MINUTES OF TEE
MEETING OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

SIXTY-FIRST SESSION
NEVADA STATE LEGISLATURE
March 9, 1981

The Senate Committee on Government Affairs was called to
order by Chairman James I. Gibson, at 2:02 p.m., Monday,
March 9, 1981, in Room 131 of the Legislative Building,
Carson City, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Meeting Agenda.
Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:
Senator James I. Gibson, Chairman
Senator Jean Ford, Vice Chairman
Senator Keith Ashworth

Senator Gene Echols

Senator Virgil Getto

Senator James Kosinski

Senator Sue Wagner

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Frank Daykin, Legislative Counsel
Anne Lage, Committee Secretary

SENXATE BILL NO. 76

Changes various regquirements respecting wages and progress
payments on public works projects.

Senator Cliff McCorkle testified that the purpose of the interim
study which he chaired was an attempt to come up with the causes
and solutions to the reasons for the high cost of state public
works. Testimony indicated that state and federal prevailing

wage laws contributed to higher costs of state buildings. The
committee decided not to address that problem directly by attempt-
ing to repeal that legislation. Rather, they chose to make
minimal modifications.

The committee found that the state and federal prevailing wages
were very similar and usually identical. The state prevailing
wage was also identical to the unicn scale. To save effort on
the part of the Labor Commissioner, they decided to use one
scale, specifically the federal wage scale. Senator McCorkle
had a comparison of the state and fecderal wages which he
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distributed to the committee. See Exhibit C.

The second portion of the bill dealt with contractors keeping
records of the wages paid to each employee on a construction
site. A copy of the records was sernt to the Labor Commis-
sioner on a monthly basis. This bill would allow the Labor
Commissioner to request a copy of this record only when there
were disputes concerning wages. This provision was incorpor-
ated into this bill in an attempt to reduce the amount of
paperwork which contractors felt was not necessary unless
there were disputes.

The’ third portion of the bill dealt with interest being paid
on retention of contract monies. This would allow the interest
on those monies which had been retained to be disbursed to the
benefit of the contractors.

Senator McCorkle read a statement from the interim study which
was written by a representative from the fiscal division.

It said, "General contractors engagec on state Public Works
projects are required to pay their erployees the prevailing
state wage rate or if higher the prevailing federal wage rate
on state projects supported with federal funds. The general
contractors must also provide monthly payroll reports to the
state Labor Commissioner and weekly reports to the federal
government if a state project includes federal funds. Accord-
ing to testimony, the prevailing state and federal wage rates
and wage reporting requirements are cane of the contributory
reasons for public projects costing rore than those in the
private sector".

Mr. John Madole, Northern Nevada Asscciated General Contractors,
testified that he was in support of Senate Bill No. 76. He
explained that the reports which had to be submitted each month
have created a time consuming job, ard these extra costs had

to be passed on ultimately to the taxpayers. He did not believe
that these reports were accomplishinc what they were ‘initially
intended to do. '

Mr. William Hancock, Public Works Board, testified that on state
financed projects they publish only the state wage rate. When
federal funds become involved they publish both wage rates and
they regquire payment to be the higher of the two rates.
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Mr. Alan Bruce, Southern Nevada Division of Associated General
Contractors, testified that they were in favor of this bill,
but he felt that it was unfortunate that the bill contained
all three portions within one bill. He would have liked the
main part of the bill to deal solely with the area of pro-
viding for the payment of interest on retention monies. He
also would like that provision to apply to all public works
projects, not just state of Nevada projects. He presented

two proposed amendments of Nevada Revised Statutes No. 338.160
and No. 338.080. See Exhibit D.

Mr. Max Christiansen, Southern Nevada Air Conditioning and
Sheet Metal Contractors, testified that they were in support

of this bill. He pointed out that occasionally the contractors
do not get their retention money back for three to six months
as it has been invested in the money market. Mr. Christiansen
was in support of the Alan Bruce amendments.

Ms. Irene Porter, Executive Director Nevada Home Builder's
Association, testified that they were mainly concerned about
the interest on the retention money. They were also in support
of the Alan Bruce amendments. .

Mr. James Barrett, Executive Director of the Associated Builders
and Contractors of Northern Nevada, testified that they were
in support of Senate Bill No. 76. He felt that this bill would
protect the worker. He testified that the last session of the
Legislature appropriated almost $100,000,000 for public works.
Out of this approximately 60 percent of that went toward sal-
aries. Of that amount, 2 percent went toward payrolls for
staff to prepare the payroll records which went to the state
and federal governments. The cost of storage of these records
should also be considered. He felt that these provisions were
not necessary. He stated that within the last year there were
only 30 complaints received.

Mr. Nick Kalanges, Vasko and Associates, testified that his
company was in favor of Senate Bill No. 76 in its entirety.
Mr. Kalanges suggested having an auditor investigate various
projects in lieu of monthly payroll reports. He stated they
were in favor of a single wage rate.

The only problem they had with the Alan Bruce amendment was
that they believed that contracts were between the general
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contractor and the agency, not with the subcontractor. They
did not believe that the subcontractor should be payed any
pro~-rated share of the interest money.

Mr. Mark Tully Massagli, President of the Nevada AFL-CIO,
testified that he had 3000 signatures from his members who
were urging resistance to any repeal of the prevalllng wage
law. EHe presented each committee member with copies of the
petitions.

Mr. Massagli objected to the Secretary of Labor becoming
inwolved as this he felt would usurp the Labor Commissioner's
office. He asked that the committee reject this bill in its
entirety.

Mr. Stan Jones, Business Representative for the Northern Nevada
Central Labor Council, presented his testimony in opposition
to Senate Bill No. 76. See Exhibit E.

Senator Ford questioned Mr. Jones regarding the number of
prevailing wage rates in Nevada. Mr. Jones replied that the
wage rates determined by the Nevada State Labor Commission

were divided into two main areas; northern Nevada and southern
Nevada.

Mr. Jones testified that every monthly report submitted to

the Nevada State Labor Commission was reviewed. He stated
that last year $190,000 was recovered in violations of the
public work law. Those violations were only discovered as

a resul:t of the monthly transmittal that came into the office
of the state Labor Commissioner. Without those reports there
would be no way to ascertain if a contractor was in compliance
or violation.

Senator Vagner requested that Mr. Jones submit a report to
the cormittee members comparing the wages of northern Nevada
with southern Nevada.

In response to Senator Keith Ashworth's question if they were
in support of the contractors receiving the interest on the
retention monies, Mr. Jones replied to the affirmative.

Chairman Gibson inquired if Mr. Jones would support using the
state prevailing wage rate on federal projects even if the
federal wage rate might be higher. Mr. Jones responded that
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they were in favor of abiding by the state prevailing wage
rates on all projects. This would include the MX project
if it was developed in Nevada.

Ex-Senator Dodge, member of the interim subcommittee on
state Public Works, testified that labor had been invited
to the subcommittee meetings. He indicated that he would
be supportive of using the state of Nevada prevailing wage
laws to limit the numerous report forms which had to be
submitted.

Mr. Bill Boon, District Representative for the Operating
Engineers in Southern Nevada, testified that he was opposed
to Senate Bill No. 76 except for the third part of the bill
dealt with the interest on retention money.

Mr. Richard Ciesynski, Ironworkers Representative of Northern
Nevada, testified that the ironworkers were opposed to Senate
Bill No. 76 except for the third portion. However, he felt
that the subcontractors should receive a portion of the
interest on the retention monies.

Mr. Joe Baker, Sparks resident, testified that he felt the
law was good the way it was and it should not be tampered with.

Mr. Scott Wadsworth, Northern Nevada Chapter of the National
Electrical Contractors Association, testified in opposition
to Senate Bill No. 76. He stated that one cannot assume
that contractors will follow the prevailing wage laws in
every case.

Mr. Dave Young, Operating Engineer's Union, testified that
the monthly reporting system should be retained.

The committee decided not to take any action on this bill
until it had been given further consideration.

SENATE BILL NO. 295

Authorizes school districts to issue bonds approved by electors
before effective date of act at any rate of interest.

Senator Getto explained that Churchill County had passed a
$6,000,000 bond for schools. Subsequently, two bond sales
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were attempted but no bids were received. There was an

interest limitation placed on this bond of 8 percent.

Senator Getto pointed out that they could sell these bonds

at 8.34 percent if they acted quickly, if not the rates would ~
probably continue to increase.

Mr. Elmo Dericco, Churchill County Superintendent of Schools,
testified that Fallon had recently experienced a rapid growth
rate which created an overcrowded situation within both the
secondary and elementary schools. When the school bond was
passed, the $6,000,000 would have provided 96,000 square feet
of new buildings. Presently, it has dropped to 80,000 square
feet due to rising costs. This was the main reason they felt
it necessary to sell these bonds immediately.

Mr. George Ghilia, Vice Chairman of the Churchill County Board
of Trustees, testified that this situation has proved to be
very frustrating. He hoped the committee would support this
bill.

Mr. Henry Chanin, Burrows, Smith and Company, testified that
his company was employed by Churchill County School District

to help them with their bond program. He distributed a copy

of a letter that Mr. Chanin had written to Farmers Home
Administration. See Exhibit F. He advised the committee

that Farmers Home Administration was very interested in

buying $2,000,000 worth of the bonés at a rate of 5 percent.

By selling the remaining $4,000,000 worth of bonds at 11
percent, the combined total interest rate would be 8.34 percent.

Mr. Frank Daykin, Legislative Counsel, explained that this

bill wa a general authorization to any county school district.
He also explained that the six year limitation was customary in
bond acts so that you didn't give indefinite authority. Mr.
Daykin indicated that it would be possible to put a shorter
limitation on the issuance of bonds or it could be limited to
Churchill County.

Mr. Chanin explained that this bill applied to only those
elections which had been held prior to the effective date
of the act.

Mr. Ronald Brown, Churchill County resident, testified that

Churchill County had voted this bond in with specific interest
limitations. He did not feel any changes should be made
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without voter approval.
This bill was taken under advisement by the committee.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 48

Requires designs for new public buildings to provide, where
feasible, for use of renewable sources of energy.

Mr. Kelly Jackson, Deputy Director Department of Energy,
testified that this bill would require that the state and
lacal entities design and build energy efficient buildings.
Mr. Jackson indicated that extensive studies would not have
to be done, rather analysis should be based on information
already available in the area being considered.

Mr. William Hancock, Public Works Board, explained that this
bill would not present any problems to the Nevada State Public

Works. He advised the committee that passive use of solar

energy added about $1.30 per square foot to construction costs

while active use amounted to about $10.00 per square foot.

He

also believed that his department already had a capable staff

who could handle provisions of this bill.

This bill was taken under further advisement by the committee.

The hearing on Assembly Bill No. 141 was postponed until
Friday, March 13, 1981.

BILL DRAFT REQUEST NO. 18-656 (53, 390)

Provides for painting and display of protrait of governor
during his term.

BILL DRAFT REQUEST NO. 21-1801 [ 387)

Imposes moratorium on incorporation of cities under general
laws.

The committee agreed to submit these Bill Draft Regquests for
committee introduction.

There being no further business, meeting was adjourned at
4:55 p.m.
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Respectively submitted by:

e K Sege

Anne L. Lage, Sekretary

APPROVED BY:

wu¢{£§5_jiz;jz-~’

Seg;tor ames I. Gibson, Chairman
DATE: 3/ 3/%.
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EXHIBIT A

SENATE AGENDA REVISED 3/5/81

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Committee on Government Affairs , Room 131 .

Day_Monday , Date March 9 , Time 2:00 p.m. .

S. B. No. 76--Changes various requirements respecting
wages and progress payments on public works projects.

Senator McCorkle, Prime Sponsor
William E. Hancock, Secretary-Manager, Public Works Board
Assemblyman John Jeffrey

S. B. No. 295--Authorizes school districts to issue
bonds approved by electors before effective date of act at
any rate of interest.

Senator Getto, Prime Sponsor
Frank Daykin, Legislative Counsel

A. B. No. 48 --Requires desigrs Sor new public buildings

to provide, where feasible, for use of nenewable sources
of energy.

Assemblyman Joseph Dini
William Hancock, Public Works Board
Noel Clark, Department of Energy

A. B. No. 1l41--Eliminates statutory conflict concerning
membership of zoning boards of adjustment.

Bryce Wilson, Nevada Association of Counties
G. P. Etcheverry, Nevada League of Cities
Julius Conigliaro, City of Las Vegas

Daniel Fitzpatrick, Clark County

David Henry, Washoe County
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Teazszecs

CARK counzy

State of Nevada

Frevailing Wage Rates

1978

$23.20 + $4.25 fringes
2.83 + 2.59 .
22.37 + 1.46 .
=1.36 + 2.67 bt

9.40 + 3.78 hd
<4.36 + 2.11 + 43 *
-4.32 + .99 “
21.58 + 5.02 b
-0.50 » 2.86 .
0.70 ¢ 3.72 -
«1.27 + 3.72 -
2l.7¢ + 3.7 .
-2.26 + 3.72 -
-2.84 +» 1.16 -
.53 + S5.85 -

?.37 « l1.22 e

CoARK cornTy

State of Nevacda

Frevalling Wage Rates

1979

25.il ¢ 2.46
-9.27 - 2.46
<J.dl = 2,10

2229 - 3,23

<E.72 . 2.86 + 163

JF.ie - 1.14
-c.853 - 6.22
de.ad = 2.16
P 31 é.69
acia? = 4.69
ca.id - 4,69
23.16 - 4.69
ad.ad » 2.06
«<.65 - 5,98
“ese? + 1.80

;.36 ¢ $3.40 fringe

-

EXHIBIT C
Federal
Tevaillng Wage Rates
1978
513.66 + $2.30 fringe
13.62 » 2.84 .
12.27 + 1.36 -
11.36 + 2.68 .
11.40 + 1.78 L)
14.36 + 2.11 + 3% *
13.50 + .95 -
10.66 » 4.98 “
10.60 + 2.86 b
10.70 + 3.6¢ -
11.27 + 3.64 -
11.7¢ » 3.6¢ .
12.26 + 13.64 b
12.6¢ + 1.16 °
11.53 +» 5.50 .
9.97 + 1.21 -
Federal

Prevailing Wage Rates

1979

$16.52 + $2.40 fzinge

15.22 « 3.46 ”
23.87 + 1.56 ~
not lisced

13.00 » 2.23 ”

riot lisced

net listed
res listed
not listed

not lisced

20t listed

not listed

not listed

not liszed

13.75 + 5.83

11.17 + l.80 b

Nevala's rrevaillins ~aye law is fair so zontractors in tha: it provides
F k4 ]

Jor compezitive »idiing :ase2 an suality management and quality enginescing.

It is also fair to tevair wvc:okers in thas it guarantees that their wage scale

will 22t ze undersus 2y :iz-2f-s-aze or alien workers.
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Amend NRS 338.160 to provide as follows: EXHIBIT D

"All monies withheld as retention from contractors engaged in public
works projects for public bodies as defined under NRS 338.010 shall
be credited with interest which shall be remitted to said contractors
on the first day of each calendar quarter. Subcontractors shall in
turn be paid their pro-rated share of this interest. Interest shall
be calculated monthly based on the average discount of the weekly
U.S. Treasury 90-Day Bill Auction."

Amend NRS 338.080 by deleting Paragraph 2 and substituting in lieu thereof
the following:

"2. Workmen dispatched or referred as apprentices under the auspices
of apprenticeship programs approved under the provisions of Chapter 610
of NRS."




MARCH 9, 1981
S.B. 76

EXHIBIT E
‘MR, CHAIRMAN.... MEMBERS OF THE SENATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE.

(:> MY NAME IS STAN JONES. I AM BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE NORTHERN
NEVADA CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, THE COUNCIL IS COMPRISED OF A MEMBERSHIP
THAT REACHES AS FAR AS ELY, ELKO; TONOPAH, FALLON, WINNEMUCCA, AND
OTHER CITIES AND TOWNS NORTH OF HIGHWAY 6 WHICH CUTS ACROSS THE
BREAD-BASKET OF NEVADA,

ON BEHALF OF OUR MEMBERSHIP, I WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR THE
PRIVILEGE OF SPEAKING TO YOU IN QPPOSITION TO S.B. 76. THE MATTER
COVERED IN THE OPPRESIVE BILL BEFORE YOU IS SOMETIMES REFERRED TO
AS THE “LITTLE DAVIS-BACON LAW”,  NEVADA REVISED STATUTES CODIFY
IT IN CHAPTER 338 AS,.., PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS,

RESPECTFULLY, I SUBMIT THE VERY COMPOSITION OF THE SCR 40

() SUBCOMMITTEE..... OR AT LEAST THE AD HOC MEMBERS, PREJUDICED THE
LEGISLATION UNFAIRLY IN THE AREA OF PREVAILING WAGE REGULATION,
THEY ARE EITHER ANTI-UNION..., OR CLOSELY ALLIED WITH THE OPEN-SHOP
MOVEMENT OF NEVADA.... WITH OPEN ADVOCACY OF REPEALING OR RENDERING
USELESS PREVAILING WAGE LAWS.  OHLY THE MEMBERS OF THOSE FACTIONS
WERE INVITED IO PARTICIPATE. AS A MATTER OF FACT, THEIR OBJECTIVE
WAS TO ADOPT ONLY THOSE RECOMMENDATICNS WHICH COULD BE LIVED WITH
BY ARCHITECTS, CONTRACTORS, THE PUBLIC WORKS BOARD, AND GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATORS,

THE STATUTE PROVIDES, EACH PUBLIC BODY WHICH AWARDS A CONTRACT
FOR PUBLIC WORK, SHALL SECURE FROM THE NEVADA STATE LABOR COMMISSIONER
THE PREVAILING WAGE TO BE PAID TO EACH WORKMAN EMPLOYED ON THE
() PUBLIC WORK PROJECT,
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‘WHEN THE LABOR COMMISSIONER IS IN DOUBT AS TO THE PREVAILING
WAGE, HE IS DIRECTED..., STATUTORILY.... TO HOLD HEARINGS TO DETERMINE
THE APPROPRIATE RATE OF PAY, AT THE HEARING, CRAFTS AFFILIATED WITH
THE NEVADA STATE AFL-CIO AND CONTRACTORS ARE HEARD,

FROM THE EVIDéNCE PRESENTED, THE LABOR COMMISSIONER DETERMINES
THE PREVAILING RATE OF PAY FOR THE SEVERAL CLASSES OF WORKMEN EMPLOYED
ON THE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT.,

I HAVE EARLIER WRITTEN EACH OF YOU WITH OUR VIEWS. LET ME SAY
AGAIN, ... THE PREVAILING WAGE LAW IN NEVADA HAS WORKED WELL TO
PROTECT NEVADA WORKERS, POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS, AND THE PEOPLE OF
THIS STATE, '

PERMIT ME TO REMIND YOU THE SELECT SUB-COMMITTEE AS PROVIDED BY
SCR 40 FOUND THE FUNDAMENTAL REASONS FOR PAYING PREVAILING RATES ON
PUBLIC WORK PROJECTS WAS JUSTIFIED, HAVING FOUND THAT, IT WOULD BE
THE ANTITHESIS OF THAT FINDING TO ADOPT THE PROVISIONS ofF S.B. 76.
(WHY THE FEDERAL PREVAILING RATE??? ONLY SLIGHTLY LESS THAN STATE...
AND IN SOME CASES IT WAS HIGHER),

RETURN TO THE NIXON YEARS FOR JUST A FEW MINUTES, IF YOU WILL.
ON OR ABOUT FEBRUARY 23, 1971, THEN PRESIDENT NIXON SUSPENDED THE
PROVISIONS OF THE DAVIS-BACON FOR A PERIOD OF TIME, THIS WAS
RECOGNIZED FOR WHAT IT WAS..... A BLANTANT ANTI-UNION MOVE,
WITHOUT BURDENING YOU WITH THE HISTORY OF THE FAILURE OF THAT
PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE.,.., THE STATE OF NEVADA ADVISED THE SOLICITOR
OF LABOR FOR THE U,S, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR.s::s NEVADA COULD NOT:::s
NOR WOULD NOT.... SUPPORT THE PRESIDENT'S SUSPENSION, THEN GOVERNOR

PP
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MIKE O'CALLAGHAN WROTE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION JOHN VOLPE,.....
"UNEMPLOYMENT IN NEVADA IS ITS HIGHEST IN RECENT YEARS, AND OUR OVERALL
ECONOMIC CONDITION IS NOT GOOD, AND GETTING WORSE”. WE ARE
PRECARIOUSLY CLOSE TO SUCH WIDESPREAD UNEMPLOYMENT IN THE CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY AGAIN, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF S.B. 76, THE DOORS TO
CARPET-BAGGING WOULD BE WIDE OPEN,

THEN CONGRESSMAN WALTER BARING WROTE: “HE DID NOT AGREE WITH
THE PRESIDENT BECAUSE HE FELT IT UNFAIR TO PENALIZE A SINGLE SEGMENT
OF THE WORKING POPULATION BECAUSE OF UNWISE MONETARY OR FISCAL
POLICIES” ..., VIS-A-VIS FEDERAL.... STATE REGULATIONS.

LET ME QUICKLY CLOSE THAT UNFORTUNATE PART OF OUR HISTORY,
WHEN PRESIDENT NIXON SUSPENDED A FEDERAL LAW, WITH A QUOTE FROM
THEN STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL ROBERT LIST..... "WE HAVE SEARCHED BOTH
OUR LAW LIBRARY, AND QUR CONSCIENCES, AND HAVE SIMPLY DETERMINED
THAT THERE 1S NO WAY BY WHICH WE CAN IN GOOD FAITH ACCEPT THE
PROPOSITION THAT OUR STATE LAW HAS BEEN PREEMPTED”,

I POINT THESE FACTS OUT TO YOU TO CONSIDER IN YOUR THOUGHTFUL
DELIBERATION OF S,B, 76, NEVADA wouLD HAVE NO CHOICE IF S.B. 76
WERE NEVADA LAW.

NEVADA HAS COME A FAIR PIECE AS A STATE SINCE THE MINING DAYS
ON THE COMSTOCK WHEN LABOR WAS CONSIDERED BY SOME AS MERELY A
COMMODITY. .., OR AN ARTICLE OF COMMERCE, ALL NEVADA WORKERS... AND
NOT JUST CONSTRUCTION WORKERS, HAVE A LOT TO LOSE IF WE EVER ALLOW
REGRESSION TO THOSE OLD ATTITUDES...::: SOMETHING I BELIEVE CAN AND
WILL HAPPEN IF S,B. 76 WERE ADOPTED.

othd
ALY
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SURELY AS 1 APPEAR BEFORE YOU, RESPONSIBLE CITIZENS DO NOT WANT
TO SEE THEIR TAX DOLLARS BEING USED BY NEVADA TO UNDER-CUT WAGES,

WITHOUT A STRONG AND VIABLE PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS LAW, WE COULD
SES A RETURN TO THE DAYS WHEN LABOR WAS CONSIDERED A COMMODITY. 44« AND
PUBLIC WORKS AND LOCAL SMALL BUSINESSMEN WOULD SEE A RETURN TO THE
TIME BEFORE THE LAW, WHEN LOCAL WAGE RATES AND LABOR STANDARDS WERE
BEING EXPLOITED BY ITINERANT, IRRESPONSIBLE CONTRACTORS USING CHEAP,
INEXPERIENCED BOOTLEG LABOR; THERE WOULD BE A RETURN TO THE TIME
WHZN THESE CONTRACTORS WOULD GO AROUND THE COUNTRY PICKING OFF A
PUSLIC WORKS CONTRACT HERE AND THERE;.;. LEAVING LOCAL LABOR AND
LOCAL CONTRACTORS STANDING ON THE SIDELINES LOOKING ON. OUR PRESENT

LAW IS A SENSE OF FAIRNESS PROTECTING LOCAL LABOR,..,» LOCAL CONTRACTORS...

AND LOCAL BDSINESSES,

THE PROPOSITION PUT FORTH IN S.B. 76 TO REPEAL MONTHLY REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS 1S AKIN TO TAKING ALL THE POLICEMEN AND JUDGES OUT OF
SERVICE. s+, AND TELLING OUR POPULATION,..”NOW, WE STILL HAVE LAWS AND
WE EXPECT YOU TO CONFORM TO THEM VOLUNTARILY”,  YOU AND I BOTH KNOW,
LT _JUST ISN'T GOING TO HAPPEN THAT WAY. THE CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY
IS, ,us BY ITS VERY NATURE.... A HIGHLY UNSTABLE INDUSTRY. PUBLIC
WORKS CONTRACTS GO TO THE LOWEST BIDDER., WITHOUT PREVAILING WAGE
LAWS, CONTRACTORS COULD SLASH WAGES IN ORDER TO BE THE LOWEST BIDDER.
WHEN UNEMPLOYMENT IS HIGH, WITHOUT PREVAILING WAGE LAWS, THE OFFER
OF A JOB TO AN UNEMPLOYED WORKER WHO IS TRYING TO FEED HIS FAMILY 1S
NO CHOICE AT ALL..y.s. THUS DRIVING DOWN LABOR STANDARDS WITH TAX

DOLLARS, THE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PRESENT LAW IS BASIC
RECORD-KEEPING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS THAT MUSI BE MADE UNQER MANY

LAWS, ELIMINATING THEM FROM THE LAW.WOULD HAVE VIRTUALLY NO EFFECT
) 77
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ON THE RECORD-KEEPING OF A CONTRACTOR..::: SINCE SIMILAR REPORTS AND

@ RECORD-KEEPING 1S REQUIRED BY A GOOD MANY OTHER STATE AND FEDERAL LAWS,,.
AS WELL AS JUST PLAIN GOOD BUSINESS SENSE, ADMITTEDLY, THERE WAS
CONSIDERABLE VACILLATION BEFORE THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON PAPERWORK., ...
HOWEVER, ONE OF THE MAJOR CONTRACTORS DOING PUBLIC WORK CONTRACTS
(65 To 70 PERCENT OF HIS WORK), WHEN ASKED DIRECTLY IF IT WAS NECESSARY
TO ADD CERTAIN COSTS TO THE STATE WHICH WOULD NOT BE APPLIED TO PRIVATE
SECTOR BECAUSE OF PAPERWORK.:::. THE ANSWER WAS AN UNEQUIVOCAL,, NO'

WHAT ELIMINATION WOULD DO, IS PROVIDE THE UNSCRUPULOUS CONTRACTOR
WITH THE TOOL TO CHEAT.

eak

ONE HUNDRED OR MORE VIOLATIDONS PER Y OF THE PRESENT PREVAILING
WAGE LAWS DEMONSTRATES THERE IS STILL UNSCRUPULOUS CONTRACTORS WILLING
(:> TO VIOLATE THE LAWS. ...+ EXPLOIT WORKERS..,.,, THE COMMUNITY..«+ AND THE
PUBLIC BODY AWARDING THE PUBLIC CONTRACT.

I DON'T BELIEVE ANYONE WOULD CONSIDER REMOVING THE BUILDING
INSPECTORS FROM THE JOB FOR OBVIOUS REASONS. YET, BY REMOVING THE
MONTHLY REPORTING REQUIREMENT, THE WORKMAN WOULD BE PLACED AT THE
MERCY OF THOSE UNSCRUPULOUS CONTRACTORS, IF THE STATE FEELS IT'S
NECESSARY TO HAVE QUALITY CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS THROUGH INSPECTORS,
THEY KNOW THERE ARE SOME CONTRACTORS WILLING TO ENGAGE IN QUALITY
EXPLOITATION, WE CAN ONLY IMAGINE THEN, WHAT THESE CONTRACTORS WOULD
DO WITHOUT PREVAILING WAGE REQUIREMENTS.,

IT'S CLEAR TO THE NORTHERN NEVADA CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL..,. THE
STATE OF NEVADA.::ss ITS POLITICAL SUB-DIVISIONS..... THE CONSTRUCTION
(:>INDUSTRY.... AND THE WORKERS OF THIS STATE.... THAT THEY NEED THE
‘ STATE PREVAILING WAGE LAWS;

278
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SELECT SUB-COMMITTEE SHOWED NUMEROUS
REASONS FOR THE COSTS OF PUBLIC WORKS.... PREVAILING WAGE NOT BEING
AMONG THE UPPERMOST,  COST FACTORS INCLUDED. s s 114

1. -CHANGE ORDERS
. LACK OF DIRECTION FROM RESPONSIBLE BODIES
RED TAPE
RETENTION FEES
DESIGN
STATE FIRE MARSHALL REGULATIONS
INFLATION
SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS TO CONTRACTORS
ARCHITECT'S FEES
CONTRACTORS “LOADING"” BIDS
WHAT THE MARKET WILL BEAR AT BIDDING TIME
CONTRACTORS “PADDING” ON CHANGE ORDERS

W 00 N O Ul &= W N

SIS

BY TAKING THE SIMPLISTIC POSITION OF LETTING OUR GREAT WHITE
FATHER IN WASHINGTON DO OUR WORK FOR US, AREN’'T WE SAYING.. "WE'RE NOT
CAPABLE OF DOING OUR OWN WORK, SO WASHINGTON GETS BIGGER AND BIGGER”,

IT'S MY UNDERSTANDING MOST STATES POLITICAL LEADERS ARE TRYING TO GET
WASHINGTON QUT OF OUR LIVES,

WE SUBMIT, THE NEVADA STATE LABOR COMMISSIONER IS QUITE CAPABLE
OF DOING THE JOB HERE AT HOME. WOULD ANY RESPONSIBLE NEVADAN
CONSIDER RELINQUISHING CONTROL OF OUR STATE GAMING TO WASHINGTON?????
I THINK NOT,... SO LET'S NOT GIVE UP OUR STATES’ RIGHTS IN
DETERMINING PREVAILING WAGES TO THE WASHINGTON MONSTER... FOR IF WE DO,

I SUBMIT TO YOU IT MAY BE JUST THE SORT OF ENCROAﬁHMENT WASHINGTON

NEEDS TO GO THE EXTRA MILE IN OUR LIVES,
' 279
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. I RECALL SOMETHING OF A FABLE ABOUT A CAMEL WHO PUTS HIS HEAD

IN THE TENT..vss THAT'S REMINICIENT OF S.B. 76 AND ALLOWING WASHINGTON
IN THE TENT. ADOPTION OF THE BILL BEFORE YOU WOULD WED NEVADA TO
THE CAMEL.«sss AND PLACE THE RING ON OUR FINGER.... OR IN OUR NOSE'

PERMIT ME TO TOUCH BRIEFLY ON THE EXTENSIVE TRAINING PROGRAMS
PROMOTED BY LABOR AND MANAGEMENT UNDER COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS.
THESE APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING PROGRAMS ARE REGISTERED WITH THE NEVADA
STATE APPRENTICESHIP COUNCIL, AND MAINTAIN A CONSTANT LEVEL OF HIGHLY
SKILLED JOURNEYMAN IN ALL SKILLED OCCUPATIONS..,, A FACTOR EXTREMELY
CRITICAL TO QUALITY CONSTRUCTION IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CONTRACTING.

DR, STEVEN G, ALLEN, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS AT NORTH
CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY, FOUND..... UNION CONSTRUCTION WORKERS
30 - 35% MORE PRODUCTIVE THAN NON-UNION WORKERS. HE CITED THE
INSISTENCE OF BONA FIDE APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAMS, AND UNION HIRING
CLAUSES PROVIDING CONTRACTORS COMPETENT WORKERS AT NO COST TO THE
CONTRACTOR., DR. ALLEN’'S FINDINGS THEN, SEEM TO POINT OUT THE PRESENT
METHOD OF DETERMINING PREVAILING WAGE RATES PROVIDE A CASH BENEFIT
70 THE STATE AND ITS POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS.

IN CONCLUSION.., THE NEVADA PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS LAW SHOULD NOT
BE WEAKENED.... IF ANYTHING...., IT SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED., IT IS AN
INTEGRAL PART OF NEVADA'S ECONOMIC LIFE, IT PROTECTS AND PRESERVES
FAIR COMPETITION., S.,B, 76 SHOULD BE KILLED..... AND THE NORTHERN
NEVADA CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL ASKS YOUR QUICK ACTION IN DOING SO,
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and February 11, 1981
fui'e 1063 Kearns Building
Sz Loke City, Utah 84101 EXHIBIT F
Telephone (£01) 3556700 )

¥r. Mike Holm

District Director

Farmers Home Administration
111 Sheckler Road

Fallon, NV. 89406

Dear Mike;

As you are aware, the Churchill County School District has become
a victim of the nation's troubled economy and has been unable to
finance the construction of a sorely needed new high school in Fallon
despite the District's voters having authorized the issuance of
$6,000,000 in general obligation bonds for that purpose.

Imnediately following the bond election in September, 1979, the
Federal Reserve Board took unprecedented and drastic action to fight
inflation, and thereby sent interest rates in the municipal bond

(:) market soaring. Initially, the District postponed the sale of its
bonds and thereafter attempted tvo public sales in the summer of 1980,
which produced no bids at or below an interest rate of 8% to which the

District is limited by the terms of the bond question approved by the
voters.

It is anticipated that the 1981 Nevada State Legislature, which is
currently in session, will adopt legislation removing the aforemen-
tioned interest rate celling. Although this would premit the sale of
the Distict's bonds in the open market, the interest rate that the
District would be forced to pay simply makes. such a program
unaffordable.

In determining to allow the District's bond question to go to a
vote of the people, the Churchill County General Obligation Bond
Commission determined that the existing and projected tax base of the
county would permit a levy of $.77 by the District to support its
existing and proposed jndebtedness. 1In Nevada, the combined tax rate
for all taxing entities within each county must not exceed $3.64. As
tax rates in the City of Fallon have historically been at maximum, any
increase in the District's debt service rate would necessitate
adjustment of both city and county rates. An increase in the
District's debt service rate beyond $.77 would have a severe jmpact on
the operating revenues of the city and the county.




. Burrows, Snith and Company

In the present municipal bond rarket, sale of the District's bonds
would require interest at a rate of 11% or above and would result in a
tax levy in excess of $1.00, far btzycnd the level deemed affordable by
the Churchill County General Obligztion Bond Commission.

Assuming the 1legislative actizn discussed earlier, the sale of
$2,000,000 in bonds to the Farmers Home Administration at a 5% rate
combined with the sale of the $4,902,000 balance in the open market
would produce a program that is affordable by the District. As
indicated in the attached tables, the over-all net interest rate for
such a program would be slightly ovar 8% and the required debt service
levy could be held at or below the $.77 orginially proposed.

Absent any drastic changes in the municipal bond market or the
property tax system in Nevada, participation by Farmers Home
Administration makes all the difference in whether or not the
Churchill County School District will be able to provide adequate
classrooms for the students it serves. .

Singerely,

rerry L. Chanin
Vice President

HLC/sf



_ TABLE 1
CHURCHILL COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

$4,000, 000 $2,000, 000

BOND 20 years - 11% L 25 years - 5%

YEAR ﬁﬁfﬁél#ﬁ[“"‘“fﬁTﬁRE§T TOTAL FﬁTﬁETﬁKE"""%%TE§E§T TOTAL GRAND TOTAL
1 $ 440,000 $ 440,000 $ 100,000 $ 100,000 $ 540,000
2 440,000 440,000 100, 000 100, 000 540,000
3 $ 80,000 440,000 520,000 $ 5,000 100,000 105,000 625,000
4 95, 000 431,200 526,200 5,000 99,750 104,750 630,950
5 95,000 420,750 515,750 5,000 99,500 104,500 620,250
6 110, 000 410,300 520, 300 5,000 99,250 104,250 624,550
7 120,000 398,200 518,200 5,000 99,000 104,000 622,200
8 135,000 385,000 520,000 5,000 98,750 103,750 623,750
9 150,000 370,150 520,150 5,000 98,500 103,500 623,650

10 165,000 353,650 518,650 5,000 98,250 103,250 621,900
11 180,000 335,500 515,500 5,000 98,000 103,000 618,500
12 N 205, 000 315,700 520,700 5,000 97,750 102,750 623,450
13 225,000 293,150 518,150 5,000 97,500 102,500 620,650
14 250, 000 268,400 518,400 5,000 97,250 102,250 620,650
15 275,000 240, 900 515,900 5,000 97,000 102,000 617,900
16 310,000 210,650 520,650 5,000 96,750 101,750 622,400
17 340,000 176,550 516,550 5,000 96,500 101,500 618,050
18 380, 000 139,150 519,150 5,000 96,250 101, 250 620,400
19 420,000 97,350 517,350 5,000 96,000 101,000 618,350
20 465, 000 51,150 516,150 5,000 95,750 100,750 616,900
21 345,000 95,500 440,500 440,500
22 365,000 78,250 443,250 443,250
23 380,000 60,000 440,000 440,000
24 400, 000 41,000 441,000 441,000
25 420,000 21,000 441,000 441,000

$4,000,000 $6,217,750  $10,217,750 $2,000,000  $2,257,500 $4,257,500 $14,475,250

NIR = 8.34%

€82
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TABLE 2

CHURCHILL COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

LESS MOTOR LESS
F/Y VEHICLE INTEREST
%ENDS ASSESSED 1/ EXISTING 1981 BONDS TOTAL PRIVILEGE =~ EARNINGS  TOTAL ANNUAL TAX RATE
6/30 VALUATION DEBT SERVICE DEBT SERVICE DEBT SERVICE TAX APPLIED PAYMENT EQUIVALENT
1982 $87,200,000 2/ $ 305,735 $ 540,000 $ 845,735 $ 50,000 $125,000 $ 670,735 J7 2/
11983 95,920,000 310,835 540,000 850,835 75,000 37,250 738,335 U
1984 105,512,000 310,110 625,000 935,110 75,000 50,000 810,110 .76
11985 116,063,200 314,610 630,950 945,560 75,000 870,560 75
1986 127,669,520 318,160 938,410 80,000 858,410 .67

620,250

1/ Based upon average annual increase of 10%

2/ Preliminary

v82





