
Faiss understands the concern of the Committee to keep the 
establishment open. He suggested that this language is not 
going to achieve much and may have a very negative effect. 
He said it is his understanding that under this bill, default 
usually under a deed of trust, would not go into effect until 
there is a revocation. So if the deed of trust provides for 
such an event, it is questionable whether this language could 
be read to keep the creditor from pursuing the remedy that 
he has under the deed of trust. Mr. Faiss stressed that there 
will be great concern for someone coming in and investing until 
this language has been interpreted. 

Senator Dodge said that what they are getting at is that it 
wouldn't be an automatic default simply by virtue of this. 
If there is some additional language that states that there 
are specific privisions to notes, deeds of trust, or others 
that this act would not impair those provisions; but that 
this procedure would not bring about automatic default. 

Mr. Faiss said that he would think so; but there are a lot 
of investment attorneys looking at this right now, with what 
he does with the future investment. 

Senator Close observed that he didn't think the Committee 
has any objection to limiting this to the act of a supervisor 

(Commlaee Mbmtea) 
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being appointed. Senator Close said that was what they 
intended in the first place. 

Senator Dodge commented that he thought they could make 
it stronger and say that it was not to be construed to 
impair any contract. 

Senator Close stated that they would go on with the bill 
to see if there are any other changes they need to make 
and that they would take Mr. Faiss' comments into consi
deration. 

Senator Close continued that on page 4, line 18, strike 
"former" and say, "by a majority in interest"; page 6, 
line 3, add "appointment of the supervisor" so it will now 
read: "legal ownership interest in the gaming establishment 
prior to appointment of supervisor must be notified". 

After some discussion, it was decided to put in the "last 
known address if any and if none then by public notice.", 
and will get language to the effect that "this shall be 
deemed notice" and make the language mandatory. Also, on 
page 6, the word "hypothecate" is placed in the wrong spot, 
it should come after the words "for full market value". 

On the problem that Bob Faiss mentioned, they will make the 
language clear that th~ appointment of a supervisor under 
this act shall not be deemed to be in effect if there is a 
procedure already commenced. 

Senator Ford moved to pass SB 500 out of 
Committee with an "amend and do pass" 
recommendation. 

Seconded by Senator Sloan. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Meeting adjourned as there was no further business. 

Respectfully submitted, 

'rgria C. Letts, Secretary 

APPROVED: 

Senator Melvin D. Close, Jr., Chairman 

(Committee .Mbmtel) 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

"' .. 

. Th~ Nnv~da Stato Prass Association hcrc~y calls upon tho 
Nevada Logislaturc to amend Chapter 179 0£ the HRS by addin~ thcrato 
an~~ section whioh shall raad as follows: 

Notwith~tanding the authorily by which a search warrant 
may be issued in accordance with th~ provi~ior.s of NnS 179.015 to 179.115, 
no warrant shall be iGsue~ for the purpose of naarching tho }promises 
of a ·newspaper or electronic newa media. 

nny information or material so sought shall bo obt~incd only 
through subpoena. 

onanimouAly passed and adopted by the 

member~hip of the Nevada State Pr~RS A~~n. 
at its general rne-rnbership meeting, F.lk.o, Nev •• . 

Ma.y 5, 1979, 

~ r ,; ? 
,_ '· ·Jr.,..., 



i EX H I B I T A --
THB NBVAnA STnTB· PR~~s AS30CinTION UNANlNOUSLY nPPROV8D TH~ FOLLO~ING 

~SOLUTIONS AT TH~ HAY, 1179, CONV~NTION Re LD IN ELKO, N~VADA. 

l, Tho Nov•da State Pr~as nssociation har~by cfllis upon the Nevada lagi~lature 
to amend Cbapta~ 179 of NRS by addin9 thereto a new section which shall rodd 
as follow;:;: 

Not withs~anding the authority by which a search warrant may be is~ued in 
accordance with the provisions of NRS 179.015 to 179.115, no warrant shall 
be issued £or the purpose of aearehing the prcmi~es of a new5paper or 
clactronic newa media. Any information or material 50 aought shall b~ 
~htair.ed only throuqh subpoena. (relates : to search and $ei~ure logisl~lion) 

2 . ~e the members of the NP,vada State Press Association hereby petition the 
~ev~da Legislature to act in the intare~~ . of the ri~ht of the people of Neva ~ 
to know · and be informed about:. criud-nal hi.story rccor~a 1nf"orrnat.ion hy 

pas~ing NO LAW which will reRtrict or · deny acce$A to records of arrest and 
conviction. (relates· to privacy <lt\d security laws required by ?,R~A). 

3. Where~~ the Nevada State PresR Aa sooiatlon is concerned that NO LAW be 

e. dopted by th.e Nevada legislature whioh inte:rferea with .Pirst Amenomcnt 
rights and WHERE1\S an .attempt by Assemblyman StP.V4:! coultQ;- to win pasaagc 
o f protective search and seizure relief (Jt5 t78) · , .. failed to win support 

Q ~H~R~~S the ~~v~da State Press Associat~on is willing to assume it3 

fossional responsipility on th~a issue of ~rave concern ~E JT R~SOLVE0 
at the Nevada S~ate Pross Association ~ppoint a study committee to 

tescarch alternatives for legi~lative relief for the mcdi~ in light of 
recent court decisions on search and scizur~ and RR IT FURTHER R3SOLVeD that 
lh~ findings of the Nevada State Presa Association he submitt~d to the 

i.-:~9is la t.i ve Cammi ssion for its considarat.ion. 

4. The Nevada State Preas Assooiation H~~~BY RESOLVES that if the 1~79 
legislature p~AseA a ~rivacy a"d Security law as the ~Enn s~ys is r~quirod, 
that tho said law carry a self-~eGtruct clause making the N~S vBraion null 
~ nd void if Len~ ceases to e~i~t as presently faderally mandat~d. 

#H#### 

0 
__ (--13 
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EXHIBIT A 

May 5, 1979 

WH~kRAS the Nevada State Pre~s AssociatJon ls con~crncd 
that no law be adopted by the Ne~ad~ Leqi~Jatura ~hlch interfaros 
•,d th Flr$t 1\l'nendmant. riqhts, · 

and WHtRH~S ~n ~ttompt bv Assemblyman Steve Coulte~ to 
win -P~~sag~ of r>r,::>toctive search and. ~ai.zu;rn rcli~f .· in the 1979 

~e$9ion failed to win aupport, , 

and WHRRRAS the Mcvada State Pres~ As~ociation ls willinq _ 
t.o assume i t.s professional rei:ipon!;i bi lit y in this· is sue of qravo 

concern, 

BE IT RR-SQf,VEO thftt the NP.vactn State Pres!-, Aic;sooiatior. 

appoint a 3tudy cammittea to ro~earah alteinativ~s for legislative 
r~liaf for the nedia ~n lighL of rooant court decia!ans on ~earch 
~tnd seizura. 

~nd DE · IT PORTHBK R~SOLVBO that t~c findings of the 
Nevada State PreRs As~ociation bo submitted to the Laqislativc 
comml s aSon for its oonsidcration. 

·unanimously paesed and ado~ted 
by the membership of the Nevarla State 
Pross A~5n . at its genaral membership 
me~tinq 1 Elko, Nav., ~ .9.y 5, 1979 . 

1,1/rf}/fl)•i1if/lll/1,T,J/Tlllll!i_lilil/lll/l/lill//l/1/IIJl/l}/lll/lllll/J/UI//Jl1J,JIJ.!UU/I/IJUUJl/llllUUII/IJJIIJUJJUIIIII/J/IUJUJJUIUIIUl/ll11/JJUllllll/l/u//lll/JII//U,IJl1ll1</liJUl/lll»IWllfTT;,]!11'//r.llli1l1lttmm1/,1TIJi11lt/lll/)J/)1if111/l/l/1Jl"11i/11JmiJJ/11ifll}, 
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RB - SOLUTION 
EX HI B1 1 A 

The Nev~da St3te Press Association ~BR~9Y kBSOLVBS thftt 
if the 1979 J,egi sl at.ure passes a Privacy and Seouri t y 1 aw ~~ t.h13 
LEAA says is r9quiract, that th~ said la~ carry~ snlf•dcstruct 
<:la.us~ making the NR3 version nu.1.1 and void if th~ t,;-:,l\A ceases to 

~xise as p~esently federally mandated. 

unanimously pas~ed and adopl~~ 
by tho general mam~ership of the 
Nevada 5t3te Pre~a A$~Ociation# at 
its goner~l membership rnae~inq, Elko> 
Nov. , ~ay 5, 1979. 

J 
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R (,I,TJT! 0 N EX HI B I T A 

May 5 1 1~7'3 

W&. the me~h~rs of the Nev~da Stat~ Pross n~sociation 
he~eby p~tition the Nevada Legislature to aot in the intcre~t of 
the riqht of the people of Navada to ~now and be informed about 
criminal history records information by passing NO LAW which will 
ro~triet or deny accaes to recorde of arrest and conviction. 

Unanimously passed and adopted 

. ' 
_ _J 

by the membership of the "evada Sl~ta 
P~ess Asan. at ita general mcmb~r~hip 
meeting, Elko, Nev., May 5, 1979. 
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SDX LAS VEGAS CHAPTER 

P.O. BOX 15047 EXHIBll A 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89114 

PETITION 

Apri.l 7, 1979 

WE the undersigned members of the Southern Nevada 

news media urge the Nevada Legislature to maintain access of 

working reporters to all arrest and conviction records without 

restriction, in the interest of t~e public's right to know. 
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EX I BIT A 

· We tne undersigned ~emcers or tne Nortnern Nevada 

n,ws me~ia urge tne Nevada Legislature to maintain access or 

working reporters to all arrest a.nd conv1ct1on records wi tnou t

r~stric~ion, in tne interest or the public's rignt to know. 
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ATTACHMENT "B 11 

Chairman Close and members of the Senate 
• _; r,,.. 

Judiciary Committee -- good morning. On thisAi06th 

day of this legislative session I'm well aware of the 

fact that each of you have listened to millions of 

words of testimony and debate since opening day. 

Mattera of vital importance to your constituents. 

Today I come before you with 2 short but extremely 

vitally important measures ;or(le~ another Nevada 

industry -- the wedding chapels. I pledge to you that 

my testimony these next few minutes will be as brief 

as possible. These 2 bills you are now considering 

are ·the only bills before you this session that we as 
;.;: :,-.::, 1,,., le; &u. 

an industry have asked you to1l.00k_at. Thank you for 

your willingness to consider helping us. 

Although th~se two measures contain 5 changes to 

existing statutes the primary change to be considered 

is on lines 7 and 8 of page 2 of AB 599 the physical 

separation of the office of marriage commission in 

Reno and Las Vegas from the office of the Marriage 

License Bureau[in these two cities~ You will notice 

that these bills are both re-prints and represent a 

compromise made bet~~en the chapel industry and the 
/11-. ft~,.~' 

county clerks or Was-hoe and Las Vegas. A comprofise 

made under advisement of a sub-committee ot the 
J'l-t4-i'6-,~ 'C 
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Government Affairs Committee in the other house. Gone 

from AB 598 is any mention of wedding chapels issuing 

marriage licenses. Gone from AB 599 is any mention of 

the Office of Marriage Commission being abolished or 

of police judges handling the matter of civil marriage. 

That tack or approach was the result of several legisla-
tr 

tors asking ~hy is the county even in the marriage 
- 'I business competing with private enterprise? This 

question continually arises each time we have asked you 

as a legislature to more spec.if ically spell out what 
J..;~1':>iu!"'i. 

we :feel has been your true A 'intent in the past. -- that 

is to have these two offices operate '!~;~ust that~ t!_? 

separate departments of the county. As things now 

stand1~i*i marriage commissiont'now operates as an exten

tion of the marriage license bureau. We in the private 

sector cannot continue to cope with this and I hope 

you will be able to see why from this presentation. 

Before I at~empt to brief you on the specific 

problems that have brought about the need for AB 598 

and AB 599 let me saya Nevada's approximately 40 

commercial wedding chapels are an integral part of a 

rather unique industry virtually unkn·own anywhere except 

here in Nevada. I believe, with good statistical 

backing, that wedding couples and their guests spend 

annually :Pl50,000,000.00·•while visiting our state. You 

as legislators have been good through the years to our 

.. industry. You have amended and modernized the statutes 

covering marriage to keep up with trends and social 

·page 2 
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changes. And obviously the "Industry" as we call it 

has been good for all Nevadans. Only approximately 

-page J 

3% of the money coming to Nevada because of this unique 

industry is spent in our wedding chapels. The remaining 

97~ is spent in our hotels, casinos, restaurants, 

shopping centers, service stations -- yes through the 

entire fabric of our business community. This year, 

1979, there will be one wedding for every 6 residents of 

our state. A remarkable figure compared to l wedding 

for every 150 residents in California. For every 6 

residents in Nevada 1500 tourist dollars will be 

received this year from this segment of our tourist 

economy. 

During the 1950's and 1960's our Justice Courts 

married approximately 35% of all couples coming to 

Las Vegas, .Ran.o, Carson City and the rural areas of 

Nevada:for the wrpose of matrimony. Especially in 

Las Vegas and Reno this created such a "crush" on the 

regular judicial business of· these justice courts that 

the legislature in 1969 took a serious look at some 

way of solving this problem. The chapel industry also 

suffered. We have documented testimony that portions 

of the large amounts of cash available through these 

civil marriage services was used to influence the 

license clerks to direct .more and more of these weddings 

to the J.P.'s. The close camaraderie between the mar-

,_riage license ·bureau staff and the Justice •s of the 

Peace was a constant threat to the private sector. 
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The chapel lobby worked hard and long with the legisla

ture during the 1969 session and the final result was 

the establishment of the office of "Civil Marriage 

Commission~-in Las Vegas and Reno. Monies previously 

kept by the Justice's of the Peace were now funneled 

directly in the County General Fund in Clark and Washoe 

Counties. 

\\\,, il,t~, (1'-

0r iginally,~ our intent was to ask you to abolish 

the Marriage Commissioner's office and allow another 

entity of government to handle the matter of civil 

marriage. The $20.00 around the clock license fee 

would bring in sufficient extra profit dollars to(near~y> 

replace all profits from the commissioner's office. 

We as an industry however are just as happy to see this 

office continue to exist if once and for all we can 
' convince you that it should not be part{parcel of the 

same office that all our clients must visit -- the 
--.._, - -- - - ··- ---

Marriage Lice~~e!Bureau. 

Before you is a copy of NRS 122.179. You can 

see as we have underlined that the legislature has made 

law that the offices of the Commissioner of Civil 

Marriage be a separate office. It is to have it's 

own clerical personal -- it's own office equipment -

it's own location I would suggest. 'These specifics -- -- -~ ----- -----· 
were added to the law in 1977 as you can see. 

1 r: .. ~ 
. \ ,. -·· ,I 
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Yet there has been no change in the actual "8!' physical 

operation or make-up of these offices since their 

inception on January l, 1971. 

In ~as Vegas for example, the two offices operate 

in one large room with only a 40 inch room divider as 

a separation·. Both use one common cash register. The 

commissioners uae the gi~ls in the license bureau to 

type their marriage certificates. The clerk that issues 

the license often also acts as the legal witness to the 

ceremony itself. (r would sa~ it is my firm belief that 

the only separation here are 2 separate sets of books. 

And that may even be debatable as we have found it 
/ml,u.l.,. I' 

impossible to obtairy1exact operational cost figures 

on these offices. We can only be supplied figures on the 

operational costs of them together. 

In Reno theioffices are separated at least to 

the degree that there is a hallway between them. Yet the 

two staffs inter-mingle and visit with each other and 

for all practical purposes become a working team. And 

that is in itself where the real problem, as far as 

the private sector is co~ce~ned, begins • 

. . 

page 5 

~1 If\. '~8 
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The normal camaraderie that forms between employees 
• t0. -~ i d LJ. Ii Ii,~ 

working together is nat\traiYy here. After all they 

are physicallyas close all during their shifts as you 

and I are sitting together in this hearing room. Part 

of the team sells the marriage license and the other 

part of the team performs civil marriage ceremonies. 

You will notice that NRS 122.189 prohibits any influence 

of couples to the Commissioner of Civil Marriage. 
citrrr., .. C · t' 

I would suggest that the veryAexistance o£ the close 

proximity of these two offices automatically lends 

itself to a form of automatic or involuntary steering 

or influencing. And the cheery "good morning• saluta

tion of the commissioner himself' standing there while 

the couple is handed their license is certainly some 

form of influence upon the couple • . The most well 

intentioned couple can be suddenly swayed from returning 

to the strip chapel under these conditions. After all 

it is !06° outside and the chapel is J miles away 
I 

I .• 

through strange ~nd trafic snarled streets. Yes the 

normal camaraderie that forms between these two teams 

expands itself into what we feel is an abnormal desire. 

That desire to keep as many of these couples as 

absolutely possible a complete sale for the county, -- -
both the license sale and the ceremony itself. The 

only way to curb this is to physical~y separate. 
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We don't mind competing with the county but we want to 

do it on the same basis as we compete within ~.lie 

private enterprise. After all how sucessful would 

. page .? 

wedding chapel "X" be if it's clients had to go to_ ~liJ\7r..JC 
,.~ ... 

chapel •y• to ~btian their license~? 

(Natura~ly)we in the private sector feel we are 

correct in asking this change -- this separation. 

We see all our problems and our frustrations. Yet we 
l\ f\ 

have tried to carefully examine all facits of this 

move. We have tried to consider the counties position. 

From their stand-point what are their considerations? 

We feel there are only two. Financial and space. As 

I will show you neither is a problem and passage of 

these bills has to lead to a more fair treatment of 

the chapels and a closer fulfillment of existing statutes. 

W~ have, prior to our compromise with county 
i . 

clerks and their · lobbyists, heard repeatedly the argu-

ment of available space. Neither office need be more 

than 500 squar~ feet and can be anywhere as long as 

not in the same building where the licenses are sold. 

In Las Vegas this could be across the street in the 

same building that houses the Justice Court. In Reno, 

the county has leased or taken space near the court

house tor the District Attorney and the Public Defender. 
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And the Treasurer and Tax Collector was moved out of 

the Courthouse years ago. It could certainly be no 

major problem to trade with one of these departments 

so as to accomplish this statute mandate. 

The matter of space, the argument of space, is 

a trivial~~ I believe. 

I could give you many examples and specifics of 

the unfairness of the existing c~~il~m but I promised 

to be as brief as possible. And I'm sure you can see 

how our concerns have built through the years. 

I've talked of a compromise between the chapels 

and the counties. This compromise we thought was final 

and binding. Yet late last week we were in.formed by 

county lobbyists that they had been instructed to 

proceed with an attempt to kill these amended bills. 
' ' 

•. - . i 
My inquiry. to them was why? The answer the sames - ,;,e-

space and money. 

I again say neither is a concern. And the pro

posal is fair. Fair to the taxpaying private sector -

the 40 or so chapels that do not feel they should . . , 
(: f/it.J. 11,W.i /.{, . 

have toAexpose their clients to their largest competi-
, 

tion -- the county finan~ed Marriage Commissioner. 

--- -------------·----

. page 8 
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It is my belief that the true problem here is the 

cler~s fear of a continued erosion of their empire. 
,i'./:.fo.Jtr 

First the fear of AJR l of the 59th session.,\ Then the 

fear of this proposal. The clerk wonders what will 

they possibly lose next? Yet here there is now no 

losing of an offices only moving it so as to accomplish 

an overall ~airness(to all concerned,} 

In concluding these prepared remarks let me 

again point out that the original Title of the Bills 

and the amended versions show we have done our best to 

please Clark and Washoe Counties. 

We have· through this testimony attempted to show 

you the private sector of this industry does not wan,t 

an exclusive. We only want to be able to feel we are 

.page 9 

on equal ground competitively with the Marriage Commissioner. 

i 

We have tried unsuccessfully to solve these problems 

between .-ourselves and county authorities. But to no avail 

and you the legislature have become our tribunal of 

last resort. 

The Assembly passed these two bills overwhelmingly 

and now we sincerely askyou for what we feel is fair 

treatment for both us and. these two ·county off ice. Nothing 

short of physical separation as addresse.d in AB 599 will 

solve a continuing and growing impossible situation. 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT OF 
AB 599 

CLARK OOUNI'Y 

MARRIAGE LICENSE BUREAU 

YEAR 

1977-78 
1978-79 

M.JMBER OF 
LICENSES SOLD 

52,415 
56,010 

MARRIAGE Co.MISSICNER 

YEAR TOfAL 
REVENUE 

1977-78 $433,700 
1978-79 $424,250 
TOTAL REVEMJE TO COUNTY f OJRRENT) 

Sa.JRCE 

LICENSE BUREAU 
MARRIAGE COMVIISSICNER 
TarAL REVENUE 
COSTS (MARRIAGE CQM.1.) 
TarAL Nm' REVENUE 

1977-78 
$430,851 
$433,700 
$864,551 
$130,110 
$734,441 

REVENUE 

$430,851 
$465,729 

COSTS 

$130,110 
$127,275 

TafAL REVENUE TO CCIJNTY IF: 1. LICENSE FEE INCREASED 

PROJECTED . 
REVENUE (AB599) 
$681,395 
$728,130 

NET REVENUE 
TO CClJNT'f 

$303,590 
$296,975 

1978-79 
$465,729 
$424,250 
$889,979 
$127,275 
$762,704 

2. MARRIAGE CClvMISSIONER REVF.NUE REilJCED 
BY ONE-HALF (50 percent) 

SOURCE 
LICF.NSE BUREAU 
MARRIAGE COM\1ISSIONER 
TOTAL REVENUE 
COSTS (MARRIAGE mMv1.) 
TOTAL NET REVENUE.- PROJECTED 
TOfAL NET REVOOE-.ACTIJAL 
INCREASE 

1977-78 
$681,395 
$216,850 
$898,245 
130,110 

$768,135 
$734,441 
$ 33,694 

1978-:79 
$728,130 
$212,125 
$940,255 
127,275 

$812,980 
$762,704 
$ 50,276 

NOTE: INFORMATI(}J DERIVED FRCM: CLARK COUNI'Y FINA.1-JCIAL REPOJUS 

INCREASE 

$250,544 
$262,401 

COSTS FOR OPERATING MARRIAGE COM4ISSICINER OFFICE 
REPRESENT A OOST FACTOR OF 30 percent. 
CLARK CXlJNTY CLERK 
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WASHOE COONTY 

MARRIAGE LICENSE BUREAU 

YEAR 

FINANCIAL IMPACT OF 
AB 599 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF 
"LICENSES SOLD REVENUE . REVENUE (AB599) 

1977-78 
1978-79 

35,116 
40,086 

MARRIAGE CCM,1ISSI(}JER 

YEAR 

1977-78 
1978-79 

TITTAL 
REVENUE 
$217,860 
$276,570 

TOTAL REVENUE TO COONIT (ClJRRENT) 

S<lJRCE :~ 

LICENSE BUREAU 
MARRIAGE COr.MISSIONER 
rarAL REVENUE 
cosrs (MARRIAGE C(M.f.) 
TOTAL NET REVENUE 

l 9@7-78 
$294,456 
$217,860 
$512,316 
121,152 

$391,164 

$294,456 
$337,000 

COSTS 

$121,152 
$135,042 

]978-79 
$337,000 
$276,570 
$613,570 
135,042 

$478,528 

· TOfAL REVENUE TO COUNl'Y IF: 1. LICENSE FEE INCRF.ASED 

$456,508 
$521,118 

NET REVENUE 
TO CCUNrY 

$ 96,707 
$141,528 

2. MARRIAGE CXMMISSIONER REVENUE REIUCED 
BY ONE-HALF (50 percent) 

SCl.JRCE 1977-78 

LICF.NSE BUREAU $456,508 
MARRIAGE CDIVMISSIONER $108,930 
TITTAL REVENUE : _- $565,438 
COSTS (MARRIAGE CCJ.M) '. $121,152 
TITTAL NET REVENUE-PROJECTED $444,286 
TITTAL NET REVEMJE-ACTUAL ' $-391, 164 
INCREASE $5"17122 

1978-79 

$521,118 
$138,285 
$659,403 
$135,042 
$524,361 
$478,528 
$ 45,833 

INCREASE 

$162,052 
$184,118 

NOTE: TOf AL REVENUE, SALE OF LICENSES AND COSTS ARE BASED UPON INFORMATIOO PRESENrED TO 
ASSFMBLY CCM41TI'EE BY WASHOE COUN1Y CLERK 

.. 

.. ... ' !'l 
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122.177 MARRIAGE 

employed in the same county clerk's office. The compensation_ ·of any 
deputy commissioner of civil marriages shall not be based in any manner 
upon the number or volume of marriages that he may solemnize in the 
perform:ince of his duties. · 

3. In counties which contain commissioner townships :ind in which 
deputy commissioners of civil marriages are employed, no more than two 
deputy commissioners shall be on duty within the courthouse of such 
county for the purpose of solemnizing marriages at any one time. 

(Added to NRS by 1969, 765) 

122.177 Area for solemnizing marriages; ceremony to be privately 
conducted in dignified manner. The county shall provide a suitable area 
separate from the marriage license bureau or other place where marriage 
licenses are issued for the solemnizing of marriages. The area shall be 
appropriately furnished by the county to provide a tranquil atmosphere 
and tllc solemnizing ceremony shall be privately conducted in a dignified 
·manner without haste. 

(Added to NRS by 1969, 766) 

122~179 Clerical personnel; supplies, equipment-to be provided by 
county. 

1. The county sh.all provide suiJable o..ffice s~ce. office~suipq1~nt,_ 
-0.~1212lies, and se.m~tmal or other clerical perso1m~Lgece_sJ.~IJ'_lo~ 

the proper operation of the office of the commissioner of civil marriages. 
, 2. The county clerk shall establish the office of the commission~r o-=-f __ _ 
.JMLrnarri_ages as a separate office and sµ_i!,11 maiµtain separate r~-~9!.9L 

for that office. 
(Added to NRS by 1969, 766; A 1977, 576) 

122.181 Fees for solemnizing marri:lges: Amounts; disposition. 
The commissioner of civil marriages or his deputy commissioner of civil 
marriages is entitled to receive as his fee for solemnizing a marriage 

. during regular office hours on weekdays the sum of $25. The fee for sol
emnizing a marriage on Saturdays, Sundays, holidays or during any hours 
ottier than regular business hours is $30. All (ees· received for solemnizing 
marriages by the commissioner or his deputy shall be deposited in the 

-~ county general fund . 
. \ (Added to NRS by 1969, 766; A 1975, 540) 

' 122.183 Hours of office operation. The hours of operation for the 
office of the commissioner of civil marriages shall be established by the 
commissioner in bis sole discretion. 

; , ;:· :.(Added to NRS by 1969, 766) 
' • I • • • '• 

.. . . .. . .. .. 

• • 
1 

" -' 122~185 ·~ Si~ns required in office, rooms: Contents. The office of the 
commissioner of civil marriages and each room therein shall prominently 
display on the wall, or other appropriate place, a sign informing all 

(1977) 
4072 
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MARRIAGE 122.191 

people who avail themselves of the services of the commissioner of civil 
marriages of the following facts: 

1. That the solemnization of the marriage by the commissioner of 
civil marriages is not necessary for a valid marriage and that the parties 
wishing to be married may have a justice of the peace within a township 
where such justice of the peace is permitted to perform marriages, or any 
minister of their choice who holds a valid certificate within the state 
perform the ceremony; 

2. The amount of the fee to be charged for solemnization of a mar
riage, j.ncluding any ex'tra charge to be made for solemnizing a marriage 
after regular working hours in the office of the commissioner of civil 
marriages; . · · 

3. That all fees charged are paid into the county general fund of the 
particular _county involvctj; · · 

· •·\ 4. · That other than the statutory fee,' tile commissioner of civil mar-
. riages ·and ·the deputy commissioners of civil marriages are precluded by 
. law from receiving nny gratuity fee or remuneration whatsoever for sol-·, , 

emnizing a marriage; and 
S. Tho.t if the commissioner of civil marriages, any deputy commis

sioner of civil marriages, or any other employee in the omcc of the 
commissioner or in the office of the county clerk solicits such aa extra 
gratuity fee or other remuneration, the matter should be reported to the 
district attorney for such county. 

(Added to NRS by 1969, 766) 

122.187 Receipt of additional fees prohibited. No other fee may be 
charged or received by the commissioner of civil marriages for solemniz
ing a marriage or for any other pertinent service other than the fee 
established by NRS 122.181. 

(Added to NRS by 1969, 767) 

122.189 Prohibited nets. It is unlawful for the comm1ss1oncr of 
civil marriages, any deputy commissioner, or any employee in the office 
of the commissioner or in the office of the county clerk to: 

l. Solicit, accept or receive any gratuity, remuneration or fee what
soever for the solemnizing of marriages; 

2. Participate in or receive the benefits of any fees solicited or 
received by any other person; or 

___ -~.._ __ lg{l_u~p.i;~ ..9-i:_attemQ.~ _to 11'!.fi.l!~!lc~ -~.Y...P.C:!;~~n. t<?. P._a~e -~-!"~r~!agC? 
_J_ole!J!n_j~_~g ln _ the _offl~!=. _Qf !_he -~9f!1..!l1is_sioi:i~i: C?L~1~1l !}larnages.__ _ 

• (Added toNRS by 1969, 767; A 1977, 576) 

122.191 Display~ contents of infonnation signs indicating location of 
, office. Signs may be displayed to inform any person of the location of 

the office of the commissioner of civil marriages. Such signs shall have 
printed thereon only the following words: "Office of the Commissioner 

(1977) 
'4073 
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Ast~inbly Bill No. 341-Committec on Government Affain 

CHAPTER .......... . 
AN ACT relating to marriage; providing for separate; records for office of commis

sioner of civil marriages; prohibiting solicitation to perform a marriage; pro
viding a penalty; and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and A.sse~bly, 
do enact as follows: 

SECTION 1. NRS 122. 179 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
122.1 79 1. The county shall provide suitable office space, office 

equipment, office supplies, and secretarial or other clerical personnel 
necessary for the proper operation of the office of the commissioner of 

. civil marriages. [, and all personnel engaged in the operation of such 
office shall be employees of the county clerk's office.] 

2. The county clerk shall establish the office of the commissioner of 
civil marriages as a separate office and shall maintain separate records 
for that office. 

SEC. 2. NRS 122.189 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
122.189 [The] It is unlawful for the commissioner of civil marriages, 

[ and nil of the county clerk's cmployccs, shall not solicit,] a11y deputy 
commissioner, or any employee in the office of the commissioner or in the 
office of the county clerk to: 

1. Solicit, accept or receive any gratuity, remuneration or fee whatso
ever for the solemnizing of marriages [and shall not participate] ,· 

2. Participate in or receive the benefits of any fees solicited or 
received by any other person [.] ,· or 

3. Influence or attempt to influence any person to have a marriage 
.solemnized in the office of the commissioner of civil marriages. 

SEC. 3. Chapter 122 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a 
new section which shall read as follows: 

It is unlawful for any county employee, commercial wedding chapel 
employee or other person to solicit or otherwise in,fluence, while on county 
courthouse property, any person to be married by a marriage commis
·.sioner or justice of the peace or at a commercial wedding chapel . 

19~77 
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CHAPEL INDUSTRY. POSITION REGARDING 
A.B. 663, A.B. 598 & A.B. 599 

Amend bill so the $30.00 fee for "JP" to perform 
marriage is divided half for Justice of the Peace 
and half for the respective County General Fund 
as presented · in original Committee presentation. 

Amend bill so courthouses in counties over· 100,000 
must keep their marriage license bureau open at 
leas~ from 8 a.m. until midnight 7 days per week. 

Keep lines (brackets) 7-12 on page 1 as is in bill. 

Amend out all reference to chapels issuing marriage 
licenses as presented in original Committee presentation. 

Any .of these 4 alternatives regarding the existing 
marriage commissioner's office in courthouse would 
be acceptable to wedding industry: 

A. Complete repeal of office with no alternative 
except wedding chapels for civil weddings. 
Change license fee to $20.00 at all times plus 
$2.00 filing fee at time license is recorded. 

B. Sep,rate two offices physically into separate 
buildings but leave County in business and 
leave fees same. 

C. Transfer "civil marriage" to mayor's office in 
cities of Las Vegas and Reno. Raise fees for 
license to $20.00 with $2.00 recording fee as 
in Choice "A". City would keep $28.00 of $30.00 
marriage fee. 

D. Leave everything status quo but mandate Marriage 
Commissioner's office open· only 8 a.rn. to 5 p.m. 
daily. 

t ( 68 
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After some negotiations, representatives of Wa
shoe and Clark counl1t•s achieved a marriage of the 
minris with the wedding chapel industry 

The evt'nl was solemnized Monday evening when 
the Ass<'tnbly Government Affairs Committee re
commcndPd passage of two bills designed to physi
cally :wpnrat~ the County Marriage License Bureau 
and lilt> Marriage Commiss1oncr's Office. 

Wc>dcling chapel spokesmen had complained that 
their business was hurting because couples laking 
out wedding licenses were being "steered" by county 
employees to the commissioners office, where a civil 
<'l•rr•mony was performed. 

Other aspects of the compromise would require 
that license bureaus be opened from 8 a.m. to mid
ni11ht. seven days a week. And, if they wished, they 
can remain open beyond that. 

111:;IC'ad of the existing day-night dl((erential, the 
license fee would be Sl'l at a flat $20 fee regardless of 
tim<'. 

Till• marriage cummlsstoner's office, by t·o11trast, 
would be open on ~y between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. The 
hours are currently a matter of c9unty option. 

The chapel industry, for its part, abandoned its ef
forts to have chapels authorized to issue licenses. 

' 
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Also killed was a provi::;1on which would have h,lll 
city police magistrates perform civil wedding ccrc•
montes. 

The bills, AB 599 and AU 598, which apply only 10 
Clark and Washoe Counties now go to the assembly 
as a whole for action. 
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MI\RRII\GE COMMISSIONER 

FY 1977-1978 
FY 1978-1979 
(Estimated 

Marriages 
Performed Revenue 

7,869 
10,031 

$217,860 
276.570 

April through Juha) 

HARRIAGE LICENSES 

Licenses 
Sold Revenue 

FY 1976-1977 · 34,261 $285,132 
FY 1977-1978 35,116 294,456 
FY 1978-79 40,086 337,000 
(Estimated 
April through June) 

FY 1978-1979 

~ 
= 
E-< z 

i u 
~ 
~ 

Average Per 
Ceremony 

$ 27.68 
27,57 

Average Per 
License 

$ 8.32 
8.38 
8.40 

REVENUES 

License Fees 
Recorder 
State 
Marr. Comm. 

DIFFERENCE 

Fee 

$3.00 
3.00 
3.00 

$337,000 
120,258 
160,344 
276,570 

$894,172 

$894,172 
- 881,892 

$ 12,280 

S ' et -•• - 0, - 2 T?t tm:t 

Recorder Fee 

$102,783 $4.00 
105,348 4. Q(} 

120,258 4.00 

$1,158,462 
881,892 

$ 276,570 

State Fee Fee County Recorder 

$137,04-li $13. 00 $4'15,393 $2.00 $68,502 
140,464 
]60,'344 

:-r 

i 
i 

13.0!) 
13.00 

456,508 2.00 70,232 
521,118 2.00 80,172 

!FY 1978-1979 PROJECTED (I\B 599) 
I 
1 License Fees 

Recorder 
State 
Recorder 

$521,118 
120,258 
160,344 

80,172 

$881,892 

F'Y 1978-1979 PROJECTED (I\B 599) 
PLUS MARRIAGE COMM, FEES 

Marr. Comm, Fees $276,570 
License Fee 521,118 
Recorder 120,258 
State 160,344 
Recorder 80,172 

$1,158,462 
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A. C.R. 38 

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 38--ASSEMBL Y
MEN MAY, HAYES, FITZPATRICK, RHOADS, PRENGA-
MAN, CRADDOCK, FIELDING, SENA, GLOVER, DINI, 
WESTALL, MANN, PRICE, WEBB, MALONE, RUSK, BREM
NER, POLIS!"f, MARVEL, BERGEVIN, HICKEY, HORN, 
VERGIELS, HARMON, WEISE, CHANEY, BENNETT, TAN
NER, STEWART, BRADY, BEDROSIAN, JEFFREY, CA VNAR, 
WAGNER, BARENGO, GETTO, ROBINSON AND COULTER 

APRIL 19, 1979 

Referred to Committee on Judiciary 

SUMMARY-Encourages use of prisoners to educate youth against crime. 
(BDR 2039) 

Exl'LANATION-Matter ID ltal/c3 Is new; matter in brackets [ ] Is material to be omitted. 

ASSEM BLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION-Urging the board of state prison 
commissioners to use suitable convicts to educate youth against crimes. 

1 WHEREAS, Crimes committed by juveniles in Nevada have increased 
2 greatly in recent years to the point where juvenile crime is at epidemic 
3 proportions; and 
4 W HEREAS, Experience has demonstrated that persons who have been 
5 imprisoned for crime have been effective spokesmen to convince juveniles 
6 to avoid criminal activity, as in the case of the academy award winning 
7 documentary "Scared Straight"; now, therefore, be it 
8 Resolved by the Assembly of the State of Nevada, the Senate concur-
9 ring, That the board of state prison commissioners is urged to establish a 

10 program of using suitable convicts to educate youth against similar 
11 offenses; and be it further 
12 Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be prepared and transmitted 
13 forthwith by the legislative counsel to the board of state prison com-
14 missioners. 

-:l(75 



S. B. 439 

SENATE BILL NO. 439-COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

APRIL 9, 1979 
-0----

Referred to Committee on Judiciary 
SUMMARY-Provides specifically that living together is not matter of defense or 

mitigation to prosecuticn for assault or battery. (BDR 16-1458) 
FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government : No. 

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No. 

Exl'LANATION-Matter In Italics Is new; matter in brackets I ] Is material to be omltteil. 

AN ACT relating to assault and battery; providing specifically that living together 
is not a defense or mitigating circumstance; and providing other matters 
properly relating thereto. 

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

1 SECTION 1. NRS 200.471 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
2 200.471 1. As used in this section, "assault" means an unlawful 
3 attempt, coupled with a present ability, to commit a violent injury on 
4 the person of another. 
f5 2. Any person convicted of an assault shall be punished: 
6 (a) If the assault is not made with use of a deadly weapon, or the 
7 present ability to use a deadly weapon, for a misdemeanor. 
8 (b) If the assault is made with use of a deadly weapon, or the present 
9 ability to use a deadly weapon, for a gross misdemeanor. 

10 3. The fact that the victim resided in the same household with the 
11 defendant at the time of the assault is not a defense to a charge of 
12 assault or a circumstance in mitigation of punishment for the assault. 
13 SEC. 2. NRS 200.481 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
14 200.481 1. As used in this section: 
15 (a) "Battery" means any willful and unlawful use of force or violence 
16 upon the person of another. 
17 (b) "Child" means a person less than 18 years of age. 
18 ( c) "Officer" means: 
19 ( 1) A peace officer as defined in NRS 169 .125; 
20 (2) A person employed in a full-time salaried occupation of fi re-
21 fighting for the benefit or safety of the public; or 
22 (3) A member of a volunteer fire department. • 
23 2. Any person convicted of a battery, other than a battery com-
24 mitted by an adult upon a child, shall be punished: 
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S. B. 500 

SENATE BILL NO. 500-COMMITfEE ON JUDICIARY 

APRIL 21, 1979 

Referred to Committee on Judiciary 

SUMMARY-Provides for appointment, powers and duties of supervisor for gam
ing establishment if its license is lapsed, revoked or suspended. (BDR 41-1729) 

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No. 
Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: Yes. 

EXPLANATION-Matter in Italics is new; matter In brackets [ I ls material to be omitted. 

AN ACT relating to gaming establishments; providing for the appointment of a 
supervisor following the lapse, revocation or suspension of a gaming license 
and for management of the establishment by the supervisor; providing for sale 
of the establishment by the owners or supervisor; and providing other matters 
properly relating hereto. 

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

l SECTION 1. Title 41 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a 
2 new chapter to consist of the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 30, 
3 inclusive, of this act. 
-l SEC. 2. As used in this chapter, unless the context otherwise requires, 
5 the words and terms defined in sections 3 to 5, inclusive, of this act have 
6 the meanings ascribed to them in those sections. 
7 SEC. 3. "Commission" means the Nevada gaming commission. 
8 SEC. 4. "Person" means any natural person, association, firm, partner-
9 ship, limited partnership, corporation, trust or other form of business orga-

10 nization. 
11 S:eic . 5. "Supervisor" means the person appointed by a district court 
12 as a fiduciary to manage and control a gaming establishment pursuant to 
13 this chapteir. 
l4 SEC. 6. The legislature hereby finds, and declares it to be the policy 
15 of this state, that: 
16 1. The stability and continuity of gaming establishments in this state 
l 7 are essential to the state's economy and to the general welfare of its 
18 residents. 
19 2. Any closure of a gaming establishment because of a lapse, revo-
20 cation or suspension of its license may cause unnecessary financial hard-
21 ship to its employees, creditors and investors and may have an adverse 
22 economic effect on the residents of the community in which it is located 
23 and on the state generally. 
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